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INTRODUCTION

The activities c¢f the American Management Associations (AMA)
in the development and in the presentations of this course for
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) cannot be
evaluated properly without an understanding of the history. The
initiating document, RFP J-016-LEAA-8, provides the basic back-
ground. Thus, we find in Attachment B of the referenced RFP the
following, which has been lightly edited:

" BACKGROUND

LEAA has sponsored the development and delivery of an
integrated series of one-week training courses in criminal
justice~plannning,analysis, monitoring and evaluation.
Another ,course in program development is under development
and more advanced courses in these and related subject
areas are under consideration. It has been determined
that there is a related need for the delivery of an
intensive training course in the area of program manage~
ment. However, it appears that it may not be necessary

to develop a special course in the area of program manage-
ment. Because of the large number of highly successful
program management courses that have baen developed

and refined through repeated deliveries, it may be possible
to competitively identify an excellent course which can
be readily adapted to the neads of our target audience

and refined to complement our existing courses.

Four courses, Criminal Justice Planning, Analysis, Monitor-
ing,and Evaluation, are currently being delivered at each
of the CJTCs, using instructors drawn from across the
country. The planning course is centered around a
"General Planning Process Model" and serves as a point of
departure for the other ccurses. It provides instruction
and practice in a series of tasks which should be per-
formed in any planning effort. The analysis course

seeks to develop in the participants some basic skills

in statistical analysis, identifies criminal justice

data sources and sets forth a framework for analyvzing

both the criminal justice system and crime in order to
identify prohlems. The monitoring course stresses project.
monitoring and process evaluation while the evaluation
course concentrates on process evaluation and impact
assessment. The evaluation and monitoring courses empha-
size the underlying logic of program and project evaluation,
the characteristics of different evaluation technologies,
and their uses for different information needs. All

four courses are five days long, are given in a combina-
tion lecture and practical exercise mode, reinforce each
other,; and relate to the General Planning Procgess Model.

e

Because these courses are ultimately delivered through

a decentralized system of Criminal Justice Training Centers
(CIJTCs), the course selected must be well documented,
transferable and sensitive to local needs. These CJTCs
present nationally developed and tested training materials
to criminal justice personnel under LEAA sponsorship.

The CJTCs are: Northeastern University, Service Area

"A", Boston, Massachusetts; University of Wisconsin, Service
Area "B", Milwaukee, Wisonsin; Florida State University,
Service Area "C", Tallahassee, Florida; Washburn University,
Service Area "D", Topeka, Xansas; and University of Southern
California, Service Area "E", Los Angeles, California.

Each of the CJTCs operates under the guidance of a Planning/
Advisory Committee which is representative of the clientele
served by the CJTC. This committee participates in ccurse
scheduling, instructor and participant selection, course
evaluation and ongoing refinement of courses presented.
These committees participate in a variety of CJTC activities
and formally meet about six times a year.

The Program Management Course selected as a result of this
RFP must be able to demonstrate its effectiveness nationally
and locally, complement the courses described, relate the
model for program management to the planning process model,
and use terminology which is consistent with that which

has evolved during the development of the other courses...

OBJECTIVES

This contract will provide for the following:

T. The adaptation of an existing training course to the
needs of program managers in criminal justice plan-
ning units at State, regional and local levels of
government."

The four additional objectives deal with procedural matters.

AMA, in its response to the LEAA RFP on August 28, 1978, made

clear its understanding of the background and support of the objectives.
Thus, on page 2 of AMA's response we find the statement:

"We believe that AMA's existing Project Management courses

fit this description and that only minor modifications are
needed to tailor them to the specific requirements of SPA

and RPU managers. '

Objective I was changed slightly by modification of Contract

No. J-LFAA-032-78, dated 10/2/78, to the following:




I. The adaptation, insofar &as possible, of an existing
“training course to the needs of program managers
in criminal justice planning units at State, region-
al and local levels of government."

It is less important from the viewpoint of this evaluation that
as the contract between LEAA and AMA proceeded the AMA had to move
from the use of course material that was substantially in place to
the development of new course-specific material, than that the ob-
jectives of the contract which specified the personnel for whom the
course was developed remained unchanged. The potential students
were characterized in thé objectives as program managers of cri-
minal justice planning units. In late 1979 and early 1980, as it
became clear that the LEAA budget was going to be severely reduced,
the work experience and professional interests of the recipients of
this training program became an increasingly important issue to the
" CJTCs who were to be the recipients of the AMA-developed course.

As federal support via the LEAA for planning units diminished, the
interest among the clients of the CJTCs in the training of program
managers in criminal justice planning units diminished as well.

This result of the federal budget crunch generated a tension

between pressures for CJIJTC presentations which followed the LEAA

RFP and its subsequent modifications and the perceived need for the
course to satisfy a different category of criminzl justice professional
from the Criminal Justice System (CJS) personnel served by the centers.
This category comprised, in the main, managers of operational agencies.
The evaluation reports for two AMA-presented pilot runs of the Cri-
minal Justice Management Course and for the courses presented

by each of the five CJTCs (Appendices A, B, C, D, E, F, and G)

provide information on the professional background of the partici-
pants. These appendices are alsoc the source of the comparative

data upon which this final evaluation is based. Descriptive material
on the course content is provided by two AMA documents, the Instructor
Guide and the Participant Guide to Criminal Justice Management: A
Course for Criminal Justice Administrators, American Management
Associatlions, New York, N.Y., edition of November 24, 1980. The

table of contents for the Instructor Guide is Apvendix H. It is
essentially identical to the takle of contents for the Participant
Guide. The documents themselves weigh several pounds and are far

too cumbersome to be an attachment to this report.

The Sections of this report will discuss the following issues
in the order presented:

. The relevance of the training program to participants'
needs
¢ Suggestions for course modifications based on evaluator's
observations
3
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¢ An assessment of the CJTC trainers based upon a compari-
son between the AMA training presentation and the CJTC
training presentations

° 'An assessment of the residual capability of the CJTCs

¢ Other topics or comments by the evaluator which may be
of help to AMA and to LEAA

RELEVANCE TO PARTICIPANTS' NEEDS

The participants in the AMA pilot presentations and the sub-
sequent CJTC presentations of this course were selected by a combina-
tion of decisions from three different sources: their own pro-
fessional interest, their employment unit whose support was neces-
sary for their attendance at the course; and the approval of the
Center presenting the course. In order to enable potential attendees
and their supervisors to determine whether the course promised to
be of value to them, a statement of course objectives and course
overview was distributed by AMA to prospective pilot run partici-
pants. Substantially the same information was distributed by
the Training Centers to their clients in order to develop an
appropriate and properly motivated group of students. Exhibit 1,
Course Objectives and Overview, is the AMA information material
for potential attendees. - This and related material established the
participants® expectations for the course. The participants'
professional needs arise from: +their understanding of their jobs
and their expectations for advancement, their supervisors' per-
ceptions of the participant's job and potential for advancement,
and the role that the job and organization play in the evolving
overall CJS. This third definition or statement of professional
needs is often not readily accepted by members of young and de-
veloping institutions like the CJS. In the absence of established
traditions and a history of shared experience, efforts to establish
communication patterns and common methods of acting and decision-
making are often resisted by those personnel in the system who have
operational day-to-day responsibilities. Despite their general
acceptance of the logic which dictates that the CJS should position
itself to address future as well as immediate problems, it is
difficult for operating agency personnel to relate these CJS needs
to their personnel and professional needs. Personnel in planning
units, on the other hand, are accustomed to preparing for and
dealing with problems and institutional issues at a future time,
and as such they have less trouble in accepting the third statement
of professional need. These attitudes and issues are by no means
limited to the CJS. In the national Air Traffic Control system,
the same distinction exists between the attitudes of the tens of
thousands of traffic centrollers (the operating personnel) and the
research and planning perscnnel.

>



EXHIBIT 1

COURSE OBJECTIVES AND OVERVIEW

Course Objectives

The four and one-half day Management Course is inten-
sive and is designed to help you enhance your capability to
plan, organize and control criminal justice activities and pro-
grams under your authority, and to influence those not under
your control but in whose improved performance or administra-
tion you have a decided interest. The course has a broad orien-
tation which integrates a variety of management knowledge and
skills and project/program technigues. It will contribute to
improved performance in your multi-faceted role as a Criminal
Justice Administrator.

Overview of Course

Managing in the criminal justice system is a complex and
dynamic challenge. Criminal justice managers are required to
perform in three clearly identifiable roles: 1) director of
an organizational unit; 2) manager of programs, and 3) leader
within the criminal justice system. This course will carefully
examine these three roles, the activities included in each, how
they relate to one another, and so on. A major emphasis will
be placed on providing course participants with kncwledge and
skills which will enable them to more effectively and efficient-
ly carry out the three roles. Participants will learn specific
techhigues useful in executing their major management respon-
sibilities - planning, organizing, and controlling. These tech-
nigues include Critical Path Analysis, the Method of Rationales,
networking, PERT, and many others.

This ambitious course is implemented by using a faculty
that will assist the group in acquiring a view of Criminal
Justice Management in its current and future environment, and
who will contribute specific knowledge regarding detailed ap-
proaches to both the internal and external management situa-
tions and tasks. All major areas of the course are integrated
by exercises and a major case study.
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One can readily predict, therefore, that if the relevance of
this course to the participants' professional needs is inferred
from their attitudes, opinions and ratings of how well the course
enables them to achieve their own perception of their professional
needs, then there will be a difference between the responses of par-
ticipants from planning units and those who come from operational
agencies. This is, in fact, the case as was demonstrated in the
evluation in Appendix A for Pilot Course #1l. These differences
have strong implications for the acceptance of a course conceived
and designed for participants coming from planning units if circum-
stances result in participants with different backgrounds. In
Figure 1, Participants' Changing Professional Experience, there is
displayed for each of the presentations of the course evaluated
in the Appéendices A through G, the percentage of partic¢ipants
from planning units to the total number of participants against
the chronology of the pilot and training sessions. The first two
points are the pilot runs #1 and #2 and the last two points are for
two CJTC sessions which occurred simultaneously. The figure graph-
ically demonstrates the departure from LEAA's Objective I; i.e.,
providing what LEAA conceived as the needs of "...program managers
in criminal justice planning units at State, regional and local
levels of government."

Counting heads has provided the quantitative evidence that the
participants from planning units are declining with time. Can the
participants' assessment ratings of the entire course be related to
the demonstrated changing professional experience of the participants?
Although observations and the opinions of participants provide
useful insights, it is more helpful to use numerical measurements
in demonstrating trends and links to other numerical data. Two
numerical measures were used: the participants' rating of the
utility of the course on a 4-point scale, and the AMA rating of the
entire course on a 20-point scale. The AMA ratings can be compared
with the data base of hundreds of courses in general management.

The AMA data bank contains aggregate means for the ratings without
standard deviations. These statistics are of limited value for the
attitude scale used. The values for the mode (a more appropriate
statistic) for the AMA ratings in Table 1 are less than one "unit"
different for every course except the UWM CJTC for which the de-
parturewas 1.3 "units". In all cases the skew was such that the mode
was higher. The total number of participants comprises planning
units, operational agencies and others. The others include a mixed
bag of court officers, community workers, etc.  The "unavailable"
rating occurred because a special CJTC questionnaire form was used
on that occasion and the question identical te that answered in the
other course presentations was not on it. It is clear from Table

1 that when participants from operational agencies predominated, as
in the last three courses on the list, the ratings were higher than
when these participants were a decided minority, as in the first
three courses on the list. The data on the mid-point course is
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 Table 1
Influence‘bf‘Ptofeséioﬁélgﬁxﬁeriénéé bﬁ'course'Ratings
Participants from Total No. of . Rating of Entire Course AMA Overall
Presentor Operational Agencies _Participants * "Very Useful™ 3 ' Course Scale' (Avg.)*
AMA Pilot #1 33 7 10.4
AMA Pilot #2 37 28 15.3
NU CJTC 21 23 15.2
UWM CJTC 24 B unavailable 16.6
WU CJTC 72 75 17.1
FSU CJTC 85 40 16.2
USC CJTC 91 60 16.9

* In Fiscal Year 1979 and up to and including April in FY 1980,
General Management which were rated by their students.

the AMA presented 718 courses in
The average rating overall was 16.7.
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ambiguous. The AMA scale ratings should be used as trend indicators,
and not be treated with the precision the numbers imply. Three
"significant" figures -- e.g., 16.6 -- were used instead of rounding
off to 17, for comparison with the three "significant" figure

AMA data base of 16.7. It might be more appropriate to consider

the AMA scores for the last three courses as 17, 16 and 17, for the
first three courses as 10, 15 and 15, and for the 718 presentations
of General Management Courses as 17.

It should be noted that both sets of ratings in Table 1 are for
the entire course and as such represent a balance struck by the
participant between those portions of the course which were rated
favorably and those which were rated less favorably. In Table 2
a comparison of ratings by participants of the applicability to
their job of each of the four modules is presented in an effort to
separate the favorably rated from the less favorably rated parts of
the course. The percentages of participants assigning the module
a rating of 5, and the percentage assigning a rating of 5+4, on a
scale where 1 denotes "minimally useful" and 5 "very useful," are
displayed. Since the first AMA pilot was modified substantially
into the second pilot presentation at Lancaster, Pennsylvania, data
are presented in Table 2 for the second AMA pilot and the five CJTC
presentations which it generated.
between professional experience and the ratings assigned to portions
of the course are difficult to find in Table 2. This is because not
only were the faculty different for the six presentations, but the
modules themselves were changed by the CJTCs. The general tendency
for the participants to ¥ind Module IV more applicable to their jobs
than Modules II and III is associated with the fact that Module IV
concentrated on personality linked problems, such as stress control
and techniques for motivating subordinates. These topics fascinated
the participants in all the presentations and came as a relief after
the mcre technically demanding content of Module III and the often
confusing content of Module II. Although comparisons across courses,
rather than within courses as in the foregoing, are of limited
significance because of the large differences in course content and
presentation, the large difference between the UWM CJTC rating
of Module IV and all the others calls for an explanation. The
reason is that Module IV in this instance was not as heavily oriented
toward behavioral problems as in the other presentations and con-
tained a considerable amount of technical material on performance
evaluation standards and project and program control. The partici-
pant's evaluation of a module's applicability to his or her job was
influenced by the participant's rating of the lesson module's over-
all quality. Professional experience and overall lesson module
quality ratings are shown in Table 3 in a format similar to that
used in Table 2. It is difficult to see relationships which link
professional experience with the lesson quality ratings assigned

Trends which indicate relationships

Rardids

iy
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Presentor

AMA Pilot #2

NU CJTC

UWM CJTC

WU CJTC

FSU CJTC

USC CJTC

-\

Table 2

Professional Experience and Job Applicability Ratings of
Modules I, II, III and IV

Participants from

Operational Agencies (%) ~ Module T Module II. Module IIT Module IV
(see Table 1) ' 35  3(5+4) 35 5(5+t4) 85 8(5+4) 35  5(5+4)

37 21 63 20 70 45 75 40 95

21 30 54 4 16 21 62 48 95

24 46 83 24 59 31 59 28 72

72 39 78 36 88 32 88 72 96

85 15 56 33 89 27 86 45 91

o1 50 90 41 82 41 82 62 90
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Table 3

Professional Experience and Lesson Quality Ratings of
of Mcdules I, II, III and IV

Participants from

Operational Agencies (%) Module I Module Ii‘ " Module III Moduie Iv
Presentor (see_Table 1) 85 5(5+t4) 85 8(5Ft4) 85 %(5+4) . 35 B(5+4)
AMA Pilot #2 37 5 84 5 65 20 90 40 95
NU CJTC 21 25 83 0 30 2 75 43 90
UWM CJTC 24 62 90 21 52 55 86 17 38
WU CJTC 72 17 96 24 80 28 92 48 96
FSU CJTC 85 22 70 52 100 32 95 52 95
UusC CJTC | 91 45 95 23 95 36 86 48 81

to the modules. The differences in patterns within courses between
Tables 2 and 3 can be ascribed to the effectivness of the faculty
and to the breakout sessions and exercises.

From observing the course presentations, listening to the
participants, reading their comments and examining their ratings,
I believe that the participants believed that the parts of the course
most relevant to their needs as they perceive them are the sessions
which help them with personal and interpersonal problems. I am
not convinced that such a self~determined assessment of needs is
sufficient or even adequate to meeting the requirements of the CJS
of which these people are a part. The part they play is increasingly
one of manager of an operational agency. As such, the CJS's needs
for them are that they have a grounding in general management
procedures, -skills and techniques. Interpersonal behavior skills
are certainly part of this requirement, but not necessarily the
most important part. '

SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TQ THE COURSE

My suggestions will focus on procedures and methods rather than
deal with substantive content. Changes in substantive content can
be developed best after the objectives of the course have been re-
evaluated in terms of the changing work experience and needs of
likely future participants. This changing client population can
be expected to lead to mocdifications by the CJTCs of the other five
courses with which this course is linked: Criminal Justice Planning,
Analysis, Monitoring, Evaluation and Program Development. These
modifications will likely be generated by the CJTC's need to sur-
vive on State and regional funding support and will evolve from
the direct contacts and knowledge which each of the Training Centers
has with and of its clients.

In each of the presentations of the course which I observed and
reported upon in Appendices A-G, I was struck by the positive effect
on the students of the use of examples from the CJS. Not only did
the use of CJS examples strengthen the credibility of otherwise
weak instructors but it introduced reality and clarity to management
concepts for which the lectures at times became overblown, "theore-
tical", and occasionally confused. The examples in the case study
were all to the good and often were able to bring meaning out of
confusion to the participant. Those examples which came from the
instructor's experience were most effective in driving home a
point. CJS examples invariably stimulated classroom discussion
and the introduction of different examples by the participants. On
rare occasions the lesson drifted from its focus because of this,
but it was easily brought back. I would have liked to have seen
at least one use of a negative example; that is, the deleterious
effects of not following the precepts of the course. This should be
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relatively simple for such areas as performance evaluation, control-
lirg and confliict resolution. An example illustrating the results
of an inept performance evaluation, for instance, with a juxta-
posed illustration of how the resulting problems in erployee morale
legal issues, etc. could have been avoided by following the guidance
provided by the course would provide forceful reinforcement of the
content. The message would be: career gains are possible by fol-
lowing the precepts presented, and there are losses possible with-
out them.

The manner in which the breakout sessions was conducted varied
among presentations. The most effective was the method used in
the Washburn University sessions. Here the guiding policy was that
the first few breakout sessions were to be conducted in a directive
fashion by the facilitators with non-directive facilitation becom-
ing the rule toward the end of the course. I believe that this was
a step in the right direction, but the policy should have been stronger.
All of the breakout sessions should have been conducted in a directive
manner; comments should have been elicited from the participants;
time-wasting excursions should have been deftly squelched. A more
effective role model for the facilitators would have been that of
an instructor in a college seminar. Conducting the breakout sessions |
in a directive fashion is all the more important as the experience :
of the students is increasingly from operational agencies.

Another course modification, related somewhat to the previous
comments on breakout sessions, is the length of the course. Some
of the breakout sessions wasted time and achieved little effective
learning. When the lecturer just prior to the breakout session
was also a facilitator, the fatigue of the classroom hours was often
obvious and understandable. This led to the instructor acting as
a passive facilitator because this mode was less demanding on his/
her depleted resources. The course should be pruned back to at most
three days by eliminating much of Module II and conducting the group
activities more efficiently. Lessening the time demanded of the
participants will also serve to makethe presentations more accept-
able to future clients of the Training Centers.

COMPARING CJTC PRESENTATIONS VIITH AMA PRESENTATION: ASSESSMENT OF
TRAINERS

It is not meaningful to assess the CJTC trainers based upon a
comparison between the AMA training presentation and the CJTC
training presentations because the CJTC presentations were not always
the same as the AMA version. The closest presentations in content
were the AMA Lancaster, PA presentation and the Washburn University
CJTC presentation. Although the numerical ratings strongly favor
the Washburn presentation (for example, AMA scale 15.3 mean for

et
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Lancaster and 17.1 mean for Washburn), the numbers are less informative
than direct observations. The Washburn faculty had the advantage

of the passage of time to become well organized and familiar with

the material; the result was a better presentation. As a general
remark, all of the sessions at all of the training sites were

strongly influenced by the personality, teaching skills, knowledge

and experience of the instructors. This was at least as important

in establishing ratings as the content itself.

Three of the CJTC faculty stood out because of their personality,
delivery, knowledge and effectivness. They were Hal Mandl, Adam
Yagodka and George Trubow. Trubow was not strongly influenced by
the content specified in the instructor's manual and he treated
Module II on his own terms, rushing through sections which he clearly
looked at unenthusiastically, but overall showing an ability to connect
the various course segments rationally into a cbherent whole. Yagodka
displayed his considerable experience by creating a series of seg-
ments on interpersonal behavior and related themes which, though a
departure, were a considerable improvement on the original material.
Mandl followed the instructor's manual but he enriched its content
from his experience and used his classroom interactions with the
participants to illustrate certain of the interpersonal skills he
was .teaching. In effect, he taught by both precept and example.

All three of these men used examples frequently.and effectively.

RESIDUAL CAPACITY OF CJTCs

The faculty who presented this course for the five CJTCs were
rarely part of the permanent cadre of the Centers. Some taught courses
for more than one Center and others were teaching for the CJTC for
the first time. The residual capacity of the CJTCs is more dependent
on the director and other administrative personnel of the CJTC than
on the particular faculty they selected for this course. It is the
administration of the CJTC which must make the choices upon which its
survival will depend. These choices involve knowing your potential
clients, understanding their needs, working withir their budgetary
restrictions, and providing services of which they approve. All
of the CJTC administrators were painfully and fully aware of the
LEAA funding cutback. All of them were responding in a fashion
they thought effective for developing and maintaining financial sup-
port by potential clients after LEAA funding ceased. Time will tell
which of the CJTCs had sufficient residual capacity to achieve their
immediate goal, survival.

OTHER TOPICS AND SUMMARY COMMENTS

Detailed comments on each of the seven course presentations
are found in Appendices A-G. Thig final report on the evaluation of
the Criminal Justice Management Course is not as gquantitative as I
had planned because a) there was no one fixed version of the course
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which all the CJTCs presented, and b) the participants did not ;

represent random samples from one client populatien of CJS personnel : - them. Such sharing should also address what is known about the

represen - 1 san es Irom oI 2 €nE populaticen o1 Jos pellsonned . : . L) . s s .

aSPFigure 1 clearly ghows These conditiongumean that compérisons , v ' potential mgrket: Some joint longmrang§ planning 1s needed'bj the

among the courses must rei heévil\ on subjective comment and obser- i ’ Centers, which, 1f Sgcgessfuli can. provide an excellent device for

Vatign Numerical déta cai be useé for 'cgmparisons of segments | use in teaching t?e'Crimlnal Justice Management Course by both
PR e s . TS . ) recept and examplel!

or modules within a given course. These subjective comments have P P %

been made in the foregoing and extensively in the appendices.

There is an evaluation need which will become more pressing
when this or other courses are presented in a manner which allows |
guantitative comparisons. This is for evaluation forms and techniques
which are across all courses and used by all CJTCs. The questionnaires
used in the evaluations in Appendices A-G were all selected from forms
used by various CJTCs. Were a data base to become available, com-
parisons could then be made using the same measuring instrument.
Unfartunately such a data base did not become available. The closest
to fulfilling this goal was the AMA entire course evaluation data.
Here, however, we have no adequate information on the sample, the
courses given and the statistics of the responses. What little
data were available in the foregoing have been used and were useful.
Either with the aid of a federal agency, or by forming their own
consortium, the CJTCs should develop evaluation standards which will
enable them to exchange information about their offerings in a use-
ful and constructive fashion.

L3

After these standards are in place, efforts will ke required
to develop feedback from the participants and from their supervisors
about the on-the-job performance improvements a particular course made
possible. This post-course feedback should cover both the retention
of learned material as well as examples of its application. Such
an evaluation of long-term effectiveness of training should be
carried out by visits and interviews conducted by CJTC personnel.
Doubtless, some of these issues are being addressed informally by
forward-~looking CJTC administrators. I believe that a need exists
to formalize and structure the process so that an exchange of informa-
tion among CJTCs can be more easily accomplished.

) Content of the Criminal Justice Management Course can be
improved by a similar interaction among the CJTCs. Here the need
is to share information about the actual needs of the various
different operational agencies for management skills and to share
experiences from which examples can be constructed. In attending
seven different presentaticns of the course I was impressed with

) the fact that each had one or two first-rate examples which should
have been shared so as to bolster subsequent CJTC presentations.

I believe that a process of sharing such knowledge and other course-
related information will enable the Centers to improve the content
of the course for their clients and to improve its reception by
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INTRODUCTION

The course was presented at the Hilton Airport Plaza Inn
from 7:00 PM on March 16 until 3:00 PM on March 20. The American
Management Associations (AMA) instructors were Mr. James R. Ladd,
Ms. Marcia Lee Ladd and Ms. Allene L. Stokesberry. Mr. John
Moxley, the Government Project Monitor (GPM), and Mr. Richard
Waters, an observer, were present from LEAA. Logistic support
was coordinated by Mr. Irwin M. Jacobs and secretarial support
provided by Ms. Sheila Dillon, both of the AMA. Twenty-two par-
ticipants arrived for the course; their names and affiliations
are listed in Appendix A. Personal emergencies and other unex-
pected circumstances depleted the total number of participants
from time to time. As a result, the total number of respondents
to the questionnaires rarely equalled 22, and was usually 20 or
thereabouts. Seventy-~five percent of the participating group
had more than five years experience in criminal justice. The
remaining 25% had between two and five years experience in crim-
inal justice. The participants were dedicated and effective in
fulfilling their responsibilities to both evaluate and, where
needed, to suggest modifications to the content and process of
this pilot course. Since this course is a pilot the suggested
modifications as well as the general comments of the participants
constitute the most important of the three sources of
informationupon which this evaluation is based. (These sources are:
participants' comments, quantitative data from gquestionnaires,
and the evaluvator's observations.) The first of these sources
emerges from both the written outputs of the participants as well as
from their formal and informal comments to the evaluator.

Formal comments were made in both a session called by the
participants at 3:30 on the afternoon of March 18 and a one-hour
debriefing session conducted by the evaluator at the conclusion
of the course in response to the request of several participants.
Except for the few who were constrained by flight schedules, all
of the participants attended this latter session. Informal com-
ments were obtained at a variety of social occasions, such as
coffee breaks, lunch, dinner and so forth. The written comments
of the participants are recorded in the appendices to this renort.
Their generally less structured oral cocmments have been incorpo-
rated into the evaluator's opinion.

The quantitative data generated by the questionnaires which
were submitted to the participants at the conclusion of each of
the six modules and at the conclusion of the course serve two
purposes. The first is to organize, focus, and rank the cocmments
and opinions of the participants. In this manner possible dif-
ferences between participants who come from Operational Agencies,
from CJTC's, or from SPA's, RPU's or LPU's can be made explicit.
The second is to provide a basis for comparing the reception
which this pilot and subsequent presentations receive with the
reception and participant evaluation of different courses or this
course presented by different instructors under different cir-
cumstances. In that the present course is a pilot presentation,
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it should be compared with different courses only to the extent
that it is appropriate to do so for such courses while in their
pilot stage of development. An effort was made in the evaluation
plan to use questionnaire formats which corresponded to those
used by other evaluators so that comparisons with previously
developed data bases would be feasible. Such data bases are
available infrequently.

The third source of information comes from the evaluator's
observation of all the lectures, breakout sessions for the case
study, and many informal get-togethers of the participants.

In what follows I will first discuss the environment in
which the pilot was presented, followed by a module-by-module
evaluation and concluding with an overall evaluation and recom-
mendations. Written comments by the participants will be found
in the appendices and occasionally in the body of this report.

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

The Hilton Airport Plaza Inn is a modern facility located
a short distance from the Kansas City airport. It is well equipped
with a variety of restaurants as well as a swimming pool and a
health club. There were many convenient places where participants
could get together to discuss the course informally, and they did.
The room in which the course was given was large, with the partici-
pants' tables arranged in a horseshoe shape with the instructors
and vugraph projector at the open end. This provided an opportunity
for direct one-on-one interaction between instructor and student.
Occasionally, however, flip charts which were hand-lettered by
an instructor during a session were difficult to read by persons
seated at the top of the horseshoe. This was an infrequent occur-
ence and easily corrected. For the purpose of considering the
case study the group was divided into three subgroups all of which
addressed the same episode simultaneously. These subgroups first
met in sections of the classroom which had been separated by port-
able screens. The later sessions were held in two separate hotel
rooms registered to participants, with one group remaining behind
in the main classroom. The two groups which met in hotel sleeping
rooms had the awkward and time-consuming job of moving extra chairs
back and forth from the main lecture room. ZPerhaps the most con-
spicuous facility-related issue which generated negative comment
was the quality and cost of the group luncheons. Given the need
to maintain a schedule and the general desirability of the group -
interactions at lunch, there was no reasonable alternative to the
use of hotel-catered events. Otherwise the participants might
have gone separate ways, been delayed in serwvice gqueues, and havoc
would have been played with the course schedule. Whether a better
goal could have been struck with the hotel management is difficult

to say. All in all the complaints had somewhat of the quality of
grousing about college dormitory food. The complaints are usually
right -- but minor in comparison with the reasons why the individual

is in the dormitory in the first place!
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MODULE_ONE

Becagse of a delayed flight I didn't arrive until near the
end of this module. Last-minute schedule changes had reduced
the module from two hours in length to one hour. As a result
some'of the content of the questionnaire submitted at the con-
c;u51on of the module was inappropriate. The module had very
lltt}e subgtantive content. Such as there was could have been
combined with Module Two. The administrative information pre-
septed could easily have been presented in written form and dis-
tr}buted to theparticipants. Appendix B presents the gquestion-
naire administered at the conclusion of this module, the result-—
ing scores, ard the written comments of the participants.

-

MODULE TWO

_ The course began at 8:00 AM on March 17. Audience partici-~
pation was high -- a state of affairs which continued throughout
the course. Episode One of the case study began at 10:15, approx-~
1m§tgly half an hour ahead of the schedule. The three groups
met in portable screen-separated segments of the main room. They
all completed thair tasks in an hour to an hour and ten mirutes.
One group met at the base of the horseshoe shaped classroom where
the instructors had left various flip charts used in their lecture
on display. ?he presence of these visual aids was a distinct ad-
vantage to this .group in that wrangling over definitions of terms
was less evident than in the other two groups. The chairperson
of each group presented the group position on Episode One to all
the participants. The three groups differed markedly from each
other. .In'the wrap-up session they were told that such dissonance
was adm+551ple in that there were no right or wrong answers. This
answer 1s difficult for me to accept since it makes no distinction
between.dlfferences in solution or approach which were based on
the attitudes or values cf the participants and differences which
arose from confusion and misunderstanding on the part of the group
members. The concept of referent power, for example, seemed to
cause confusion in the minds of members of all of the groups.
fac1lltator§, who had previously been the instructors, each had
somewhat different styles, but in all cases the facilitator's role
imposed a2 non-directive attitude on the instructor. I felt that-

a more directive behavior would have been appropriate so that the
group mem@erg could focus their attention on content and issues
anq not dissgipate energy in attempting to agree on ground rules
wblch unfortunately was the case. Module Two was completed 15 '
mlnutgs later than the schedule. Appendix C presents both the
numerical and subjective responses of the participants.

The

MCDULE THREE

This module began at 1:20 PM on March 17 and was recessed for
the day at 4:30PM. Since the course had begun at 8:00 AM, it hag
been a long day and some participants appeared toc be flagging.

The mo@ule presentation continued at 8:45 AM on March 18 after
a meeting between the instructors and the CJTC program managers.
Episcde Two began at 9:30AM and, together with the concluding de~-
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Following these Statments by the group

Follc these stz Spokespersons individual
Participants made individual comments as fol '

lows in paraphrase.
i 1ci 3 led at 12 noon. Two of the
i ng to all participants, ended a . the
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e met in the lecture room. As T
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sentation flip boards were posted in p air 1n-

22§mg§§on on them helped to clarify and to organize the think

@ Weisman - fYou rust sell planning as part of the control
and arganizing aspects of Management. You must hit this

in Module One. Otherwise participants lose interest
lose the theme." B P « They

e el i

| ® Esensten - "I'd like the roup to ej thei ]
‘ = ) for people to move | === = e group express their prior ex-
ing of the group members. What g;tihzgz g:ggle topcaﬁry chairs, - pecga;t?qsfor & management course. This should provide
to the bregkout ioomi'rfgiesggﬁeduled morning coffee break, Episode ; insight into self-determined needs for management training.'
plus the time taken for th < H

; isode One, the ! s . . . L. )
As in Eplsghis poéture b ® Weisman - .fTh{s partlc;pant gIoup 1s typical because when
! the course is given by the Centers, personnel from SPA's, RpU's

Two ran an hour longer than scheduled. :
facilitators maintained a non-directive pos'uz‘:i.tn His posture
became even more non-directive when one facilitator irm

1f h by an important conference with LEAA and Operational Agencies, in that order, will be selectees,"
eempted for a ha our by - S | ’ |
representatives, thus forcing a S P gﬁesfig;iégazggpgzsibly | ® ggmeone from Group Three - I don't think that management
b two groups. Although each of tie tgr§:mg§kspin each group which —gieggimln;ltggsflfe 1s tha? dlffgrent frbm management in
and had a positive attitude, I eard £ T be exposed to | g L. ink that the issue is emphasis, not new con-
can be summarized in paraphrase as: "Why mus : cepts. '

I I ted t?" Jim Ladd pointed
i when I expected to learn managemen ' _ :
giinﬁégg, in aecorgance with thg Technical Reylew_gggfﬁtziio;t . mansgenent 1o mn e .
guidance, this course had been intended as aH oniw o prob;em T : . nfzg cess, el 21 mamagement is p;agning then 2 plan:
4 for students who had not had other courses. He s 1 | , gotgen 9 5ss oo B I0ERT throus ihe plamning g o y3

. lesi viewed in its pilot : i :
having a ggu:ie sQ cinciizeiagnistiﬁggfﬂizgvin o o developed part of planning. Thatig why we taught planning."
presentation by people : :

Ll

Jim Ladd - "General

J , _ © Hamilton -~ "I'm pnot against organizin c
. 1 urses. ; —_— . S -1g, control and plan-
other co . . . ‘ ning. ) I just think that you have spent toc much time on
In casual conversation as well as in class dlsz?s§loni + : pPlanning."
. ' - cipants ; A
i i singly clear that many of the parti S |
¥ gag}ﬁzxggigiigggegboug {he course content which differed ng? Lovers ‘ ; ® Hall - "We've been frustrated for two and a half days."
tie ungerstanding of content and purpose which the courseM eyi gé— | | | : s ; : Qi1
hed Shortly after Episode Three began at 2:30 PM, i : _One of the pgrt1c1papts With planning responsibility expressed
had reached. that it would be necessary to resolve these dlﬁf?r‘ the frustration the previous speaker mentioned by writing a )
gan to appearth*a ilot could continue productively under positive _ comment on the course up to 3:00 PM on 3/19/80. ~This participant
ence;(pefore J_e E;dd recuested statements on their concerns from , , became quite pPleased with the turn around in course emphasis and
¢ ~ conditions. im oups. and all the participants met together : content after the Wednesday meeting. The comment which expresses
eacg ggpﬁhi tg;ziugzogﬁeé Ladd's purpose was to address the issues . much of the uneasiness bruited about follows:
t 3: o di S . - . e T T -
girectly and to reorient the course where feasible. »
' z llows: , "It has finall become somewhat clearer to me that th j
ents can be paraphrased as fo i Y > son xr t the major
The group statem . 0 problem with this course is that most of the participants
¢ One: "We've all had experience in plgnnlng- The ' had a preconceived igdea of what management was and scme of
° gEggE*Eég;and the lectures spent too much time on thg : the kinds of techniques invoived and necessarily expected a
exerci rocess We are eager for Wednesdgy to ?rrlve ; course along those lines. What we are instead being presented
Planglgg.P-can 1éarn about management techniques."” ; with is a REVISED PLANNING COURSE from the perspective of the
so that we k ‘ decision-maker. T use decision-maker rather than manager be-
) imilar concerns to thOS? of Group . , i cause, while they are both'functlons under one. title, manager
¢ ® Group TWO-C z;egazioiledge that we have acquired about . S connotes to me "having an influence over people, time, and
one. Apy-Lur —cess during this course could have been ; events," while decision~making is another aspect of that job
the planning PrOL of the time. We came here to learn _ - i that this course is focusing on. It seems the course developers
accomplished in %d tools of management. It is fustrating j : looked at our planning process model and decided it was wrong,
the techniques ?nd assigned to this task." : then set out to build a new one and develcped this course
to have only 1. ays : : around it. While I would concede that managing is "planning,
. ‘ L . h of the early impetus be- : § » controlllng, and organizing," the assumptlgn here has been
g ® G;oup Three. fWe grOVlggdWZHSanted to struggle together g : that planning deserves 75 percent of the discussion and effort
hind this meeting Ecgu tead of both of us struggling ; ; and that controlling and organizing deserve little,consideration,
with the instructors instea § : If it is a three-part definition there should be a more even
separately.” division of time and resources.
)
g | >

4 é ’
R r o R M S i A s S it R R e p— ‘ o

* YRR T e

v

e O Y R PP IR, R RTINS T SIS TS, R S A A SR



Q‘)

"Secondly, there was not that much difference between all the
kinds of things people expected from this course under
the general areas of interpersonal skills or time management
or increased efficiency, etc. Therefore I find it incredible
that a Technical Review Committee could have given any

serious consideration to these types of issues and consciously

decided that they did not need to be included in a Management
course. There should be mandatory participation in the pilot
of at least one member of the Technical Review Committee.

"I do like *he approach of the three roles of the cj manager;
I see_no reason why a very good course could not have been
easily developed by taking a standard management course and
adjusting it to these three roles, perhaps elaborating on the

"program manager" role and the degree of coordination necessary,

which is probably unique to criminal justice.

"The document originally put out, defining what the course
would contain, is in my opinion far better that what was
ultimately developed. The kinds of topics listed: how to
logically orgaenize; how to come up with realistic schedules;
how to forecast resource need; oversee programs; how to spot
potential problems, etc. -~ I think the rationale behind that
concept was much more valid than a revised planning course."

e Jim Ladd - "I think that you mean that you would like
training in interpersonal skills. We'd be glad to present
such a course. I think that someone failed to do a sit-
uational analysis for this course. We all share responsi-
bility for that."

e Schueller - "I think the concern is not history but a feel-
ing that we have overemphasized planning. We should spend
less time on it. We ought to express our expectations and
report them to you."

e Waters (cdbserver, not participant) - "The Analysis Course
was preceded by a statement of expectations by the partici-
pants to which the instructor responded individually."

e Moxley (GPM, not participant) - "Let's do it. Let eveiy—
one take five minutes to write down their expectations
for this course.” ‘

The particpants each briefly discussed their expectations.
The written copy was collected for a ranking by frequency of the
various subjects. The results for the 22 participants are pre-
sented in Table 1. The ranking was made by the instructors in
the evening in preparation for a discussion and reorientation of
the course the next morning. Episodes Four and Five which were
cancelled were distributed to the participants for evening read-
ing to provide background to Episode Six which was scheduled.
The meeting to reconcile the course with participant expectations

e bt i,

Table 1

FREQUENCY RANKING OF PARTICIPANTS' EXPECTATIONS

*

*

* %

.
k?
: *
1
i *%
1 "
*k
|
. *
: *k
»
i A
- *
;
]
*%
»

Specific Organizing and Controlling Techniques (11)
General Management Techniques (8)
Interpersonal Relationship and Skills (8)
Fiscal Resource Allocation (7)

Staff Development (6)

Conflict Resolution (5)

Time Management (5)

pelegation (5)

Communication (5)

Coping with Political Environment (3)
Increasad Productivity (3)

Performance Appraisal and Evaluation (3)
Motivation (3)

Working with Boards and Committees (3)

Management of Stress (2)

Interface with Other Government Agencies and Units (2)
Morale (2)

Management Styles (2)

Managing Change (2)

Organizational Structures (2)

" Crisis Management (2)

Program Budgeting (1)

Collective Bargaining (1)

Informal Learning from Other Participants (1)
Self-Management Techniques (1)

Program Management in Criminal Justice System (1)
Consistency and Linkages with Other CJTC Courses (1)
Leadership (1)

Develop Contacts for Future Technical Assistance (1)



In this event the data were aggregated over "constituenciés."
In Table 2 overall evaluations for this pilot are compared with

concluded with a remark to the instructors by Quinn which was the
sense of the meeting: "We appreciate the opportunity to change
the course and your flexibility." The participants expressed an
upbeat spirit for having successfully wrestled with a vexing issue
without affect or anger.

Module Three (in transition) continued the next morning,
March 19, at 8:10 aM. Jim Ladd went over Table 1. The sub-
jects with a single asterisk were contained in the course as
designed and planned. The subjects  with double asterisks would
be added to the presentation as feasible. John Moxley requested
that a prioritized list of those portions of the last two days
which were important to the participants be submitted tc him
that evening. He further stated that future participants would
receive an annotated bibliography of further material of relevance
to CJ. The course then proceeded on in its modified direction.
Episode Seven became a desk exercise. Epsiode Eight was changed
to a desk exercise in an eightfold personality typology. Jim
Ladd speeded up the presentation of the remnant of Module Three
so as to conclude in about 45 minutes at 9:20 AM. Appendix D
presents the quantitative and subjective responses of the partici-
pants to this unexpectedly revised module. Rating a module in
flux by a previously prepared instrument becomes dubious. The
subjective comments in the Appendix contain the more relevant in-
formation.

MODULES FOUR, FIVE AND SIX

In order to accommodate the participants' requests, the
planned content in these modules was rearranged and augmented by a
presentation mainly by Marcia Ladd on personality typolggies last-
ing about two and one half hours including a desk exercise (new
Episode Eight): in Mcdule Six. Appendices E, F and G present
guestionnaire responses and written opinions for the modified
pilot. It is clear that many participants were pleased with the
results of the "mid-course" guidance .applied on March 19. The
unanticipated changes in the presentation diminished the relevance
of many of the structured questions rated by the participants.
General questions were still of value, but guestions directed to
the achievement of learning objectives were inappropriate at times.
These issues come through clearly in the participants' comments
which provide the core of this evaluation.

PARTICPANTS' OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE PILOT

The participants' overall evaluation is based.on comments
and questidnnaire responses to the instrument in Appendix H
and on oral comments at the évaluation debriefing held at the
conclusion of the pilot.

the Program Development first and second pilot xurnis. It was to

be able to accomplish this end that the same questions and rank-
ing procedures were used here as in the previous evaluation. The
second pilot for the Program Development Course was a Donnybrook,
and unfortunately the overall evaluations of this CJ Management
pilot are closer to the second Program Development pilot than the
first. The comparisons are made based on the percentages of
answers that are in the categories 3 or 4. Averaged rankings are
not useful for the forced choice non-interval scale used. The
general dissatisfaction with Module Three and the course content
created long lasting negative attitudes. 1In that past experience
with other courses, particularly the Planning Course, ¢on-

tributed to the pressures to modify this pilot, it is helpful to
note in Table 3 that about 70% of the participants had taken the
Planning Course and its 3 + 4 percentage was 86%. In Appendix H,
breakdowns by "constituency" are made available for data from
Tables 2 and 3 as well as for other overall course evaluation
questions. Statistical manipulations of these detailed data are
not productive. The AMA format in Appendix H encouraged comments
which were presented, but also provided some additional gquantitative
rankings. Thus in ranking the instructors, Jim Ladd had an excel-
lent or good rating of 100% out of 18 responses, Allene Stokesberry
ranked 94% under the same conditions, and Marcia Ladd had an excel-
lent or good rating of 67%. On the 20~-point scale in part D, the
19 respondents ranked the course at 10.5 or right down the middle.
The four CJTC respondents ranked it at 7.8; the four Operating
Agency respondents at 14, and the 11 Planning personnel at 10.2.

The final debriefing session repeated some of the comments
presented in written form in the overall evaluation as well as
in the various module evaluations. The oral comments can be para-
phrased as follows:

"Although we don't expect major changes in the course we want
our comments to be effective in improving it. We invested
much effort in this activity and we would like to see results.

"Unlike other courses, we left this course with relatively
few usable concepts."”

In contrast to this remark, another participant was enthusiastic
about learning PERT, and he hoped to apply it back home.

"The Participants' Guide was inconsistent with the presentation
and was not useful."” ' -

"Either eliminate the time utilization segment or make it more
specific."”

"It is bothersome and occasionally frustrating when terms are

used differently in this course from other courses. "Element"
Although an effort has been made to separate the comments and is used in a slightly different way, and "objective" quite
rankings by the three "constituencies" -- i.e., Planning, .Operations and differently."”
Training ~- this has not been done for questionnaire results when y
the numbers involved were too small for valid insights. i
§
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Table 2
COMPARISON WTTH PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT PILOT EVALUATION "The typologies from A to H are cocktail party psychology and
e i x produce a possibly dangerous feeling of 1no1ght and understand-
. \ ing on the part of nonprofessional perscnnel.’
Very Somewhat Of no ' 3+4..- 3 { o .
Useful (4) Useful(3) Usefull2) Use at all(l) +z+3+Z : ; "An annotated blbllography and a glossary that is really used
A FES F T3S FES F ¥ 3 F ¥ S : are needed."
Usefulnezs of the ‘ v " , )
entire course 18 3 8 6 2 11 3 8 001 45 82 36 g : The course is too long. It could be done in 2.5 days."
Comparison of this 3 "I would like the breakout groups to have three different subjects
course to other to satisfy specific needs."
E;gfgfséogiograms . i Quinn expanded upon this idea in 'writing as follows:
h ttended 141 6 91 11 4 8 2 02 37 76 19 ] _ .
you nave atten - "After presenting the basic techniques of the course, separate
s LI lectures or workshops could be offered simultaneocusly to provide
of : : . s o ; :
Aplﬁ%ggiigfgis;re— more in-depth information on those specific techniques just tuaght.
sented to your : 1 For example, all would learn as we did about organizational dynamics,
job setting 144 7 10 2 12 2 7 011 40 82 43 : - PERT, time management, and the behavioral science aspects of inter-
J E personal management., There could then be a more in-depth session
s and 4 (2-4 hours) on each of these so that a social science person with
Apg;ggit?ginggsthe : . training in behavioral science could learn more about PERT or or-
case study 32 - ganizational develcpment, in which he may be weak. Similarly, a
- statistician may be more than familiarized with PERT and could use
' more exposure to behavioral sciencs techniques. It is my under-
standing that these were cut back and other techniques were ex-
cluded during the development of these courses in order to make
2 room for increased discussion on planning and problem solving.
+ Evaluation of Criminal Justice Management Course Pilot , ) "The only problem I can anticipate with this expanded workshop
Kansas City, Missouri, March 16-20, 1980. j ) approach appears to be the possible difficulty in locating persons
with sufficient backgrounds in the specific areas, e.g., time

Evaluation Report on the Program Development Training Course, ; - wanagement, to handle the more in-depth session. However, I be-
First Pilot Test, Tallahassee, Florida, September 9-14, 1973. | o lieve it would be worth the effort to locate such an individual
| "and the trainees would benefit from the increased flexibility
- afforded them. It would even be possible to offer different
ot . in-depth lectures at the various centers depending on the schools
and backgrounds of the individual trainers as long as the same
basic information was provided to all."

4

¢ Evaluation Report on the Program Development Tralnlng Course,
Second Pilot Test, Denver, Colorads, October 8-12, 13579

Table 3 , j B
, ) « 5 Innovative as the idea is, there was opposition to it on the
RANKINGS OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE COURSES ; o grounds that it would be an administrative nightmare and thus de=-
-PREVIOUSLY TAKEN BY PARTICPANTS , ‘ ’ tract from the overall course effectiveness.
Very Somewhat Of no 3+4 a | . There was a strongly expressed position that the course should
Useful (4) Useful(3) Useful(2) Use at all (1)T+#2+3+2 ° S be squeezed in time at the beginning and that this extra time given

to the revised Modules 4, 5 and 6. It was also evident that those
: participants who were skilled in quantitative management technigues
30 2 were enthralled with the 0.D. and behavioral segments and down on

Analysis 5 3 . 2 0 the quantitative material, whereas those with a familiarxity with

Evaluation 5 4 1 0 90 i behavioral science were pleased to hear and learn gbout quantitativet
L) techniques and were unenthusiastic about thg behav;oral content! This

Planning 6 6 5 0 86 Lo pointed up the need for students of the course as it develops to

have a reasonably well defined common background of training experience.

Program Development This could be a set of broadly defined course prerequisites.

11
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CONCLUSIONS

A dedicated group of participants worked long and hard with
positive goals to help shape an effective Criminal Justice Manage-
ment Course which could become part of the instruction capability
of the CJTC's. There was a difference in the attitudes of those
who might eventually deliver this course ~- the Training personnel
-= and those who would be its clients -- the Planners and the
Operating Agencies. These differences come forth in the categorized
comments and data in the Appendices.

It is clear that the course, which is in the nature of a pilot,
needs modification, and this presentation should be assessed
in terms of what it may become rather than what it was. L pelieve
that the AMA instructors have the capability and the intent to
modify this course to serve the needs of the client. This pilot
served the extremely useful function of helping to make the client
(or clients) needs clearer to the instructors, and perhaps to the
several clients themselves.

Over and over the participants expressed the desire to learn
how to be more effective managers. They wanted to leave this
course with greater confidence and knowledge in carrying out their
managerial responsibilities. Since this is not a one-shot course
and future attendees will probablyv have experienced other CJTC
courses, this acquired knowledge should make their learning ex-
perience in Criminal Justice Management more effective. My recom-~
mendations arise from this point of view and from the many con-
tributions of the participants.

RECOMMENDATIONS

e Instructors of this course should at the very least have
taken the Planning Course and, desirably, the courses in
Analysis, Evaluation and Program Development. Similar
selection rules should hold for future attendees.

¢ Terms such as are found in the glossary should be used
with the identical meaning as in the other courses. If
there is a dispute on language usage, the course on line
first should have priority. :

® The presentations should have a greater emphasis on con-
crete examples in Criminal Justice. In my experience few
things fix the content of a presentation more effectively
in the students' minds than examples, examples, and more
examples.

@ Although the case study was ingenicusly contrived, it was
not effective because it was too unstructured. The facil-
itators must be more directive and the time for the episodes
controlled. Debates over definitions are a waste of time
in a case study and easily avoided. I would like to see
the breakout sessions limited to at most fourxr.

® Strong consideration shculd be given to shortening the
course to four days. Module One was ineffective and un-
necessary, and if the breakout sessions are limited as

12
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suggested it should not be difficult to.give the course
in four days.

Not only should an annotated bibliography be made avail-

able, but source books and papers should be available in
limited numbers during the course so that curious attendees
can learn more at night if they want to. There are, for
example, many simple books and pamphlets available on PERT and
CPM. These are examples of what could be made available to
the attendees.,.

The Participant Guide was not coordinated with the pre-
sentations on many occasions. Given the nature of a pilot,
this is not surprising. In the final form, the guide should be
both consistent with the Instructor Guide and should have .
more content than presently. At times it appeared that
participants were writing in their Guide what could be read

in the Instructor Guide.

The visual aids need improving in content and, at times,size.
Modules Four, Five and Six should receive the most time and
effort. Module One should be eliminated, and Modules Two and
Three shortened and improved.

A second pilot is required.

13
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APPENDIX A
e List of Participants and Observers

@ Form - Professional Background of
Participants

g

- CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGEMENT COURSE

NATIONAL PILOT TEST

. Hilton Airport Plaza Inn
Kansas City, Missouril

March 16-20, 1980

ety T TS

Participants

Service Area "A"

Mr. Lawrence Reynolds

Senior Criminal Justice Planner
Governor's Justice Commission
110 Eddy. Street

Providence, RI 02903

(401) 277-2620

Mr. Jeffrey Temple
Associate Director,
Program Management
} Criminal Justice Training Center
Northeastern University
360 Huntington Avenue
Boston, MA 02115
(617) 437-2978

3 Lt. Edward Wilson
Director of Research and Planning
Maine Department of Public Safety
36 Hospital Street
Augusta, ME 04330
(207) 289-2347

Ms. Adrian White

Director, Central Services

New York State Division of Criminal
Justice Services

80 Centre Street

¥ New York, NY 10013

. (212) 488-2552

Service Area "B"

Mr. Thomas Quinn

Program Directorx

Delaware Criminal Justice
Planning Commission

820 French Street .

4th Floor, State Office H#ldg.

Wilmington, DE 19801

(302) 571-3437

Mr. Nathaniel Robinson

Chief of Personnel Management
Equal Opportunity Section
Wisconsin Council on Criminal
" Justice '

122 West Washington Avenue
Madison, WI 53702

(608) 266-3323

Ms. Susan M. Saetre

Staff Associate, Judicial
Planning Committee

State Court Administration

40 North Milton, Room 201

St. Paul, MN 55104

(612) 297-2155

Mr. Dale R. Schueller

Assistant Director for
Administration

Criminal Justice Training Center

UWM School of Social Welfare

P.0O. Box 786

Milwaukee, WI 53201

{(414) 963-5636

Mr. William Swanstrom

Deputy Director

Crime Control Planning Board
444 Lafayette Road, 6th Floor
St. Paul, MN 55101

(612) 296-8141
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Service Area "C" Service Area "D" ?
: Service Area "E"
Mr. Keith Parkhouse Mr. Richard Bleam ,
Juvenile Court Administrator Juvenile Justice Specialist i ;
Clayton County Juvenile Court Governor's Committee on . 5 Mr. Tom Esensten
Adminstrative Building, 2nd Floor Criminal Administration .S [ Program Manager
Clayton County Courthouse 503 Kansas Avenue ; : Criminal Justice Training Center
Jonesboro, GA 30236 Topeka, KS 66603 H i School of Public Administration
(404) 471-1592 (912) 296~3066 : ] University of Southern California
" . 5 " paula Hall ) : 2601A80u§h Flower Street
r. Ron Owens s. Paula Ha Lo OS Angeles, CA 90007
Chief, Criminal Justice Planning Manager, Planning and Programs : (213) 741—8525
Division Arkansas Crime Commission % '
Atlanta Regional Commission 1515 Building, Suite 700 ‘ P Ms. Karen Rosa
230 ?eachtree Street N.W., : Little Rock, AK 72202 ; é ) Dlrectgr,‘Sacramento Area Criminal
- a, \ i ng District
(404) 656-7773 Ms. Jacci Hamilton ; 800 H Street, Suite 300
. Director, Criminal Justice Plannin ¢ ‘Sacramento, CA 95814
Mr. Paul Peters Indian Nations Council of . (916) 441-5930
Administrative Assistant to the Chief Governments i3
Columbia City Police Department 630 W. 7th Street, Suite 317 I Ms. Dian Callahan
r.0. Box 1059 Tulsa, OK 74127 ; Deputy Director
- Columbia, SC 29202 (918) 587-3178 - ‘ Division of Criminal Justice
(803) 779-2100 L : i gi3Ce2tenn1al Building
Mr., Lyle Newton i Sherman St
Mr. Jim Faber ‘ Direcz\,or Loy Denver, CO 8025§et
Director of Program Development and Criminal Justice Training Center P (303) 839-3331
Technical Assistance Department of Criminal Justice
Division of Public Safety Programs Washburn University : LEAA (Training Division)
Edgar A. Brown Office Building Topeka, KS 66621
1205 Pendleton Street ' (913) 295-6536 Mr. John Moxley
* Columbia, SC 29201 : op _ Mr. Richard Waters
(803) 758-3573 Mr. Victor Marshall
Director of Public Safety - AMA
Mr. H.G. Weisman 220 E. lst Street :
Director El Dorado, KS 67604 ; Mr. Irwin M. Jacobs
Scutheastern Criminal Justice (316) 321-9100 ;
Training Center : F : Mr. James L
School of Criminology 4 - ¥ 405 polk Stiggt(Faculty) ’é?égAéle;‘i itgkeSberrY (Faculty)
The Florida State Universit R ; . co ake Drive
Tallahassee, FL 32306 Y ‘ ) (gi;;gg§2§8§§? Carolina 27604 Comstock Park, MI 49321
(904) 644-4091 : : (616) 784-1289
: Ms. Marcia Ladd (Facult
. 405 Polk Street Y) giifgiigglfzia Krendel (Evaluator)
: ; ) . venu
?gig;ggézNgggg Carolina 27604 Swarthmore, PA 13081
- ' (215) 543-9107
;
) I
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ATTACHMENT .1

Page 2 of 2

If you have Criminal Justice experience in a position or job

other than that identified in 3., please indicate position

title and number of years of experience:

4. Name or Social Security Number:

State:

———— st et

Date

(83
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APPENDIX B

Participants' Evaluation of Module One

The attached questionnaire data are aggregated over all the

participants, as is the case in the evaluation of subsequent
modules.

The comments which were written and suhmitted by partici-
pants during the evaluation of Module Cne have been divided
into three groups, demending on the affiliation of the writer:
SPA, RPU or LPU; Operational Agency; and CJTC., The correspond-
ing three headings categorizing the writer's responsibility or
"constituency" are "Planning", "Operations" and "Training",
respectively. These headings will be used to summarize the
evaluation comments for this and subsequent modules.
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ATTACHMENT 3

Page 1 of 14

Participant ‘s Name .
or Social Security No. Date

Participant Evaluation - End of Module I, INTRODUCTION

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER .
1. How do'you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?
3+4 g 4 3 2 1
1+2+3+4 Excellent Good Barely Foor
Adequate
55% 1 11 10 ' 0
2. How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability
to your job?
4 . 3 . 2 1
very Mostly Somewhat Minimally
_ Useful Useful Useful Useful
32% 3 3 9 4
3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,
knowledge and ability to address your needs?
4 3 2 ) 1
Excellent Good » Barely Poor
: R . Adequate
74% 2 12 4 1
4. what do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the
module?
4 3 2 1
Too Much More Than Less Than Too Little
Enough Enough
53% 0 10 8 1
* * * * *

PLEASE USE OTHER SIDE FOR ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS
ON MODULE I

’” ’
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3+4
42%
}
76%
}
}

ATTACHMENT 3

Page 2 of 14

Participant's Name
or Social Security No. Date

Rank the extent to which the following learning objectives were achieved
at the end of Module I. PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER.

At the completion of this module, the participant should be able to:

1. Identify the specific functions--Planning, Analysis, Program Development and
Evaluation--taught in the Criminal Justice Training Centers
and which can provide support to a criminal justice administrator.

4 3 2 1
Completely Mostly Somewhat ’ Not At all
5 3 8 <3
2. State the course theme, goal and objective.
4 3 2 o 1 ‘
Completely Mostly Somewhat Not At all
4 12 5 0
' * * * * * *

PLEASE USE OTHER SIDE FOR ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS
ON MODULE I

B--3
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PLANNING : .
"Didn't follow outline -- on page 2 -- completely skipped II and
III-E, changed order on other items".

"The introduction would have been mors explicit if there was a
flow chart."

"Though I am only speaking for the 20 minutes of the session I
attended, I felt most of us probably read and understood in a
minute or so the information on the projector. The elaboration
was a bit long."

"Module omits - I - A & B, II-A, B, C, D, E& F, III - D & E.
Participants' Looseleaf Guide should have been assembled. Biblo-
graphy is not a Glossary. Not clear on purpose of Centers; most of
these items omitted A, B & C. Lecture notes indicate B.C. - what
was that supposed to be?"

"It is my feelina that the role of the Prcgram Manager should have
been discussed in this Module. Also some discussion on "What is
Program Management” should have been included in this Module.

The instructor should become more familiar with materials as opposed
to simply reading the materials."

"Module I was more procedurzl than substantive. I don't think

the four evaluation acuestions adequatelv describe what was covered
in the Module. I think more could have been covered in this module.
An overhead slide may not be sufficient as an introduction. Hope-
fully there will be more to come."

"Administrative details pertaining to reimbursement procedures
(Module One - III - E) were omitted."

OPERATIONS

"It hardly seems fair to attempt to rate Mr. Ladd on this module.
The Module was really only an introduction =-- little in the way
of substantive material was presented.”

"Instructor followed printed data in outline course -- appeared
to be meaningful information for applications in which I become
involved on a routine basis. As such, module met its objectives
in my opinion."

"The overview was fairly general and maybe too repetitious consider-
ing the background of the audience."

TRAINING

"Given the nature of Module I, the evaluation questions are not
really applicable, e.g. there really was no "content" in the
orientation."

"The time allowed this module was enouch for content given,.however,
I feel that for an Intro Module,I still haveno more information re:
course content than before module.”

"This should not he labeled as a "Module" and nct evaluated as a

"Module" it is nothing more than an (1) introduction; (2) course

overview. Modules should indicate something substantive is going
to be taught.

T I S kS T

| R

&
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"Waytxxpgeneral an introduction and course overview. Spend more
time link%ng this course with the other CJTC courses. Also, ask
each participant what they expect to learn from this course.
Then, asa teachine point, talk about each student's expectations
and discuss whether or not that will be met." | ’

"The modu}e lasted less thanone hoursythe majority of the time
was self intrcductory. A lot more could” have been done tc tie

the themes to.goals etc., with examples. The objectivesare not
objectives as defined in the glossary."

" T :
More space needed for participants; greater time needed for

explanation of themes of current CJTC Courses and their relation=-
ship to Management Course."

[ SR



— —— = i o . T ATTACHMENT 3
o % g %f g' Page 3 of 14
, g ;
4 !
!;’ ,: Participant’s Name
i' 3 or Social Security No. B Date
3
b 5
i i
i B . ,
E; : f Participant Evaluation . - End of Module II, ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE
‘ g' ; CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMINISTRATOR
APPENDIX C . B
- . : ¥ :
. : | PLE IRCLE E S R IATE ER
Participants' Evaluation of Module Two A | , ASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMB
i : :
g% 1. How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?
f i j * ) .
- ; : 3+4 . 4. 3 2 1
) . - 1+2+3F4 ° Excellent Good Barely Poor
~ ‘ ¢ Adequate '
‘ 90% 3 16 2 0
i% 2. How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability ‘to
) your job?
4 3 2 1
Very Mostly Somewhat Minimally
Useful Useful Useful Useful
S 6423 1 . 13 6 2
3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,
knowledge and ability to address your needs?
| 4 3 2 1
» Excellent Good 3arely Poor
Adequate '
1008 16 13 0 0
4. What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?
. 4 3 ) 2 1
4 i Too Much More Than Less Than Too Little
il Enough + Enough
, " 58% 2 ' 9 4 7 0
% ; 5. How do you rate your group case study experience ({Episode 1)z
5} Lo
3 Lo
\ B 4 3 -2 1
i Excellent - Good Barely Poor
i . + Adequate
86% 2 16 1 2 .0
i
B
]
]
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ATTACHMENT 3

Page 5 of 14

Participant's Name
or Social Security No. Date

Rank the extent to which the following learning objectives were achieved
at the end of Medule II. PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER.

At the completion of this module, the participant should be able to:

1. Identify and explain the three roles performed by a criminal
jusEice administrator.

4 3 2 1
%;%q:;:z 3 Completely Mostly Somewhat Not At All
100% 12 8 0 : 0

2. Identify and define the three major management responsibilities
carried out by criminal justice administrators in performing

their roles.

4 3 2 1
Completely Mostly Somewhat Not at All
85% 9 8 3 ' 0

- " 3. Define the various types of "power" which ‘can be exexrcised by
criminal justice administrators.

4 ’ 3 2 v l
: Completely Mostly Somewhat Not At all
85% 6 11 3 0

4. Explain the potential impact of the criminal justice administrator
as a "change agent” within the criminal justice system.

4 3 2 1
Completely Mostly Somewhat Not At All
50% 1 9 9 ‘ 1
* * * * * *

PLEASE USE OTHER SIDE FOR ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
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~given to the groups for the case study.

Planning ‘ ' i

"Interesting discussions were generated during the group exercise,
but time was not sufficient to develop these discussions. An extra
15-30 minutes micht be considered toextend the exercise period.
Personally, I had trouble with the concept of referent power and would

suggest that more time be taken in the lecture to develop and dis-
tinguish this tyne of power."

"The lecture left me a bit fuzzy about thedifferences between iegitimate
and referent power i.e., I may have gotten hung up with Hitler, Jim
Jones example of referent power."

"Exercise could have been a little more structured in terms of format.
Wlde discrepancy between groups made it difficult to relate to find-
ings of other groups. That is, without knowing rationale behind
format it was difficult to conceptualize findings and relate them

to discussionsand concepts formed in one's own group."

"Issues left unresolved due to dove-tailing of roles and powers.
Anyway to c}arlfy? Good group in that, although there was dis-
agreement/dissension, empathy existed for the person's position.

Moie ?larity needed in effect of power and kinds of upon changing
role."

"Many of the concepts are known to Managers with experience of 1-2
years or more. Much of the lecture was simplistic and obvious.
More time should have been spent in small group exercises and de-
briefings. The lecture part might be more useful to novice c¢j

managers. It might also be useful to add a section to the de-
briefing like "practical lesson learned" or how individuals would
apply what was learned to their jobs. Although the material was
not new to me, I think it was presented in such a way as to be
easily learned. For people familiar with the concepts, there was
too much repetition."

"If the rest of the week lives ur to this module we will have’
gotten our money'sworth. Allene's style is very good for this
kind of group." . -

"I agree with Lyle Newton's statement that structure should be
Since we have only 30
minutes to complete the group exercise, time should not be wasted
in developing individual group structure. Also, grours can better
be compared if they all utilize the same structure. Only the
points which the groups differ on would need to be discussed.”

"The notes on pages 12-13 linking "Planning, Organizing, Controlling"”
to the 3 roles seemed a bit forced. Is it necessary? (I'll see
later, I supnose). To me, Planning includes most of controlling
functions. In fact, the Planning Model includes such. In particular,
item "C" on page 13 doesn't seem to be necessary."

"Many of the illustrative examples were practical and not managerial.
Power concepts leave out values and games penple play. I feel what

is missing here is some time devoted to rersonal style (new managerial
grid). The power concepts were interesting -- bit shallow: there

are a number of other variables that must be addressed as well:

size of organization; history; need of change; timing; honeymoon
periods for new managers; authority concepts.”

G-3




"It may become helpful to ask for each participant's agency,._i.e:,
SPA, operating agency, etc. A breaskdown in these categories might
yield some useful data. The lecture was timely done and relevant
to my day-to~-day job responsibilities. Instructor should be care-
ful not to use just the pronoun "he". It should be: "he/she."
Otherwise, style of instructors was good."

"The workshop was fairly good. The Monitors should re-emphasize
instructions or what is to be done by participants-after particirants
have settled in the croup. Also, Monitors should provide a little
more “guidance" all along the way when necessary. The debriefing

for the workshop (after each workshop) should discuss important points
as to what should have been gottenout of the workshop discussion -=-
even though thers are really no right or wrong answers."

"I think this module could have been started on Sunday night, then
begin class exercise on Monday morning. There should have been sub-
stantive-material on Sunday night so that the varticipation in class
exercise could have been anticipated/exnected to begin the next morn-
ing. Need to leave the grcup wanting something "eventful", Module

. I didn't leave any "warm feelings" just unfulfilled expectations.

Group exercise could have used a littlemore definitive introduction.”

OPERATIONS

"Group interaction greatly enhanced understanding of materials.
applicability to real world situations."

"The time devoted to this module was just about right."

"Instructor was gocod with plenty time allowed. I don't think
people should always be referred to as "he" when talking about
a supervisor, subordinate, etc." .

"The group exercise was productive =--'no one completely deominated
it and it was a good learning process. Although there may be
come confusion in the use of terms. I think for a pilot session
this exercise went well."

"I feltmore time could be used for above subjects; at times

I was confused as to "what was what". It will require review on
my part which is 0.K. too. I was not ready for the case-study
because of trying to remember each category of items as I would
have preferred. Presentation was 0.K.: just needs more time to
present."”

TRAINING

. "Spend more time talking about the definitions and functions of

principles of management such as: (1) control, (2) responsibility;

and (3) authority. Not once did I hear the instructor say "control"
is an important management principle. I think this module should
start with about half an hour on "principles of management”, then
move on with the roles of management and Criminal Justice, power
types, sources etc. Also, talk abcocut how vower is used and mis-used.
Stress the fact that with each role the CJ Administrator plays many
sub-roles, e.g., facilitator, negotiator, change agent, mediator, etc.
Stress also the interrelati:ns and interdependencies between roles

and sub-roles.”

Cc-4
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"Just before the coffee break at 9:35 it started to drag.

The impression was that we were stalling for coffee. I think
that some attribution to the literature should be made in the
lecture -- more than reference to one book. To avoid the im-
pression of a "continued method"."

"Absent from the discussion/presentation was an emphasis or
realization that "power" for the CJ Administrator does not
exist without a forum. Since an administrator requires the
forum to exercise his/her power. I believe it needs to be
noted. If the exercise had had this clarification responses
to thequestions raised would have been more focused. (e.g., if

the power_of the administrator over his subordinate was the forum

I believe the answers would have been clear. If the forum
were defined as the agency then a slightly different set of
answers would pertain etc.)

"Pre-structured format for group exercise may be better -- save
time for real important deliberations. Also, easier to compare

difference between groups. "Change Agent" not given enough

treatment. Differences betwen power types (esp., legit, ‘referent

and experience not made clear enough.)"

"Module requires explanation of the nature of change, and the
role of the change agent. Case study reguired:

Better objective (more specific ), Pre-formating of response,
and much better defining with specific learning points. No
discussion of change or the change agent was in the module.




Participants' Evaluation of Module Three

APPENDIX D

-

PO

e 5 e
st et St oAt

ATTACHMENT 3

Page 6 of 14

Participant's Name

or Social Security No.

Date

Participant Evaluation - End of Module III, THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMINISTRATOR

1.
y 3+4 .
I+2+3%4
16%
2.

25%
3.
75%
4.
86%
5.
652

AND THE PLANNING PROCESS

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRTIATE NUMBER

How do you rate the oveérall quality of this lesson module?
4 3 ' 2 1
Excellent Good Barely Poor
. Adequate
-0 3 13 3
How do you rate the module's conten

t in terms of its'applicability
to your job?

4 3 2 o 1
Very Mostly Somewhat Minimally
Useful Useful Useful Useful
2 3 14 . ‘ 1

How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,
knowledge ang ability to address your needs?

4 3 2 1
Excellent Good Barely Poor
Adequate
3 12 5 0
What do you feel‘about the appropriateness of time given to the
module?
4 3 2 1
Too More Than Less Than Too
Much Enough Enough Little
13 3 3 0

How do you rate your group case study experiences?

Episode 2 4 3 2 1
Episode 3 4 3+ 2 1
Excellent Good Barely Poor
Adequate )
0 14 1. 4 3
D-1
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ATTACHMENT 3 N .
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page 8 of 14 ' -
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participant's Name

Date
or Social Security NoO.

i
i PLANNING
o
) . . sy hieved it h " .
hich the following learning objectives were ac 3 ’ Need to cut down on length of this mod%le. Take comments
Rank the extent to whic PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER. ; from debriefing of yesterday afternoon.
TI. ~ ,
at the end of Module II
"Evaluation is invalid. Episode Three was incomplete,episode
. ticipant should be able to: s four and five were not done as originally planned and the
) At the completion of this module, the par ® : : ; final part of module was rushed (good, clear, concise, but
, . e ; i 'n -
1. Explain how the levels of planning relate todtﬁe.giifggzanc : [ rushed)
- i justice "admini . . . PR
3+4 3 of the three roles of the ¢rifinal J "The Ladds are to be complimented for their flexibility, per-
1+2+3+4 . A 1 . severance, and composure during a very difficult time of criticism
B ' 4 3 Somewhat Not At All . and feedback. It should be stated that the criticism and
Completely Mostly ) frustration were directed at the course .not the instructors."
1 :
53% 2 7 imina7l justice administrator . i‘
2. pescribe the involvement of the crt_ nal Planning (from the [ : "Way too long. Felt like we got bogged down in jargon, Refer-
in Normative, Strategic, and OPeradlﬁow all three levels relate . ence to MOR and other such prior training experiences were meaning-
\ General Planning Process Moc.ie:!-) an e oles 3 less for those of us who have not been exposed. lNew flow chart
¥ to the criminal justice administrator . ) was helpful. Internal and External Variables material was good.
: 7 6 0 Suggestskipping the issues. A point of confusion in planning =
3 ] . tive, strategic, ! are we discussing the organization, the system, or what. The
638 3. Identify and use various tools in making normatives halfway house examples confuserather than clarify -- better
" and operational decisions. : ) examples would be planning organizations."
. . 1 ‘ .
¥ 4 : 3 2 Not At All ) "This module was too lengthy, Much of it could have been covered
Completely Mostly Somewhat by reference and not spend time delving into the specifics.
3 g } 5 ’ 0 ' This marked the turning piint in the course - alteina?ive strategyld
.o 2 urce was necessary. The walk-~through from the crime analysis course cou
69% : i techniques can be used to address reso ' have been omitted. As previcusly mentioned - some of the episodes
4. Explain how various . . :nal Sustice administrator’s ‘ S 1 Y
3 *  illocation issues both within the criminal J Lizations adminis- S could have been desk exercises. Lecture could have been better
2 ;gency and in dealing with other agencies a}:@ nga structured. Module was confusing - terminology was inconsistent."
: . : d activities. .
. riminal Jjustice programs an ‘ ) ) . '
tering © 1 "My comments seem contradictory without clarification. The
4 3 2 Not At All ¥ module was extremely useful from a planning verspective, which
Completely Mostly Somewhat ) is what I do; hence the answer on #2. However, it's not helpful
omp B 7 5 | from what I thought I wanted - management. I think this whole
& 302 0 : 5 3 course was developed from an idea that the planning course would
® x & *x k * F : be retaught from a decision-maker's point of view. That's not a
bad idea, but the course was inappropriately named and the course
;. ocbjectives crossly misleading. I agree that comments should be
P EASE. USE THE OTHER SIDE FOR ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS : limited to instructors and course participants to encourage inter-
L A Y action - LEAA personnel had their input previously." ’
B ‘ : .
' "As discussed fully yesterday, the large amount of time devoted
to developing the planning model as a mangement technique was not
: ' productive. While I think that the deviations from the planning
; g model as developed in the planning course are important and should
I > be pointed out, much less time should be devoted to it since most
B ‘ people attending the course will have the appropriate background.
: - ’ I also think that the breakouts were not necessary to reinforce,

' ' since the skills that were being emphasized were already possessed
by the participants. However, as a point of procedure, I think
more time should be devoted to debriefing after the exercises.

) D-2
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While we all oresented what the various groups developed in
the breakout, more time might be spent in debriefing exactly
what the experience was supposedto instill.

"Lecture was vague, confusing, boring and lasted too long.

The major objective of this module, "The CJ Administrator

in the Planning Process" was really not addressed until the last

30 mlnutes of this morning wrap-up of Module 3 -- March 19, 1980
from 9:00 until 9:20 AM. The majority of Tuesday was simply

an unnecessary waste of time. Only the first 45 minutes of

this morning's wrap up of Module 3.by Jim Ladd really related

to the major objective of this module. It is really unfortunate
that adequate time was not spent on addressing the key and relevant
issues in module three -- the last 3 to 5 pages of module three."

"Jim Ladd did extremely well in wrapping up Module 3. It's

too bad he did not teach the entire module. Lastly, I wish
more time had been spent on the development and submission of
the "Decision Package" beginning with page 47, item "C". This
part of the lecture is one of the first timesg that the partici-
pants' expectations were being addressed."” ‘

"Too much time on Planning Process Model. Too much time on
"Assessing Internal Variables" ©No need to distinguish External/
Internal Variables to the degree you did. Value of doing so

‘not worth the time. Just mention that some are interpal

some ext. That as Managers we can influence external as well,

so don't ignore. I like (encourage emphasis in tone - not time)
that normative assumptions should be made (bevond data generated by
sta£f) and that managers should exercise judgment in determining
which assumptions to do VRP for. No time need be spent on pages
30-43. It should be there as appendix for information. Page 45
Suggested Policy Alternative Decision: Package-is unecessary.
Wednesday - A.M. Discussion on Strategic Goals etc. was good -
the decision vackage.” No' more time needed although you might
mention the key event linkages when zipping through MOR. On the
decision package emphasize role of Manager in using this as a tool
to get information from subordinates in fashion so decision can be

made,"

CPERATIONS

"Too much time was devoted to this module yesterday yet not enough
this morning."

"The discussions relative to poor use of time by repetition of past

learning expresses my feelings concerning this phase of this course."

"Although I have attended the planning course many of the elements
of this module were new and needed. The content was highly appro-
priate and needed more time to expand the elements (even consider-
ing the fact that this module was condensed because of time). The
instructor's presentation was well done despite some unnecessary
interuptions."”

T R AR T T e RN SR . R e . N U e e LA A

"It's really hard to evaluate this module and list all
concerns here - since the process broke down during the
modu}e. Basically its important to address planning and
its importance to management, however I'm feeling very
confused over how it fits together and how it could
possiblybe used. I also think that the level of detail
and the attempt to totally link all elements of all other
courses is too overwhelmihg. Semantic differences are
too mit-picking."

TRAINING

"Even if module was delivered as designed, you cannot rate

a two-day multi-episode expmerience on one page. Roles as

a course theme were not linked in. Managers need to learn how
to use products not develop them."

"Module cannot be evaluated in this format. Module was not
delivered as an integrated package due to events. Also,
Modules (especially this one) are too long and involved to
treat as one, single theme/direction entity."

"FPar, far, far too much time on this. With the wrong focus

on many topics. The entire module needs to be reorganized
and tightened up."

PR,
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APPENDIX E

Participants' Evaluation of Module Four
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ATTACHMENT 3

Page 9 of 14

Participant’s Name
or Social Security No. . Date

Participant Evaluation - End of Module IV, ORGANIZING AND IMPLEMENTING
CRIMINAL JUST;I;CE PROGRAMS  AND ACTIVITIES

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

1. How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?

4 3 2 . 1
Excellent " Good + Barely ’ Poor
2Adeqaate
3- 13 2 2 0

2. How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability
to your job?

4 3 2 1
very Mostly Somewhat Minimally
Useful Useful Useful Useful
4 ' 9 8 . )

3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,
knowledge and ability to address your needs?

4 3 2 1
Excellent Good Barely Poor
Adequate
-1 17 T2 0

4. What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to ithe module?

4 3 2 1
Too ’ More Than + Less Than Too
Much Enough Enough Little
0 10 2 7 1

5. How do you rate your group case study experiences?

Episode 6 4 2 3 11 29 19
Episode 7 4 3+ 2 1
3 5 1 5 1
Excellent Good Barely Poorxr
' adequate
* * * * * *

\ ‘e
PLEASE USE OTHER SIDE FOR ANY GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON MODULE IV,
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ATTACHMENT 3

Page 10 of 14

Participant's Name

or Social Security No. . : Date

Rank the Extent to which the following learning objectives were achieved

at the end of Module IV.

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER.

At the completion of this module, the participant should be able to:

1.

Idéntify and eiplain various concepts utilized in properly
organizing criminal justice agencies and programs, including
responsibility, authority, delegation and accountability.

4 ' -3 2 1
Completely Mostly Somewhat Not At All
3 17 1 0

Apply various organizing and implementation techniques to the
management of criminal justice agencies, activities and programs,
including MOR, Action Plans, PERT and CPM.

a 3 : 2 1
Completely Mostly Somewhat Not At All
0 14 7 ’ 0
* * * * % *

PLEASE USE THE OTHER SIDE FOR ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

R s |

%

- s e e
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PLANNING

"I liked this module & the way it was presented - e.g., Alene
noted she had a reference for us if we wanted it, so those
of us who want to go into depth can, while the presentation
was not prolonged."

"Module Four could have been expanded to combine discussion

of authority, responsibility, delegation, etc. with inter-
personal management skills. E.g. Episode six had many other
lessons to be learned about approaching the assigning of tasks,
clarity of communicating, organizational climate, etc.
have been brought out at least through discussion and some
referencesto read. PERT could have been presented with other
methods, e.g., GANT charts to reveal differences, advantages
and disadvantages. All of the module was well presented."

"I have a very difficult time evaluating modules that cover two
or more time periods and two or more presenters. I would
suggest that a module be no more than four hours -~ a morning
or an afternoon ~- with one instructor. If it is longer, or
you have two instructors, subdivide it into 4A and 4B, or scme
such division. Perhaps a few minutes should have been given

to MOR. I fail to see the distinction between the amount of
time you gave some tools vs. others. We've had them all yet
you eliminated discussion of some and retained others."

"Reorganize instructions for episode 7 wherein participants
are told they can/should make assumptions that they can add
events to the PERT chart. Take out dates -~ confuses asgign-
ment."

"Not necessary to breakout - desk exercise good."

"I felt that episode 7 would have been better if it were done

in a breakout mode. Principally since I was unfamiliar with
constructing PERT's, I was unable to gain much from the exercise.
I understand that you were assuming that everyone had this
knowledge, and that may be an assumption that you will have

to retain, but if it is done in .a group, somecne who is not
completely familiar with constructing a PERT could still derive
benefit by getting the assistance of the others in the group.
Additionally (but not so strongly) I felt that episode 6 could
have been just as valuable as a desk exercise."

"PERT Chart needs revising (time periods vs. dates). Episode 6
could have been a desk exercise; no linkage between Episode 5
and 6. Page 58 need more examples of roles of cj manager.
Page 66 need more examples of roles of c¢.j. managers."

‘"I think that the fact that I have not taken the Planning and

Evaluation inhibited my ability to readily comprehend much of
this material. This is my first exposure toc MOR, PERT and CPM."

"The presentation of this Module was very good in terms of:
insitructor's style, materials provided and utility to my
everyday situation."”

E-3

These could



"I would suggest that a more detailed and thorough explanation it | "Too much dead time after Episode 7 (partic. ready to go after
be given to the development of a PERT Chart. There seems to A o - 20 minutes but started again in 60 minutes)"

be no set or standard guidelines or common parameters for N B

developing such. " | ; "Good module, but needs slight refinement. To make it tighter/

1 , ‘ bgtter,ih%?oduce material from the "Managing Analysis" module

; ; : of our analysis course. You would i i :
OPERATIONS 7 : b4 nclude the follow1ng seguence:
MOR’
"More explanation of PERT would have helped preparation of i . T

chart, spec., labelling the beginning and ending of specific ; Action Plan—3GANTT CHART™™> LABOR ALLOCATION CHART
responsibilities as separate events." ;

) . ) ] ! ; PERT CHART
"Episude 6 could be desk exercise. Episode 7 should be in Break i
Out Room." \ ~ Key Flow CPM
"The material on CPM and PERT was excellent but more time should §' ) This would provide more "meat" to finish the module, and in my
have been allowed both for lecture and the individual exercise. L judgment, make it an exceptional module."

A graduate course in system analysis would have devoted a number
of days to this same material. The lecture on critical path and
key flow analysis was somewhat unclear. Overall, the material
has potential and should certainly be retained."

"As usual, the episqdes are superb T terms of content, but
severely lacking in adequate and appropriate instructions,
instructional objective, etc. It would have been TREMENDOUSLY

) _ HELPFUL if the 3 faculty members had each gone through
"The materials need work -- there should be more consistency i.e., i our analysis, planning and evaluation course."
definitions of terms, models and examples. The problem during :
the lecture is the instructor explaining the terms and giving e
examples. 7he participants are trying to write everything down ]
and miss the significance of examples and the strategy for putting ’
it all together.” . ¥

"The first exercise was a disaster for our group (3) because the
items were not clear and confusion over the definitions of terms.

I think we got bogged down in semantics and missed the major point
of the exercise. The second exercise was again frustrating because
of the lack of clear instructions. We were told to use the B
activities of the action plan and not that we should expand on

them as I would have done if I didn't think that we were specifically
supposed to stick to the action plan."

TRAINING

T

"Participants' achievement of objective two can be strengthened
up considerably. The lecturer didn't seem to really understand
PERT. (Didn't make the point as to what "relationship" meant)
that events are start and ending not resource consuming and time
consuming."

L. 4

"More time required for PERT as a good "Hands-on' tool with wide
applicability."

"There was no flow or linkage between these two objectives. Could
the tool in Cbj 2 be used to apply the concepts in obj. 12" %

"PERT example in Participants' Guide used different symbolism on
notation than solution given out at end of Episode 7. Module
had no summary -- it just stopped after FFRT exercise."
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: ' ATTACHMENT 3
f ‘ Page 11 of 14
. . i i
: o Participant's Name
HE £ or Social Security No. Date
it
s 14 : Participant Evaluation - End of Module V, CONTROLLING RESULTS
%‘%
APPENDIX F 5 PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER
> Participants' Evaluation of Module Five A " 1. How do 'you rate the overall: quality of this lesson module?
! o
H L 344 . 4 3 2 1
i Y I¥2¥374 ° Excellent Good + Barely Poor
! a Adequate
¥ . : , ) ; ‘ 72% 1 11 1 3 . 1
' : ' ‘ 2. How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability
! to your job?
Cy |
. . . 4 -3 2 1
. S Very Mostly Somewhat Minimally
& . ' ' _ Useful Useful Useful + Useful
= 593 6 : 4 4 1 2
- ] 3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,
) knowledge and ability to address your needs? ‘
e | 4 3 L2 1
Excellent + Good Barely Pocr
: . : Adequate
- P og2g 4 1 9 3 0
¢ 4. What do you feel about the appropriateness of time givén to the module?
4 3 2 1
Too More Than Less Than Too
B Much ’ Enough + Enough Little
» ' | & 33% ' 0 5 1 11 | 0
& ) ; w do you rate your group case study experience (Episode
| 4
: B Excellent
B g
} PLEASE USE THE OTHER S1DE FOR ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS
» ON MODULE V
&
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ATTACHMENT 3

Page 12 of 14

participant's Name N

or Social Security No.

Date

Rank the extent to which the following learning objectives were achieved

at the end of Module V.

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER.

At the completion of this module, the participant should be able to:

1.

Identify first- and second-category coritrols ayd expla%n how
they can be used by criminal justice managers in carrying ocut
their various roles.

4 3 2 1
- Completely Mostly Somewhat ~ Not At All
2 5 ) : 1

’Appiy various techniqués to the control of activities in

criminal justice agencies and programs, includigg.PERT, CPM, -
action plans, Method of Rationales, and Evaluation products.

‘ 1

4 3 2 . 1
Completely . Mostly Somewhat Not At All

1 9 6 1

Apply various techniques in insuring thg pr?ductivity og s
individual employees within a criminal justice agency, including
defining, develcping and using standards'of performance, and
conducting an employee performance appraisal process.

4 . 3 ) 2 1
Complétely Mostly - Somewhat Not At All
2 8 . 5 1

* * * * * *

PLEASE USE OTHER SIDE FOR ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
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PLANNING

"Did not have a group ¢ase study in this module. Good material.
Very relevant subject matter."

"Consistency with text unclear. Not all that well organized,

but individual items and discussions were good. Could have moved
off points a bit more guickly once made,

"Need more information on insuring productivity of individual
employees. Need more on leadership. Text is too long."

"Instructor's style a bit rushed, but understandable given
circumstances," :

"Learning objective one was most confdsing. Learning objective
two was done in other courses thoroughly. I would have liked
more on learning objective, three. Where you got at 4:00 PM
today is what I came for. If you had spent a week on such
topics I would have been delighted. ‘ '

"I am prejudiced; this is the stuff I like."

"I still think it's necessary to mix interperscnal skill-building
with management techniques. The discussion on action plans as

a performance evaluation tool-was moreranimated when discussing
interpersonal problem than the tools themselves. No matter how
many techniques one learns, they are all for nothing if you can't
communicate effectively, deal with people effectively, build trust
in your agency, etc. I strongly encourage you to mix-interpersonal
skill building with management technigues during this entire course.

OPERATIONS

"This was the best (most useful) module to date. It38 focus is
closer to the type of thing I expect from the entire course."

TRAINING

"Wgain, more "meat" needs to be included in this course. For

example, this course should spend a lot more time talking about
Control problems. Here we talk about (1) politics and its ram-
ifications; (2) Personnel management and its many ramifications;
(3) PPBS as a controlling tool; and (4) other budgeting methods
as a controlling tool, e.g, We need to be much more specific

about what new skills are learned."

e
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Participants' Evaluation of Module Six
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ATTACHMENT 3

Page 13 of 14

Participant's Name

or Social Security No. Date

Participant Evaluation - End of Module VI, ACHIEVING MAXIMUM IMPACT IN THE

THREE ROLES OF THE CRIMINAL
JUSTICE ADMINISTRATOR

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

.

How do you relate the overall quality of this lesson module?

-

4 3 2 1
Excellent Good + - Barely Poor
' Adequate
9 9 1 1 0

How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability
to your job?

4 3 . 2 o 1
Very . Mostly Somewhat ~ Minimally
Useful Useful Useful Useful
11 : 7 2 0
How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,
knowledge and ability to address your needs?
4 3 C 2 1
Excellent © Goed Barely Poor
' Adequate
_ 12 8 0 7 0
What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?
4 3 2 1
Too More Than Less Than Too
Much Enough + Enough Little
2 4 1 11 2
How do you rate your individual exercise?
4 3 T 2 1
Excellent Good - Barely ; Poor
Adequate
9 11 0 0
* * * * * ®

PLEASE USE THE OTHER SIDE FOR ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON
MODULE VI

. ]t],
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ATTACHMENT 3

Page 14 of 14

Participant's Name
or Social Security No. - Date

Rank the extent to which the following learning objectives were achieved

at the end of Module VI. PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER.

At the completion of this module, the participantlshould be able to:

1.

Apply behavioral analysis techniques to identify appropriate
methods to communicate, motivate, and promote organizational
chahge.

4 3 2 ' 1
Completely Mostly Somewhat Not At All
5 12 3 _ 0

Explain how organizaticnal development techniques can be used
by the criminal justice administrator in acting as director
of an organizational unit.

4 3 2 1
Completely Mostly Somewhat Not At All
3 ' 2 5 0

Assess opportunities to have impact as a manager of programs.

4 3 2 ' 1
Completely Mostly Somewhat Not At all
2 12 6 0

Establish parameters for the role of a leader in the criminal
justice system. :

4 3 2 1

Completely Mostly Somewhat Not At All
1 12 7 0

Identify and explain techniques for establishing an effective
framework for leadership.

4 - 3 2 1
Completely Mostly Somewhat Not At all
2 10 8 0

Select the proper "mix" of roles to gain maximum impact on the
criminal justice system.

4 3 2 1
Completely Mostly Somewhat Not At All
2 X *lo * * %* * 8 * 0

PLEASE USE OTHER SIDE FOR ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

G-2

e

S g T

e

AL

PLANNING

VERY GOOD - This is the kind of information I hoped to obtain.

Page 89 item V (&f more time was available) could have been

a desk exercise. In describing the types of traits for each

of the A-H types, Jim and Marcia jumped from summary to.

how to communicate to positive and negative traits, some- !
times repeating thémselves. Could be a bit better organized.
Could have used a bit more '"Time Management."

"Best exercise and lecture yet. Felt it was more related to
my job and it held more meaningful information than most of
the preceding modules. Wishthere had beenmore of this type
of lecture during the week."

"This module came the closest to what I expected out of the
whole week. It presented information that was new to me that
definitely will help me when I return to my agency. I think
that this is the correct path to take when considering additions
and deletions to the course."

"The exercise was one of the better ones. There was more group
enthusiam and responsiveness in the last exercise. Might consider
more types of "behavioral" exercise. Would role playing be helpful.”

"This module was too much of a grab bag, a pot pourri. Too little
emphasis on too many things. You can't learn that much from a
little bit of OD, a little bit of time management etc. We

could have learned more applying a few OD technigues and spern.d-
ing a half to a whole day on it. I attended an excellent time
management seminar and found it helpful and applied some of the
techniques -- but youcan't get that in & 10 minute presentation.
There needs to be more attention on a few topics based upon surveying
users'needs. You could do a fairly simple survey form to a random
sample of SPA's, RPU's, LPU and Operational Agencies. Or you

vary the amount of time to the various modules based on user needs.
The instructors are very capable and did a good job.

"The discussion was good but not too much utility can be made
of it once we get back home. Good for discussion over coffee,
tea or danish, but almost impossible to apply unless we are
trained psychologists." ) :

OPERATIONS

"This was a good module and an example of what I wanted to learn

in this course. Please expand on it and have moreon use of person-
ality types effectively in an organization. Once you know the
planning process, interpersonal relations is the name of the game."

"This module was informative and enjoyvable, perhaps a little too
enjoyable. The material on psychological profile was interesting
but may have dragged on more than necessary. The facilitators
certainly were familiar with the subject matter and should be
commended for the presentation.”
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TRAINING

"Finally!! Some meat in a module to.sink my teeth into.
Leadershlp Style eXercise and Timé Management are excellent

toplcs -—- let's see both in the course."”

'"Internersonal material: is good' Organizational Development,

0.D. should have been 5 to 1l0-minute summary since skills
could not ke imparted in this course."

T
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® Overall Course Evaluation Segregated by Constituencies

® AMA Comments by Constituencies
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. ] . ATTACHMENT 4 o, i
. . ATTACHMENT 4 S ' Page 2 of 4 5
; d
) Page 1 of 4 v (cont'd) ‘
P . * * * *
. f 344 . & S & $ & S & §
. 8JTC cional A V' T¥2+3+4
perational Agenc L
CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGEMENT COURSE $° SPA, RPU, LPU | ‘i Facilitation of learning
~ . ‘ . . by instructors 4 3 ) 1
? . Overall Course Evaluation " 79 . 0+1+1=2 34+3+7=13 1+0+0=1 0+0+1=1
' i Evaluate the following general characteristics of the course by circling the
i | proper number:
i Very Somewhat Of no
Participant's Name ! Items Useful Jseful Useful Use at all
or Social Security No. Date i
B ! , Usefulness of the entire
. % b course 4 3 2 -1
CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER TO INDICATE YOUR RATING OF THE FOLLOWING ! : 45 . . 0+1+0=1 0+3+5=8 5+04+6=11 !
COMPONENTS OF THIS COURSE: ; 3 Comparison of this course i
' : to other professional
¥ Component * vVery . o Somewhat Dissat- §A ) training programs you
Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied isfied Lo have attended 4 3 o2 1% 1
(4) (3) (2) . © (1) ! 37 0+0+1=1 0+3+3=6 4+1+5=10 1+0+0=1
3+4 3 : : * g $ * g 3 * & 8 * g S i Appropriateness of inform- ' 0+0+1=1
1+2+3+4 , . . i ©  ation presented to your
Training Methods job setting 4 3 2 1
¥ <) 40 0+1+0=1 1+244=7 44147=12
Lectures 4 3 2 1l Appropriateness and
602 : 2+43+7=12 3+1+4=8 ’ execution of the case -
workshepg-———————————- e = o e e e e o T e e e P e - v study 4 3 2 1
Pesk-activities-~—-=—=m R e D e O ittt B e e e 3= : 32 1+0+0=1 1+24+2=5 2+1+6=9 1+0+1=2
-04+-1=1
i\ i ‘ O"l O'I‘l
Case Study 4 . 3 2. 1
262 140+2=3 24+0+0=2 1+3+7=11" 14#0+2=3 .
Materials Evaluate the uséfulness of each of the following Criminal ,
Justice courses which you have taken. If you have taught 3
Student guide 4 3 2 1 or designed the course, underline its title.
40% Vieual aide 0f2+l=l 2%£+5¢7 l+§+4=8 2+%fl=4 B Very Somewhat of no
‘ Useful Use at all
25% - 0+0+1=1 0+0+4=4 344+43=10  2+0+3=5 Course Useful Useful
Training Flow -
Analysis 4 3 2 1
Time given to lectures 4 3 2 1 80, 2+2+1=5 1+042=3 0+0+2=2
45% ) 242+5=9 2+42+46=10 . 1+0+0=1 B )
Time given to workshops 4 3 2 1 Evaluation 4 3 . 2 1
25% 0+1+0=1 3+1+0=4 1+0+5=6 1+2+6=9 e 90 - 240+3=5 1+2+1=4 0+0+1=1
Sequence of modules 4 -3 2 1 | '
53% 3+3+4=10 2+0+4=6 0+0+3=3 Planning 4 3 2 1
Linkage between units 4 3 2 1 6" 1+2+3=6 3+0+3=6  0+0+2=2
26% : 0+0+1=1 0+3+1=4 "3+0+6=9 24+0+4+3=5 ) 8
Training Staff : : Prigram ze- 4 3 2 1
velopmen
- Lecturers 4 3 2 1 :
893 ) 0+1+4=5 3+34+6=12 240+0=2 0+0+1=1 i
Small group ; ‘
facilities 4 3 2 1 Y !
£3% ) 2+2+4=8 2+0+4=6 1+0+3=4 : ;
Ambience of Training ’ [
Opportunity for ques- '
tions/discussions 4 3 2 1 -
25% 34+3+6=12 24 1+4=7 0+0+1=1 » B g
1 5 Y
H~2 !
H-1 i | e e e s
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SUBJECT MATTER

PLANNING
"Interpersonal Styles"

"General familiarity

‘'with "planning" terms

and concepts."
"Personnel analysis skills."

"Generally a refresher of
ideas, processes already
learned or known."

"Specific tools & techniques
to help me better organize
and manage my staff and pro-
grams."

"Reinforcement of skills
sutdied years ago in the

academic environment; created

interest to read current

literature and attempt to im-
plement some of the hasic skills."

"I especiaily thought the 6th
module was of particular interest."

"Learned some specific organizing
and controlling techniques also
about myself and personality type."

""ability to exchange working

solutions."

OPERATIONS

"An overall conception
of relating the planning
process to management."

"It helped me see the
importance of including,
planning as a part of
management., "

"I will put it to practical
use."

"The material was relevant
but difficult in the early
modules which didn't help."

"Better understanding of
the process used to assist

in Management roles."

C e P T ey

TRAINING

"Some knowledge re: roles
and types of management.

Some specific skills and

knowledge."

"Basic exposure to C.J.
Management Course."

"Some management techniques,

knowledge of management as
it applies to C.J. system."
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Suggestions

y-H

PLANNING

"If they would provide more
narrative, so there would
be less of a rush to try

and write things down it
would he helpful."”

"The planning process subject
matter should be reduced to 4
hours at the most, and the manage-
ment techniques section should be
expanded to include more material -
and more in-depth study."

"Make subject matter more specific.

Require Planning Course as prepara-
tion for this course so this one
can concentrate on management."

"Greatly underplay planning."

“Condense course down to about 2 or
2% days and possibly merge with the
Program Development Course."

"Much too much on Planning. 1lst 2%
days should ve compressed intc one
(Leave "Power" discussion intact).
Additional time should he spent on
specific tools/technigues."

"Too much emphasis on planning; omit
walk through exercise III; add more
detail in student text: critique the

episodes after theyv have heen presented

to the group to reinforce learning ex-
perience."

"As was discussed, I would suggest the

P 6"'W }‘”Q

OPERATIONS

"Cut down & integrate
the planning process.
Expand on main
principles.,"”

"Less time on planning
details, but present a
concrete overview of
planning procedure.”

"Shorten planning dis-
cussion."

"Less .planning function,’
more management."

planning Module be reduced substantially.

with more emphasis on other management
tools and techniques.”

. ﬂbl

TRAINING

"The course needs to
be focused on manage-
ment rather than plan~
ning."

"More C.J.relationship
and impact management
on C.Jg."
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Subjects

of
Most

Interest
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PLANNING (cont'd)

"Needs to be revised for more
common threads, less emphasis
in planning, more on inter-
rersonal skills to be woven
in with exercises."

"Increase last half, decrease
first half."

PLANNING

"Management/communications
tools."

"Management techniques."
“"Establishing foci for organ-
ization, program and leader-
ship."

"Personnel Assessment."

"Modules 4, 5, and 6."

"Time Management; Action Plan;

OPERATIONS

"Tnterpersonal Relations,
Time Allocation."

"pPersonality Types"
"Administrative Roles

"Management Skills"

Power Profile; Behavioral Analysis."

"Modules 5 and 6."

"Module 6 - Organizational Develop-

ment, and Personality Characteristics.'

"Modules 4, 5 and 6."

"Modules 4, 5 and 6."

TRAINING
"Management Tools"

"pPersonnel Techniques"

R T
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P;ANNING OPLRATIONS TRAIN I_NG
Subjects "planning" ' " "A total summary of all "Normative Planning - duplicative
the CJTC courses." of other courses."
of "planning Process"
"pPlanning Proceduxes” "pPlanning Methodology"
Least "Case Study"

. "planning - due to previous
Interest "planning" course." ,

“Modules 1, 2 and 3"
"planning (Already known
by all participants);
Program Analysis."
"Module 3 too lengthy."
"planning"

"Modules 1, 2 and 3."

"Modules 1, 2 and 3.
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FURTHER COMMENTS

PLANNING

"I feel that the course started to get on track the last day. The
subject matter was such that it enabled me to gain new insight as

to management techniques that I can use in my agency. In my opinion
(as discussed thoroughly on Tuesday) the thrust of the course was
incorrect. Focusing on planning was not what the participants ex-
pected. More would be gained by emphasizing the management skills
and knowledge as presented on Thursday. Since this was a pilot pro-
gram, I think the week was worthwhile in the sense that the partici-
pants were able to point out the fact that they felt much of the
material was inappropriate to a course in management. While I don't
feel that I gained a lot of knowledge that I could bring home to my
agency, I realized that as a pilot participant, this was necessarily
unexpected.. I think the course got on track the last day, and I
feel that the course could prove to be very beneficial if it is
restructured."

"My scores are indicative of the average; if I were completing one eval-
nation.based on the first half it would be very negative, but on

the second half very positive. My negative comments 1regarding the
planning portion are attached. The last 8 hourswere great. Tools

like the personality types are great! When the instructors got into -
their own areas they were much more effective."

"l. The course can be cut back to a maximum of 2% to 3 days.

2. Consideration should be given to combining with Program Course.

3. Emphasis should be placed entirely on Management's principles,
methods and techniques.

4, Participants' Guides should contain a lot more information similar
to that in the Instructor's Guide.

5. A Module on Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action should be incorp-
orated in program content.

6. Target audience must be identified along with suggested prereg-
uisite, i.e. like taking the Planning Course.

7. Too many "short" breakouts without enough substantive tasks to
perform.

8. Not encugh debriefing of workshop assignments following actual
workshops."”

"Cut back on time for Modules one through three substantially (although
leave Discussion of Power Source in) and somewhat on Module four. I
suggest. expanding on the last modules in a flexible manner. Perhaps
expand the number of techniques/tools/systems presented in lecture.
The more detailed workshops on selected techniques so a trainer can
attend -- receive maximum benefit for his particular needs. For
example, hold an afternoon workshop (after the current presentations)
on Time Management, PERT, 0.D., and allow trainees to attend whichever
one they feel is most applicable. A couple of such opportunities
would be time much better spent than the first 2% days of the course.
Logistics -- have paper pads available (crispy potato chips)."

"Add to debriefing -- critique of exercise by lecturers. Student text
needs more work/detail and checking to make sure all points are covered
in lecture. Reduce number of episodes -- combine or change to desk
exercises. Semantics seem to be a problem; terminology is inconsistent.
Attempt to teach Planning Course in a different format should be deleted
(lacks interface/linkages with other courses)." .
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FURTHER COMMENTS (cont'd)

"I would like to give you more constructive feedbac !

had tlme to think about it. Perhaps the course shoﬁlgfgzrs;lzi

for -léw managers and those with some experience. Also, you might
consider inviting some of these same criminal justice people to

one of your general management courses and see if the feedback is
dlffgrent and is better, more positive. Again, I think it would be
possible to 1ntegr§te interpersonal skill building with the manage-
ment technlques bglng taught. I hope you'll give this notion some
serlouscon§1dgratlon. All the AMA folks, and the consultants were
hglpful, willing to spend time with us, and generally very profes-
sional. You are to be complimented." P

"After Tuesday the e . .
creased. " 4 course became clearer and receptivity level in-

OPERATIONS

n ) N n
It's hard to evaluate thisg course as a whole because the component

parts affected me in different wa 1 :
reactions: ¥$, so I'll give my general

Cour§e Content: I strongly feel that it is im ”

c9n31stent lingage between the relevant aspectgoggaigetgtﬁgzechc
courses and their implication on management, however it should be
done.as a simple, logical process with the main emphasis on its

use in management and not a regurgitation on an executive summary

of all other courses. The planning process as offered here was

too drawp out, redundant and hard to grasp as a useful process

Maybe this was because my expectations were different and I co&ldn't
relate the early mdoules to "the big picture".

Audience: My guess from experience (at 1 - i
. 8 east from Minnesota) is that
prlor more will have had gt least one of the other courses. The rest -
giﬁrsze Eaﬁaggrslgng organization directors who have not had any
¢ , but shou e made somewhat familiar wit
can utilize their staff. ' tEh them so they

Trainers: All three were excellent I have iti i
] : ent. a very positive feelin
toward them and wish they had been less constrained by LEAA guide- J

iégis and freer to go with their instincts and experience for this
se. '

Changes I Would Make: Cut down on the Plannin ie i -
maybe_eliminate some of the stens) portion. Cgt(gégnlgntgg:tgigu
exerglsgs_and have a consistent data base and example for all of Ehem
Use 1nd1v1dual exXercises or walk throughs instead of 8 groups. Get )
better student manual (i.e. - all definitions should be included so
you don'? have to write them down and miss part of the lecture)
Better visuals that follow student guide. Have a total model fér the
course, so you can see the big picture. Ask people's expectations

at the beginning of the course and respond whether or not they will
be addressed. Add more on interpersonal relations: (a) conflict re-
sglutlon; (b) ?eam building; (c) 0.D.; (d) MBO; and (e) staff/super-
Visor personality conflicts, etc. Time Management should ke expénded

along with role mix This course has i
a . . a great deal of
I'm glad I could experience this." g T potential ana
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| f PROGRAM COMMENT SHEET =
FURTHER COMMENTS (cont'd) f DATE _ LOCATION
. . Over the years, comments made through this medium have resulted in more steps for program cnlargcment‘or upgrading than
"Have a 5 minute break every hour instead of a 15 m:}'nute break eyery " any other source. Please help us' by completing this form thoughtfully. ﬁnr:k ycfu. prog
2 or 3 hours. Use more visual aids and examples to illustrate points.
- A. PROGRAM SUBJECT MATTER
"For a 4 day program too much time was planned for exercises (group) . Please indicate the benefits you derived from this program.
These are valuable but should be limited. The Farticipants Guide
was out of seguence at times and really should hgve contained more
of the lecture material. I realize that participants are encc_)uz.:'aged What suggestions do you have regarding the subject matter, sequence, or other?
to take notes but the use of space in the notebook was not maximized. :
! Overall, I felt that the course was 'worthwhile but would be enflanced :
considerably by making changes discussed throughaut the week. Subjects of Most interest
) . Subjects of Least interest
"The major problem was the amount of emphasis and time ;._.nlaced upon ; ) 7
the planning process which all. had been exposed to pJ:_'EVlously. This B. PROGRAM TRAINER(S) — Please indicate how you feel about the way the trainer(s) conducted the program.
oroblem has been discussed in detail during the session Tuesday and g ' Check the box best representing your rating. : ,
5 it is my understanding that that situation will be resolved. More 5 Name Excellent Good Fair Poor
attention should be given to participants guide in terms of detail. ; ‘—Allene Stokesberry 05 D4 O O
Breakout exercises vs. desk exercises should be examined. Some o ~ Marcia Ladd a1 16 J2 O
which are desk exercises should be breakout, some breakouts should 5 Jim Tadd 03 0s a O
be desk exercises or walk throughs. This would save time which . . Comments: )
could be more effectively spent in addressing management technicues.
)
TRAINING .
"Phe student manual needs to be more complete and have more inform- : .C.  METHODS OF INSTRUCTION — Please check the box that best represents your reactions to the instructional
ation. It is of little value as a reference tocl back in the office. methods used. ' Very To some Not * Not
The issue of recapping the othercourses is a serious problem. It Were the filmed iectures and: case studies “much so extent at all applicable
4 ' appears that AMA has coined a lot of new terms which will and are oy practical enough for your PUrPOSES? .....eeeereeeesseeecssasaeeses Ol 04 ] 34
confusing i.e., What is an element? Is it the same as 4 pro:;c‘aci;? ; Was there effective interaction within the group? ....ceeeeeenes e 18 a2 O O
T don't know if the "structure" of the. course will hold up. i.e. Were role playing and/or small group sessions helpful?..............s. 2 8 O )
leader, manager, director etc. is artificial l?ecause {:hey all mix, ! Did the hand-out material assist in the learning process? ....eceverees O3 O 7 O J
however, the entire course is built on that trilogy which has no ’ -
sotual basis in fact." | D. REACTION TO THE PROGRAM AS A WHOLE Very = Tosome Not
7 , LB much extent at all
To what extent did the program live up to your expectations? ......eceseesaeens d o 01
: . If not, please explain:
i
; . Yes Maybe No
| Would you recommend this program to others? ......cccoseseeens cereesesanraesanas 3 (J4 13
! ¥ Please record your overall reaction to this program by placing an ‘x’ in the appropriate box
; » on the scale below,
I N N Y O O O PR O Y A
§ 20 19 18 17 16 I5 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
| Excellent Good Fair Poor
' " .~ What subjects other than those presented at this session would you recommend for future programs?
{
14
{ Your Name Organization
’ Title Mailing Address
: Thank you.
}‘ ‘ NOTE: FOR FURTHER COMMENT PLEASE WRITE ON REVERSE SIDE.
! T ® 1976 Th.e Professional Institutc of AMA, 135 West SGth Street, New York, N.Y, 10020. All rights reserved, Printed in the United States
i of America. Contents may not be reproduced ip whole or in part without the express permission of the Associations.
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DATE LOCATION

THE PROFESSIONAL INSTITUTE OF AMA ‘ PRATNING
PROGRAM COMMENT SHEET — —

Over the years, comments made through this medium have resulted in more steps for program enlargement or upgrading than
any other source. Please help us by completing this form thoughtfully. Thank you.

A. PROGRAM SUBJECT MATTER

Plessz indicate the benefits you derived from this pregram.

What suggestions do you have regarding the subject matter, sequence, or other?

Subjects of Most interest
Subjects of Least interest

B. PROGRAM TRAINER(S) — Please indicate how you feel about the way the irainer(s) conducted the program.

Check the box best representing your rating.

Name ) Excellent Good Fair Poor
Allene Stokesberry ‘ 2 01 O O
Marcia Ladd . ]2 1 O
Jim Ladd ]2 01 [ O

Comments: '

C. METHODS OF INSTRUCTION - Please check the box that best represents your reactions to the instructional
methods used. ’ Very To some Not  ° Not

Were the filmed lectures and- case studies ~much so extent at all applicable

practical enough for your purposes? ...cccc.iciescveseersanacencarees J2 J1 (] (]

Was there effective interaction within the group? ....cciceecennunnne. 02 1 [ O

Were role playing and/or small group sessions helpful?................ 2 O1 d [

Did the hand-out material assist in the learning process? ......cceeu.. 2 O1 ] d

D. REACTION TO THE PROGRAM AS A WHOLE Very To some Not
much extent at all

To what extent did the program live up to your expectations? ......cccceeseereas 3 a3 [

If not, please explain:

Yes Maybe No

Would you recommend this program to 0thers? ....cc.ceceecesecssernescosscsnansesas ] 3 O

Please record your overall reaction to this program by placing an ‘x’ in the appropriate box
on the scale below.
L1 T 1 T P T T [ Iaf b [if 37 F [ [ 11
20 19 18 17 16 15 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 S5 4 3 2 1
Excelient Good Fair Poor
What subjects other than those presented at this session would you recommend for future programs?
Your Name Organization
Title

Mailing Address ...
) Thank you.
NOTE: FOR FURTHER COMMENT PLEASE WRITE ON REVERSE SIDE.

© 1976 'I‘hf: Professional Instituie of AMA, 135 West S0th Street. New York. N.Y. 10020. All rights reserved. Printed in the United States
of America, Contents may nol be reproduced ip whole or in part without the express permission of the Associations.
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PROGRAM COMMENT SHEET

DATE LOCATION

Over the years, comments mude through this medium have resulted in more steps for program enlargement or upgrading than
any other source, Please help us by completing this form thoughtfully, Thank you.

A. PROGRAM SUBJECT MATTER

Please indicate the benefits you derived from this program.

L e

What suggestions do you have regarding the subject matler, sequence, or other?

Subjects of Most interest

Subjects of Least interest

B. PROGRAM TRAINER(S) — Please indicate how you feel about the way the trainer(s) conducted the program,
Check the box best representing your rating.

Name T Excellent Fair Poor
Altene’ Stokesberry 12 13 O O
Marcia Ladd 02 3 O 0
Jim Ladd 2 13 ] O

Comments:

C. METHODS OF INSTRUCTION — Please check the box that best represents your reactions to the instructional
methods used,

Very To some Not Not
Were the filmed lectures and-case studies much so extent at all applicable
~ practical enough for your purposes? ......ceeceeeecseessneasseessees J1 12 1 O3
Was there effective interaction within the group? ....ceeeceessesennns 04 1 J O
“Were role playing and/or small group sessions helpful?.........cc..ce. 1 4 ] O
Did the hand-out material assist in the learning process? ......eueeee. 2 33 3 O
D. REACTION TO THE PROGRAM AS A WHOLE Very To some Not
much extent at all
To what extent did the program live up to your expectations? ....c.cceeerssseess 01 34 (]
If not, please explain:
Yes Maybe No
Would you recommend this program to others? ........ Gosersesennsiiesneiensasasenos 3 02 [

Please record your overall reaction to this program by placing an *x’ in the appropriate box
on the scale below,

l20l19[18ll7116-I}Sil§l-}3]12111110-[9J 8117 !_6 {5 J‘4I3 l 2 rl]

What subjects other than those presented at this session would you recommend for future programs?

Your Name Organization

Title Mailing Address
' Thank you.
NOTE: FOR FURTHER COMMENT PLEASE WRITE ON REVERSE SIDE.

© 1976 Th}: Professionaf Institute of AMA, 135 West S0th Street. New York, N.Y. 10020. All rights rcserved. Printed in the United States
of America. Contents muy not be reproduced in whole or in part without the express permission of the Associations. :
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PROGRAM COMMENT SHEET ~—

DATE LOCATION

Over the years, comments made through this medium have resulted in more steps for program enlargzment or upgrading than
any othcr' source. Please help us by completing this form thoughtfully. Thank you.

A. PROGRAM SUBJECT MATTER
Please indicate the benefits you derived from thxs program.

What suggestions do you have regarding the subject matter, sequence, or other?

Subjects of Most interest
Subjects of Least interest

B. PROGRAM TRAINER(S) — Please indicate how you feel about the way the tramer(s) conducted the program.
Check the box best representing your rating. et

Zﬂlf[ene Stokesberry Excélle:;t G[%d g FE—_]n ) Pgr
-Marcia Ladd 3 ] ll 03 0O
Jim Ladd 17 o O - O
Comments:

2 METHODS OF INSTRUCTION — Please check the box that best -represents your reactions to the instructional

méthods used. ‘ Very To some Not Not
Were the filmed lectures and-case studies much SO extent at all applicable
practical enotgh for YOUT PUTPUSEST weerreveessesssesseessrsinenens 4 07 01 Os5
Was there effective interaction within the group? .....cceeeeecreee .. 114 4 O |
Were role playing and/or small group sessions helpful?........cucueee. Os 13 O O
Did the hand-out material assist in the learning process? .......c.e.. 17 011 3 ' ]
D. REACTION TO THE PROGRAM AS A WHOLE Very “To some Not
.o ’ much extent at all
. To what extent did the program live up to your expectations? ...cceceeeeereenens 01l o1 Ol
If not, please explain: :
- ) Yes Maybe "No
Would you recommend this program to others? ......cccccieeeeirremnerrenecisnnenin 06 Oo O3

Please record your overall reactxon to this program by placing an ‘%’ in the appropriate box
on the scale below.

LI [ b1 Talalolalal T 12712 lllzl TlJ L]
20 19 18 17 16 15 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 1
- Exceilent Good Fair Poor .

What subjects other than those presented at this session would you recommend for future programs?

Your Name Organization

Title Mailing Address
. Thank you,

NOTE: FOR FURTHER COMMENT PLEASE WRITE ON REVERSE SIDE.

© 1976 The Protessional Institute of AMA, 135 West SOth Street; New York. N.Y. 10020. All nghls reserved. Printed in the United Siates
of America. Contents may not be reproduced ip whole or in part without the express permission of the Associations.
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Criminal Justice Management Course

Lancaster, Pennsylvania
June 8-12, 1980
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John Moxley
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Submitted by:
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INTRODUCTION

The course was presented at the Brunswick Motor Inn in Lancaster,
Pennsylvania from 7:00 pm on June 8 until 11:45 am on June 12. The
American Management Associations (AMA) instructors, participants,
faculty and staff from CJTCs and LEAA are listed in Appendix A, together
with a professional background form for participants. Of the 20 .
participants, 12 were from planning agencies (SPA, 6; RPU, 4; and LPU, 2). 17
Of the remaining eight, one was from a university research center and
the other seven were from operational agencies. Twelve of the partici-
pants were managers, three were planners and the others held a variety
of criminal justice jobs. Five participants had between two and five
years experience in criminal justice, and 15 had more than five years
experience. Despite the ‘impending severe budget cutbacks at LEAA and

the effect on their careers, the participants were highly motivated
and of good morale. .

The location of the hotel in downtown Lancaster was a convenience
to the participants in that this made the lécal amenities for eating,
entertainment or sightseeing readily available. The individual rooms
and eating facilities in the hotel were adequate, but the meeting room
itself had shortcomings. The air conditioner, which was essential
in the closed room, was excessively noisy and had to be turned off to
2llow the speakers to be heard. A minor annoyance was caused by the
occasional blinking of the spotlights illuminating the flip charts in
the front of the room. Although these problems are presumably tran-
sient and have no general impact in this evaluation, they did impose
an unreasonable burden on the instructors.

This avaluation follows the method and format presented in the
Evaluation Report of April 3, 1980 for the Pilot Test. Three sources
of data have been used: a gquantitative questionnaire submitted to the
participants after each module and at the conclusion of the course;
opinions and comments of the participants either in writing or orally;
and the observations and opinions of the evaluator. The evaluator

- attended all of the sessions in the main lecture room, circulated
among the three break-out groups during their meetings, and attended
occasional informal meetings of the participants.

{ MODULE I - ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMIN~-

-

-t

This module began at 7:00 pw on June 8 and concluded at 10:15 pm.
There was widespread dissatisfac-ion with this long and tiring dura-
tion so soon after the participants' arrival for the coursa. Intro-
ducing the participants to one another and determining their
expectations for the course was achieved in an effective manner by
having the participantSpair up and then present on behalf of their
partner the following information:

7@

f

(3 -]

ISTRATOR

A brief biographical sketch _ .

A statement of the partner's expectations for this course
The partner's most important task :
The partner's most difficult task ‘
The partner's most satisfying experience

e
J—— i

The expectations were summarized by Marcia ;ad@ during eacp
participant's presentation and the summary descriptions were written
on a large flip chart. These descriptions follow (numbers in paren-
theses denote the number of particiapnts having that expectation):

Scheduling

Evaluation

Program development o _
Understanding management problems in Criminal Justice systems
Maximum utilization of staff

Influencing the operation of programs

Managerial skills (5)

Management theory

Obtaining additional money (2)

Sharing with other professionals

Productivity (2)

Cutback in management (3)

Put together other CJTC courses

Crganizing _
Apnlication of management tools and techniques (4)
Cost Benefit~analysis (3)

Budgeting (4)

Financial analysis (3)

The instructor went over the list of expectations briefly and
stated which would be covered in detail, which briefly and which not at
all. The financial expectations would not be addressed. The hand- .
written lists were subsequently taped to centrally located structural
columns on either side of the U-shaped participants' table, and they
remained in place for essentially the entire course.

At 9:15 pm the participants broke into three groups, two of
which left for break-out rooms to work on Episode 1 gf the Case Study.
The remaining group worked ini the main classroom. Slnce.A}lene '
Stokesberry was not due until the next day, only two facilitators were
available for the three groups. The participants re;onveged at 10:05
pm and a debriefing tock place until 10:25 pm, at whlgh tlme.the.modgle
and the session ended. Since the participants were tired, dlstylbutlon
of the evaluation questionnaire was delaved until the next morning so
as to encourage théughtful rather than hasty and %mpat;ent responses
In all other modules the evaluation gquestionnaire lmmed;ately followed
the module's conclusion, as in the Pilot Test. Appendix B presents
the guestionnaire used together with the numbers gf ;espondent; for
each rating. One of the participants had not arrived the previous
night, hence the respondents sum to 19 not 20. Summary comments as
to what was likedmost and least are presented only whgn more than one
participant made the comment. As beforg, the number in parentheses
represents the number who made the particular comment.

MODULE II - THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMINISTRATOR AND THE PLANNING. PROCESS

After the evaluation questionnaires for Module I were cogpleted on
June 9, Module II began at 9:00 am and continued through ?he day pretty
much on the planned schedule. The day ended at 3:25 pm w%th the pre-
sentation on developing strategic goals and the distribution of Episode
#4 of the Case Study for overnight reading. On June 10, Day 3 of



the course, the planned schedule was modified since the presentations
on Creating Change and on Conflict Resolution took more than twice
their allotted time of one hour. As a consequence the module wound
up with a brief conclusion at 3:30 and a participant evaluation end-
ing at 4:00 pm. Appendix C presents the results of the numerical

and verbal comments.

Informal comments by the participants indicated that the Manage-
ment Process diagram was not particularly helpful and that there was
a feeling that Module II had a spasmodic character to it. The
personality-related material did not mesh with the planning material
or the Case Study and it appuared that the Module could more reason-
ably have been split into two separate  modules.

MODULE IIT ~. ORGANIZING AND IMPLEMENTING CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES,
ACTIVITIES AND PROGRAMS

This module began at 8:40 am on June 11, Day 4 of the course.,
and the program schedule was speeded up drastically. Thus, the
overview of Module III, scheduled for 15 minutes, took plgce in
five minutes. Ten minutes were spent on Action Plans and PERT for
which 40 minutes had been scheduled. Ten minutes were spent on
Critical Path Analysis for which 30 minutes had been allotted.
Twenty-five minutes were spent on Calculating Slack Time instead of
the assigned 45 minutes, and only five minutes were spent on LAT
and Budget Analysis instead of the allocated 45 minutes. This speed-
. up resulted in completing the module by 1:30 pm on June 1ll. The
evaluation gquestionnaire was ccmpleted by 1l:45 pm and its results
are to be found in Appendix D. The comments are consistent with
what has been described above.

MODULE IV -~ CONTROLLING

This module began at 1:45 pm on June 11 and ended for the day
at 4:06 pm. It began again at 8:40 am on June 12 and ended at 11:45
am. About an hour and a half had been cut from the planned schedule.
Of this time, half an hour was cut from the Case Study Episode #8.
The evaluation took place for both this module and the course overall
from 11:45 am until 12:10 pm after which the course was over.
E presents the results of the Module IV gquestionnaire.

COMPARISONS ACROSS MODULES

As stated in the evaluation report for the Pilot Test in Kansas
City, verbal comments are more useful in providing feedback for mod-
ifying the course than are numerical rankings. The numerical rank-
ings provide a device for comparison across other presentations of
the course subject to the effects of content modification, different
student selection rules, and different instructors. In view of the
changes in course content whi=ii followed the Kansas City Pilot Test
as well as the characteristics of the participants in that test, com=-
parisons of rankings from the Lancaster course with ' the Pilot are
rarely useful. Comparisons of rankings for individual modules are
useful for comparing case study episodes, exercises, and the content
and instructor evaluations. Additionally. such rankings frcm indi-
vidual modules,as presented in Appendices B, C, D and E, provide some
of the data for 'specific comparisons between this course
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and similar courses presented by the CJTCs. In Table 1 the percentages

of participants who have rated the question as 5 or 4 are listed, ex-

cept for Question 3 where the grouping 5+4+3 has been considered as

well. T@is is because a favorable response should include the middle
ground, i.e., "the right amount" of time allocated. In Table 2 the
rankings of episodes and exercises, separated by whether they were
performed as a group or individually, are presented. That there is

room for improvement is clear. , ;

Table 1

Summary of Module-by-Module Rankings ;
from Appendices B, C, D and E

Question Module 5+4/Total %
1. Overall guality I . 84
II 65
III 30
Iv 95 v
2. Applicability to I 63
your job. II ‘ 70
IIT 75
IV 95
3. J. Ladd I - 84
Iz 70
IIT 74
Iv 95
M. Ladd - II 80
v 85
A. Stokesberry II 100
4. Available time 5+4+3/Total
I 37 84
IT 30 95
III 26 89
iv 10 50
(Question 8 onlyv:
4



Table 2

Case Study and Exercises

from Appendices B, C, D and E

Case Study (Group)

Episode 5+4/Total %
1 63 _
2 50
4 35
5 30
7 88
Exercises (Individual)
3 40
6 58
8 40
Interpersonal
Checklist 85
Change Agent
Questionnaire 95
Slack Time 63

OVERALL EVALUATION AND SUMMARY COMMENTS

At the conclusion of the course the participants fil;ed out
a questionnaire which was essentially identical to that fillea
out by participants in the Pilot Test. Part of tpls questionnaire
is also identical to the form used by the Professional Instiltute of
the AMA, thus making possible a comparison wi@h a large data base
for this and subsequent CJTC course presentation evaluations. _The
numerical results of the summary questionnaire are presen?ed in
Appendix F. The reader should note the forced.ch01ce‘ranklnq used
for the overall evaluation. Scme minor COmMPArisons with the.P}lqt
Test are possible. In the Pilot results there was a c}ear d;v1smon
of responées by the participant's constituency = planning unit,
agency, or CJTC. This division showed up clearly, for example, in
responses to the scale in Question D of the AMA form where a multi-
modal distribution resulted from the Pilot Test. In the current
presentation of the courseé the responses are unimodal, and the mean
is considerably higher: 15.3, compared with 10.1 fqr the Pllot.. _
No clear division by constitutency appears here or 1in gther partici-~
pant responses. Where the participants re§ponded crltlgally -= for
example, with regard to the Participapt Gulde‘and the VLSQal aids .
-~ the percentage of Lancaster particlpants‘WLth 4+3 rankings was‘65m
This compares with the 40% and 25%, respectively for the Kansas City
participants.
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The verbal comments by the participants on the AMA form in
Appendix F added little if anything to the comments which had been
made on a module-by-module basis. Therefore, since the previous
comments are to be found in Appendices B, C, D and E, additional

verbal comments will be incorporated in the independent evaluator's
remarks and observations which follow.

There is no doubt that a large advance has been made in this
course since the Kansas City presentation. There is, however, room
for improvement. The Participants' Guide is often out of synchronism
or unrelated to either the presentation or the Instructor's Guide. The
case study episodes do not relate to the material presented in class
often enough or with sufficient detail. Module II is not a coherent,
consistent segment of the course and requires rearranging and mod-
ification. The instructor workload was too unequal. J, Ladd did
most of the lecturing and in so doing may have become so overworked
that he collapsed the time needed for some parts of Module III. The
Management Process chart or "road map" for the course was neither
presented nor used effectively. It should have been before the partici-
pants clezarly and at all times. It was used most effectively at the
end of the course in J. Ladd's concluding summary when he followed
the feedback path back to Step 1. More such presentations should
have been made by both J. Ladd and the other instructors. Participant
expectations were elicited at the beginning, posted in the room, and
ignored for the rest of the course. As the pariticipant rankings and
comments indicate, the case study episodes and exercises needed im-
provement in the mechanics of how they are conducted, the time
allocated and the protocols followed by the facilitators. In general,
the time scheduling of the cihurse did not appear to be worked out well.
The first night was too long, but subseguently no real effort was

made to use the evenings for case study episodes or other group inter-
actions.

RECOMMENDATIONS

e The Management Process diagram should be before the partici-
pants in plain view at all times as a professionally prepared chart
on which a marker clearly shows the participants' present position
in the course. The expectations elicited from the participants should
also be in plain view, but they should be addressed by the instructors
during introductions to a module or segment, in c¢onclusions to such
segments, and in relating the course to the Management Process diagram
as an ongoing procedure.

e Many administrative or mechanical procedures should be accom-
plished. For example, the Participants' Guide should contain all the
visual displays used by the instructors. These visuals should be pro-
fessionally prepared. The Participants' Guide should be tightly in-
tegrated with the Instructors' Guide and contain more course material
than present. References to original sources, particularly in the
behavioral and personality lectures, should be increased well beyond
their present limited number.

e The case study episodes should be worked into the presentation
clearly and frequently. The episodes which require much reading should )
be scheduled so that either the entire episode can be carried out dur-
ing the evening or at least the background material can be read in
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advance. The instruction to the groups should be explicit. .Delays

in selecting spokespersons, secretaries, etc. should be ninimized _
using random and arbitrary systems if need be; for example, alphabetic
position of surname. A protocol for facilitators should be developed
and followed so as to maintain consistency in the break-out group
activities. Adequate time for debriefing of the groups should be
allowed, again possibly included in evening sessions.

e Consideration should be given to shortening the duration_of
the course. By rearranging episodes, sending some reading materlal
to participants in advance, holding one or two evening sessions, and
so forth, there should be little problem in compressing the course to
three or three and a half days.

e The instructors' workload should be equaliged and pa;ticular
care given to spending adequate time on such technical material as
PERT and CPM.

e 2Although I believe that as the course is given a few more
times it will tighten up, efforts should be made to pull together
Module II early on. Breaking it into two modules could be the way

to go.
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APPENDIX A

CRIMINAL' JUSTICE MANAGEMENT COURSE

Final Participant Roster

v Lancaster, Pennsylvania Jure 8-12, 1980

Mr. Benjamin Barnes

Adult Probation Branch

District of Columbia Superior Court
Division of Social Service

409 E Street, N.W.

Building B 3rd Floor

Washington, D.C. 20001
202/727-1960

Mr. Oliver Casson, Chairman
Delaware Parole Board

820 - French Street, lst Floor
State Office Building
Wilmington, DE 19801
302/571-3452

Mr. Robert Delmore

Chief, Office of Planning and
Program Analysis

District of Columbia

Department of Corrections

614 H Street, N.W. 10th Floor

Washington, D.C. 20001

202/727-3761

Mr. Robert Dundon

Chief

Bureau of Grants Management

Office of Criminal Justice Services
P.O. Box 1001, SOT 25

Columbus, OH 43216

614/466-5280

Ms. Janice Hand

Regional Planning Data

Southeast Criminal Justice
Regional Council

800 Center Street Room 331

Racine, WI 53403

414/636-3370

Mr. Keith Hanna

Budget Analyst

Office of Criminal Justice Programs
Lewis Cass Building, 2nd Floor
Lansing, MI 48913

517/374-9603
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Mr. James Hood

Director Public Safety
Training Program

Madison Area Technical College

2203 International Lane

Madison, Wisconsin 53704

608/266~-5024

Mr. Ed Karl

"East Central Illinois Criminal

Justice Commission
1303 - N. Cunningham
Urbana, IL 61801
217/328-3762

Ms. Ginny Lane

Criminal Justice Director

Region D

2700 First Street North, Room 20C
St. Cloud, MN 56301

612/253-7870

Mr. Harry Lichy

Manager of Program and Services
4908 Hibiscus

Edina, MN 55435

612/473-7701

Mr. Sam McKeeman

Planner

Delaware Criminal Justice
Planning Commission

820 - French Street, 4th Floor

State Office Building

Wilmington, DE 19801

302/571-3431

Lt. Tom Taylor

Commander

Research and Evaluation Unit

Prince Georges County Police
Department

8007 - Cryden Way

Forestville, Md 20028

301/420-0180

Capt. Tony Thim

Research and Development Unit
‘Baltimore County Police Dept.
400 Kenilworth

Towson, Md 21204
301/494-2261
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Mr. Martin Walsh+*

Director of Planning

Pennsylvania Commission on Crime
and Delinquency

P.0. Box 1167

Federal Square Station

Harrisburg, PA 17108

717/787-2040

Mr. Harry Yates

Chief

Grants Admininstration and Monitoring
122 W. Washington

Madison, Wisconsin 53702
608/266-5024

Mr. Herbert Yost*

Director of Regional

Pennsylvania Commission on Crime
and Delinguency

P.0O. Box 1167

Federal Square Station

Harrisburg, PA 17108

717/787-1777

Mr. Marvin Zwiers

West Michigan Regional
Planning Commission

1204 Peoples Building

60 Monroe at Ionia

Grand Rapids, MI 489502

616/456-3843

FACULTY

Mr. Broaderick Reischl
1230 Norwood Street
Chicago, IL 60660
312/764-4937

Mr. Dennis E. Starrett

Planning Director

Alleheny Regional Planning Council
1110 Park Building

355 5th Avenue

Pittsburgh, PA 51222

412/391-9684

*Alternated Attendance
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Mr. David Sterry

Hennepin County Criminal Justice
Coordinating Council

A-2308 Government Center

Minneapolis, MW 55487

612/348-6497

Mr. George Trubow
1760 Marion Ct
Wheaton, IL 60187
312/690~-0964
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Mr. Dale Schueller

Program Manager CIJM

c/o Criminal Justice Training Center
uwM School of Social Welfare '
P.O. Box 786

Milwaukee, WI 53201

414/963-6038

WASHBURN UNIVERSITY CRIMINAL JUSTICE TRAINING CENTER

Mr. Lyle Newton

Director

Criminal Justice Training Center
Department of Criminal Justice
Washburn University

Topeka, KS ~66621

913%/295-6536

LEAA

Mr. John Moxley

Training Division

Office of Operations Support

1aw Enforcement Assistance Administration
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. Room 1084
wWashington, D.C. 20531

202/724-7713

Mr. Jim Ladd

405 Polk Street
Raleigh, NC 27604
919,/832-0287

Ms. Marcia Ladd
405 Polk Street
Raleigh, NC 27604
919/832-0287

Ms. Allene Stokesberry
6749 Scott Lake Drive
Comstock, MI 49321
616/784~1289

Professor Ezra Krendel
211 Cornell Avenue
Swarthmore, PA 19081
215/243-8233
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If you have Criminal Justice experience in a position or job
ottl ) . . . 1]
er than that identified in 3., please indicate position

title and number of years of experience:

Name
Date

State:
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APPENDIX B

Date

Participant's Name

Participant Evaluation - End of Module One, ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMINISTRATOR

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?

1.
(1) (15) : . (3)
5 4 3 2 1
Excellent Poor

How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability

2.
to your job?
(4) (8) (6) (1)
5 4 3 2 1
Very Minimally
Useful Useful

How do you rate the instructor in temms of clarity, teaching style,

3.
knowledge and ability to address your needs?

(e) (10) (3)
2 1

J. Ladd 5 4 3

4. What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the
module?
(7 (9) (2) (1)
5 . 4 3 2 1
Too Much - Too Little

How do you rate your Group Case Study experience (Episode One)?
(1)

5.
(2) (10) (6)
5 4 3 2 1
Excellent : PoOXr

E
PRE |

VRN %

S
T s
T A

What did you like most in this module?

6.
iscussion of management power and its sources (8)
Use of a case study (3)
Clarity of presentation style (2)

7. What did you like least in this module?

Session was too long and lasted too late (6)
Lack of direction and organization in case study (3)

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS

MODULE ONE

ABOUT



Participant's Name

APPENDIX C . . ;

Date

Participant Evaluation - End of ModuleTwo,

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

1. How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?
(6) (1)

(1). (12)
5 4
Excellent

2. How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability to

your job?
(5) (9)
5 4
Very
Useful

3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,

3 2

(4) (2)

3 2

knowledge and ability to address your needs?

(5) (9)
J. Ladd 5 4
. (5) (11)
M. Ladd 5 4
(9) (11)
A. Stokesberry 5 4
Excellent

4. What do you feel about the appropriafenﬁss of time g&sen to the module?
1 13

(5)

5 4
Too
Much

(5) (1)
3 2
(4)

3 2
3 2

3 2

5. How do you rate your Group Case Study experiences?
(2) (8 (10)

Episdde 2 5 4
(3) (4)
Episode 4 5 4

(Team Exercise) -
(3) (3)
Episode 5 5 4

Excellent

T3 2
(11) (2)

- 3 2
(9} (4)

3 2

THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMINISTRATOR
AND THE PLANNING PROCESS

Poor

Minimally

Poor

1

Useful

1

1

1

1
Too
Little

(B

(1)

Poor

e 1o T TIUTRIR -~ oM

LR

6.

How do you rate yo%g)iﬁdividual exercises?
- (6)

(11)
Episode 3 5 4 3
Interpersonal (9) (8) (3)
Checklist 5 4 3
Change Agent (11) (8) (1)
Questionnaire 5 4 3
Excellent

What did you like most in this module?

Interpersonal Checklist and Change Agent Questionnaire (9)

Conflict resolution (4)
Management theory (2)

What did you like least in this module?

Poor

Case study episodes - insufficient time to work up or to debrief and discuss (9)

Lack of coherence between module components (4)

*Fuzziness of normative assumptions (2)
x * *

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTEHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT

MODULE Two.

AN
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APPENDIX D

Participant's Name Date

Participant Evaluation - End of Module Three,; ORGANIZING AND IMPLEMENTING
CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES

'PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

1. How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?

(8) (14) (2)
5 4 3 2 1
Excellent Poor

-

2.'How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability
to your job?

(9) (6) - (4) 1

5 4 3 (2) 1
Very : Minimally
Useful Useful

3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,
knowlédge and ability to address your needs?

Excellent Poor
{5) (2 (5} ' -
J. Liadd 5 4 3 20 1

4. What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?

(5 . (12) (1) (1)
5 4 3 2 1
Too -~ T80
Much Little

5. How do you rate your Group Case Study experience' (Episode 7)?

(4) (12) (4) ;
5 4 3 2 1
Excellent Poor
6. How do yourate your individual exercises?
(3) (8) . (5) (3)
Episode 6 5 4 3 . 2 1
(3) (9) (7
“Slack Time" -5 4 3 2 1l
Excellent Poor

-
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7. What did you like most in this module?

PERT (3); CPM and Slack Time (4); Techni
( ; ques as a general stateme
practical procedures (3) d smene (&)

8. What did yo6u like least in this module?
Inadequate instruction in techniques such as PERT, CPM etc., because of
haste, lack of discussion etg. (7)

* * * * * * * *

-

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT MODULE THREE

N
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Participant's Name

Date

Participant Evaluation - End of Module Four, CONTEOLLING
PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?

(8) (11) (1)
5 4 3 2 1
Excellent Poor

How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability
to your job?
(8)

(11) (1)
5 4 3 2 1
Very Minimally
Useful Useful

How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,

knowledge and abilit¥7§o addres?lgfur needs?
- (1)

J. Ladd 4 =3 2 1
59) (9) {1)
M. Ladd 5 4 3 2 1
Excellent Poor
What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?
(2) (8) . (9) (1)
5 4 3 2 1
Too -Too
Much Little

How do you rate your Individual Case Study experience (Episode 8)7?
(2) (8) (8) (4)
5 4 3 2 1
Excellent Poor

B T —

£ PO ;

e
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What did you like most in this module?
Stress management and stress discussions (8)
Practical applications (4)

Tied together concepts presented earlier (2)

What did you like least in this module?
Time too short (3)

Episode #8 (2)

Need more specificity in stress management (2)

* * * *

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS AROUT MODULE FOQUR

- o —
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGEMENT COURSE
Overall Course Evaluation
h Evaluate the following general characteristics of th
proper number: € course by circling the
, : ‘. , Very Somewhat of
Participant's Name - Date B T Items Useful Useful Useful Use atnzlJ
: : Usefulness of the entire (5) (12) (1)
CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER TO INDICATE YOUR RATING OF THE FOLLOWING " course 4 3 5 1
COMPONENTS OF THIS COURSE: ; :
. ! i Comparison of this course
. Very L Somewhat Dissat- I8 ; to other professional
. Satisfied Satisfied  Satisfied isfied : training programs you (6) (11) (2)
Component (4) 7ﬁ3) (2) (1) . ; have attended 4 3 5 1
) a Appropriateness of inform- (8
Training Methods . . : i " ation presented to your ) (9) (3)
(8) (11) (1) : i o job setting 4 3 2 1
Lectures 4 3 2 1 %
(6) (8) (6) b ? If you have taken any of the following crimi
Case Study 4 3 2 1 % evaluate them. g inal justice courses, please
| - Very Somewhat Of
, [ no
: Course Useful Useful Useful Use at all
_ > Planni (3) (6) (0 -
Materials : anning 4 3 2 1
(5) (8) (6) (1) :
§ . (4) (2) (1)
Student guide 4 3 2 1 | Analysis 4 3 ) 1
(2) (11) (4) (3) . o (1) :
Visual aids 4 3 2 1 | 2 Program Development 4 3 2 1
‘ ) . (2) (4)
Training Flow . Evaluation 4 3 2 1
= (5) (11) (4) , :
Time given to lectures 4 3 2 1 fe :
(4) (7 (8) (1) )
Time given to workshops 4 3 2 1
(7) (9) (2) (2) '
Logical sequence of 4 3 2 1l
modules
Training Staff f .
(11) (8) (1) ¢ B
Lecturers 4 3 2 1l e .
. 1 3 &
Small group (6) (10) (3) 4 :
facilitators 4 3 2 1 é
Ambisnce of Training I S
Opportunity for ques- (11) (9) i
tions/disrussions 4 3 2 1 ‘
- 2
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THE PROFESSIONAL INSTITUTE OF AMA GOVERNMENT DIVISION

PROGRAM COMMENT SHEET

DATE LOCATION

Over the years, comments made through this medium have resulted in more steps for program e¢nlargement or upgrading than
any other source. Please help us by completing this form thoughtfully. Thunk you.

A. PROGRAM SUBJECT MATTER
Please indicate the benefits you derived from this program.

What suggestions do you have regarding the subject matter, sequence, or other?

Subjects of Most interest
Subjects of Least interest

B. PROGRAM TRAINER(S) — Please indicate how you feel about the way the trainer(s) conducted the program.
Check the box best representing your rating.

Name Excellent Good Fair Poor
J. Tadd 8 I 12 OJ O O
M. Ladd ' 8 12 O . 0
A. Stokesberry 8] 12 O J O

Comments:

C. METHODS OF INSTRUCTION - Please check the box that best represents your reactions to the instructional
methods used.

Very To some Not Not
Were the filmed '* “ures and case studies much so extent at all applicable
practical enough for your purposes? ...cc.eceveeeersvessessessessees 7 117 = 2]
Was there effective interaction within the group? ...ueeeeeue. el O 12 (| [
Were role playing and/or small group sessions helpful?.........c.....! 4[] 147 1 (o
Did the hand-out material assist in the learning process? ........... 12 ] e (| (.
D. REACTION TO THE PROGRAM AS A WHOLE Very To some Not
much extent at all
To what extent did the program live up to your expectations? .....ccceeeeeeeeees sl 110 O
If not, please explain:
Yes Maybe No
Would you recommend this program to others? ......eeveeeesresereessesssesanee as(] 200 ]

Please record your overall reaction to this program by placing an ‘X’ in the appropriate box
on the scale below.

Ll fafsfsfelafaf fo] T I T T T 1T T 1 |1
20 19 18 17 16 15 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Excellent Good Fair Poor

What subjects ather than those presented at this session would you recommend for future programs?

Your Name rganization
Title Mailing Address

. Thank you.
NOTE: FOR FURTHER COMMENT PLEASE WRITE ON REVERSE SIDE.

® 1976 The Professional Institute off AMA, 135 West 50th Street, New York, N.Y, 10020, Al rights reserved. Printed in the United States
of Amecrica. Contents may not be reproduced in whole or in part without the express permission of’ the Associations,
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INTRODUCTION

This evaluation follows the method and format presented in the
Evaluation Report of April 3, 1980 for the Pilot Session. Three
sources of data have been used: a quantitative gquestionnaire submitted
to the participants after each module and at the conclusion of the
course; the oral or written opinions of the participants; and the
observations and opinions of the evaluator. The evaluator attended
all the sessions of the entire group and circulated among the break-
out groups occasicnally.

The course was presented at the Colonial Hilton Inn in Northampton,
Massachusetts. The facilities were very good. The service, the food
at a special buffet luncheon for the participants, the recreational
opportunities, and the availability of a hospitality suite each even-
ing all contributed to a pleasant enviroanment for both learning and
exchanging ideas and experiences with colleagues. In addition, NUCJTC
made available tc the participants an annotated list of restaurants
in the area.

In Appendix A a list is presented of the participants, the staff
and their affiliations, together with a professional background form
for participants with data for the group. Of the 24 participants, 12
were from planning agencies (SPA, 4; RPU, 2; and LPU 6). Of the re-
maining 12 five were from operational agencies, and seven were in jobs
such as: in the office of the mayor, the office of the attorney general,
community organizer, statistical analyst, and so foxrth. Fifteen of
the participants hadmore than 5 years cof criminal justice experience,
six had from 2 to 5 years experience, and three from 0 to 1 year of
experience.

The course began at 3:30pm August 18 with some brief introductory
and administrative remarks by Donald Main of NUCJTC. This was followed
by an effective technique to prepare the participants for group exercises
conducted by the Yagodkas. The entire group was divided into four equal
subgroups each of which worked on the same problem. The problem was
an exercise in ranking the importance of 15 items left intact after the
forced landing of a space crew on the moon 200 miles from the rendez-~
vous point with the mother ship. Individual members of each subgroup
ranked the items and these rankings were subm tted to the organizers
who compared the rankings with a NASA-developed standard, but before
this comparison was disclosed the subgroups went through a procedure
of achieving consensus rankings. The organizers were then able to com-
pare average, best and consensus rankings. Consensus rankings wers
overwhelmingly superior and were exceeded only twice among all the
other ¢omparisons and then by two individual scores.

The NASA exercise provoked discussion topics, for example: absent
professional expertise there is less professional bias hence consensus
is more easily achieved; who was the captain of the space ship; con-
sensus and a facilitator is fine for planning, but an emergency re-
quires a leader. The exercise lasted an hour and 25 minutes and was
successful in developing group interest, momentum to continue, and an
appreciation of the potential of consensus decisions.

The next exercise was an expectation session. The participants

were divided into three groups in which pairs of participants inter-
viewed each other on the following questions:

1
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e What do you wish to be called in the course?

@ What would be the best possible outcome of the course for
you?

e What would be the worst possible outcome?

e What are you willing to do to promote the best, prevent the
the worst?

ses in-which everyone wanted to be galled
X 7

The groups presented respon . :
by their first name., Participants wanted to gain tools to improve

their managerial abilities and have a plegsurgble learning experience.
They were strongly opposed to wasting their time, and they planngd on
being cooperative, attentive and to speak up in class. These trite
expectations- served as a class start-up rather than as an expression

of individual desires and needs which could serve to assess the success

of the course.

This exercise lasted 50 minutes. The In?roduction.concluded at
Participant interaction continued with cocktails at 7:00 pm

6:20 pm. .
and apdinner at 7:30. The stage had been well set for a successful
course.

MODULE I - ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMINIS-

TRATOR

The session began at 8:30 am. The participants.were sgatedkat a
squared off U-shaped table with the instructor and.visual aids at the
open end. The instructor, Zielinski, began w;th the Management Process

chart which was mounted in plain view at the lnst;uctor's.pOSLtlog.b He
made good use of criminal justice examples from his experience an N

: ss .was sufficiently warmed up to begin interacting witb him.
9:30 am the class.w Y e o inted,

At 10:55 am case study Episode %l was distributed, group
and the groups left for their breakout rooms.

The case study was improved over past versions'in that thgre was
much needed structure in the form of clear ips@ructlons and a format
for participant responses. The instructor v151t§d‘the breakout groups
to insure that activity moved forward smqothly'w1tgout uniue dglays.
The groups returned at 11:40 am and participated 1n an effective

debriefing which emphasized the clear advantage of gaining achieved power

The importance of learning
In conclusion the
and

so as to avoid the route Parfitt took.
survival material was.brought home to the group.
instructor related the materials to the Management Process chart,

then the group broke for lunch.

endix B presents the questionnaire used for this module to-
getheipgith the gumber in parentheses of respomdents for gac@ rating.
Summary comments as to what was liked most and what was liked leas§ '
are presented in paraphrase form, but only whem more than one partici-
pant made the comment. The number of partlglpants is in parenthesgs.
These format conventions will be followed 1in all subsequent question-

naires in the appendices.

A R

MODULE II - THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMINISTRATOR AND THE PLANNING PROCESS

Instruction began at 1:15 pm on 8/19/80 and all four instructors
participated in this long module. The Management Process chart and
the GPPM were used to put the forthcoming material into a structure.

A minor aside: Visual 2-2 was missing in the participant guides. Epi-
sode %2 was completed in an hour and resulted in an active debriefing
discussion. Following a behavioral and personality presentation by

the Yagodkas, the Management Process chart was presented and Walchak
began a discussion of situation analysis at 4:25 pm. The session

ended at 5:30 pm to begin again at 8:30 am the next morning with Epi-
sode #3 which was conducted as a walkthrough by Zielinski. Walchak
provided effective assistance from his experience by discussing a re-
cent example in Concord, NH, of perceived threats to joggers follow-

ing a recent sexual attack on a jogger. Zielinski prepared and pre-
sented additional visual aids to clarify both the lecture material

and participant understanding of the material in the case study.

The responses of the participants were beginning to indicate an erosion
of the enthusiasm and momentum which had developed earlier in the course.
At 11:00 am the group took a break to read the handout for Episode #4,
which was worked on in breakout rooms from 12:45 pm to 1:30 pm. In

the 15-minute debriefing which began at 1:30 pm, two of the three groups
presented humorous and vigorous tension-relieving responses. These
appeared to be frustration-releasing actions in response to the plan-
ning segments of Module II. These appearances were verified by partici-
pant comments during the coffee break at 2:10 pm. Episode #5 which
lasted from 3:00 pm to 4:20 pm brought the group together again and
established a mutual interest. The planning topic was concluded after

a brief summary at 4:30 pm. Informal discussions in the hospitality
suite made clear that there was widespread dissatisfaction with the
content of Module II. Module II continued at 8:40 am on 8/21/80 with
the Yagodkas on creating change and conflict resolution. The module

was concluded at 10:30 am and was followed by & break and assessment.

~ Appendix C presents the questionnaire results for this module.

MODULE III - ORGANIZING AND IMPLEMENTING CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAMS

AND ACTIVITIES

Module III began at 11:10 am on 8/21/80. Walchak and Zielinski
were the instructors. There was considerable interest in learning
the well developed tools of PERT and CPM. It was clear that Episcde
#7 on LAT and cutback management struck many interested and responsive
chords. In fact, one group arrived at the answer in the instructor's
key to the penny. The group reports expressed enthusiasm for learn-
ing the practical aspects of management, in strong contrast with the
responses to the more theoretical and verbally elaborate segments of
the previous modules .which dealt with planning. There was some dis-
cussion of the advisability of having the exercises which involved
networking all refer to the same set of underlying circumstances.
Appendix D presents the quantitative data from the evaluation question-
naires and the participant comments.

LTy



MODULE IV - CONTROLLING

This module began at 4:45 pm on 8/21/80 and contained a volun-
tary session on conflict resolution strategy and methods conducted
by the Yagodkas which lasted from 5:30 pm until about 6:30 pm with
23 enthusiastic attendees. A test of imagination consisting of
three sketches which was essentially a thematic apperception test
(TAT), was distributed for the participants to work on during the
evening in preparation for a session the next day. On 8/22/80
the session began with the showing of a movie on productivity and
the self-fulfilling prophecy which was based on the research of
Professor Merton of Columbia University. It was advanced in time
in the topic sequence in order to avoid wasteful time dalays in
setting up the projector and to avoid having it remain in position
unused and thus inconveniencing the participants. The slight break
in sequence did not appear to have a detrimental effect on the co-
hesion of the entire presentation. AT 9:30 the film and discussion
were completed and the participants broke up into groups of three
to evaluate the TAT exercise in terms of McClelland's primary social
motives of Achievement, Power and Affiliation. The instructors:
enriched the participant's guide by distributing a selection of hand-
outs which explained McClelland's theory of the dynamics of power
and motivation in an organizational context. Other handouts which
augmented the topics in this module addressed performance appraisal
and the managerial repsonsiblity for work performance feedback.
These concepts were supported with examples from the Yagodkas' experience
alt various laboratories and units at MIT. Similarly, their MIT
experience in encouraging change and development was presented in
anecdotal form and handouts were used to fix concepts and techniques
in the memories of the participants. These techniques extended to
improving the conduct of meetings and helpful excerpts from a paper
by Professor Schein of MIT's Sloan School were provided by the in-
structors. Episode #8 was carried out betweer 1:50 pm and 2:15 pm
and although the participants addressed Virgil Voyles' problem with
enthusiasm, attempts to develop an understandimg and actions based
on the personality typologies involved were based on insufficient
evidence. The concluding topics in this module on time management
and leadership were strengthened greatly by Walchak's effective and
frequent use of examples from his experience. The module and course
ended at 3:15 pm and the assessments were completed by about 3:30 pm.
Appendix E presents the questionnaire data for this module.

COMPARISONS ACROSS MODULES

Although verbal comments from participants, instructors and the
evaluator provide the most useful information for modifying and im-
proving the course in subsequent iterations, numerical comparisons
across modules, episodes and exercises provide the CJTC as well as
LEAA with specific comparison data between courses as well as pointing
out strong and weak aspects of the course. In Table 1 the percentage
of participants who have ranked a question 5 or 4 are presented for each
of the modules. Question 4 on available time is treated differently.
The percentage for Question 4 is 3+2+1/Total because there is a posi-
tive attitude implied in moving from an assessment of adequate time
to an assessment that even more time was desirzble. In Table 2 a
similar array of percentages is presented for the Case Study episodes and
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Summary of Module—byfgpdule Rankings

Table 1

from Appendices B, C, D, & E

Question

1. Overall Quality

Applicability
to your job

Walchak

Yagodka, A.

Yagodka, M.

Zielinski

Available Time

Module

I
Iz
III
Iv

I
IT
III
Iv

II
III
Iv

IT
Iv

II
Iv

I
IT
I1I
Iiv

I
II
IIT
Iv

5+4/Total %

83
30
75
90

54
16
62
85

75
88
90

91
95

78
95

88
77
83
95

3+2+1/Total

oA
o

58
30
46
71
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Table 2

case Study Episodes and Exercises

from Appendices B, C, D, & E

Group Activity

Episode

U

5+4/Total %

67
61
73
65

79°

Individual Activity

Episodes and Exercises

3 .
Interpersonal Checklist

Change Agent Questionnaire
6

Slack Time
8

55
74
74
54
54
43

e et

i

7
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Y e e

[T, k-t b
2T

'\flx‘ x T A TR SR

e

exercises. The shortcomings in Module II as perceived by the participants
are quite clear, as is the relatively low enthusiasm for Episode #8.

OVERALL EVALUATION AND SUMMARY COMMENTS

At the conclusion of the course, after f£filling out the Module
IV assessment, the participants were asked to f£ill out overall course
evaluation forms which included a form used by the Professional
Institute of the AMA for the large number of courses which they
give each year. For one reason or another only 13 of the remaining
21 participants who filled out the Module IV form also filled out
the overall evaluations. These results are presented in Appendix F.
It is of interest to note the response to Question D of the AMA form.
The mean is 15.2 and the distribution is unimodal. The mean for this
question for the June 8-12, 1980 presentation at Lancaster PA was
15.3 and also unimodal. In other worxds the different agencies from
which the participants came did not isolate them into separate con-
stituencies with different needs and values as was the case in the
first Pilot Session in Kansas City on 3/16-20/80. In addition, the
opinions of the Northampton group are clearly not inconsistent with
what might be expected in subsequent presentations of this course.

Some general comments which combine the evaluator's opinion

and observations with the comments of the participants and instructors
follow. ‘

The structuring of the breakout episodes has been improved con-
siderably. The instructions and format for responding are both
desirable improvements.

NUCJTC selected a good balance of instructors: two with operational
police experience and two with academic experiemnce. The instructors
all did a commendable job under rigid constraints. The Yagodkas pro-
vided additional handouts which enriched the behavioral science as-
pects of the course while covering the liisted topics. Zielinski
worked up a detailed guide to the case study scenario as well as several
visual aids to help the participants. Walchak in his lectures as well
as in those of his colleagues interposed useful examples from his
experience. All of the foregoing activities helped to make this a
better course than it might have been otherwise.

Although the instructors used the Management Process chart fre-
quently, there was no apparent advantage to doimg this. Neither in
the comments of the participants nor in anythimg else that I could
obsexrve did the chart serve to clarify the course content. The
chart appears imposing =-- almost baffling -~ im its complexity and
thus accentuates rather than clarifies some of the excessive com-
plexity af the verbal content of the course.

Module II still has many of the outstanding aspects of a camel
to me. That is, a horse designed by a committze! It doesn't f£it to-
gether. It is too long. It is overblown for ithe essentially simple
issues which it treats. These opinions on Module II run through the
three presentations of this course which I have observed.




RECOMMENDATIONS

[

Module II should be broken into two separate modules whose
total duration is about 60% of the original. The behavioral
and the planning aspects should be separate entitities.

The case study should be improved. For example&, the PERT
exercise and the network exercise should overlap in content;
Episode #8, which was ranked low, could be improved if
personality traits were brought out in the cast of characters
for the case study. Doing this would make more meaningful
the use of typologies or personality types in dealing with
stress.

The managerial grid reference material in Module I should
have been emphasized because of its obviocus relation to
the Change Agent Questionnaire.

The course was at its most effective when examples from
experience made the content appear real. This should be en-
couraged, perhaps by sharing examples among the CJTC's. It
was at occasions such as this when the instructors could
free themselves from an almost slavish adherence to the man-
ual that thev were at their best.

The handouts used by the Yagodkas should be considered for
inclusion among the reference material in the Participant
Guide.

The Management Process chart should be simplified or deemphasized.
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P SuM OF PARTICIPANT RESPONSES IN PARENTHESES

Partici ! -
ticipant's Name Date

CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGEMENT COURSE

Professional Background of Participant ’ v .. _ .
i . Participant Evaluation - End of Module One,

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

. : 1B OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMINISTRATOR
To fully evaluate this course it is necessary to have some information g ; - )
about the professional status of participants. Plemse respond to the % .
following questions. The evaluator is not an emplowee of either LEAA _ PLTASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER
or the American Management Associations, and he will not identify indi- :
vidual participants in his reports; all informaticm will be aggregated. | 1. How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?
Names are requested in the event clarification or fodllow-up are necessary.
. : ' Excelslle t ) -3 2 ]
1. The type of agency in which you work is: . : . n . Poor
4 a SPA | (6) (14) (4)
2 b RPU : ! ' N 2. How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability
————— . 5 : to your job? )
6 ¢ LPU 5
i : Very & 3 2 1
5 ___d Operational Agency : Useful ' N Mipimally
7 e Other (specify) statistical analysis center (2); training ] (7) ‘(6) (5 Useful
(2); mayor's office; attorney general's OLIice; ! | , ) (2)
community action program ; 3. How do you rate the instructor in temms of clarity, teaching style
‘f knowledge and ability to address your needs? '
2. Your primary function now is: ) - : E ‘ ~:
9 a Generalist C.J. Plannex — . 5 4 3 5 , 1
. Zielinski - 5 (11) 4 (10) (2) 1
1 b Specialist C.J. Planner = 3 2 . 1
1 ¢ Evaluator '-:,‘Egicellent' ' o : Poor
f 4. What do you feel ab i ,
1 d Analyst ; modtl4? y 0.1'1t: the appropriateness of time given to the
9 e Manager ‘ : .
2 g : ‘ 5 . 4 3 2 1
3 f Other (specify)analysis, commumity organization, o Too Much
training ‘ : Too Little
(1) (9), (13) (1)
3. Criminal Justice experience: : 5 K q
' . OW do you rate your Group Case Study experience (Episode One)?
3 a 0 -1 Years s :
S 4 3 2 1
—6 b 2-5Years ; Excellent ' Po
5 or
15 c More than 5 Years i (5) (9) (6) (4)
L {Tontinued on reverse)

(Continuedl on reverse)
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P PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL, OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT -
MODULE ONE ;
A
.Fﬂ.
| § ) :
&
3
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6. What did you like most in this module?

Practical exarples (9) _
Exercise ana group interaction (6)
Precise definitions of power (2)

i S P S A #3 St % Tt
2 S

4

7. What did you like least in this module?

Too long and complicated (5)
Insufficient time for case study (3)
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APPENDIX C

SUM OF PARTICIPANT RESPONSES IN PARENTHESES

Participant's Name . Date

Participant Evaluation - End of ModuleTwo, THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMINISTRATOR
- AND THE PLANNING PROCESS

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST AFPPROPRIATE NUMBER

1. How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?

- .

5 4 3 ' 2 1
Excellent : Poor

(7) (13) - (3)

2. How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability to
your job?

5 4 ' 3 -2 1

very ‘Minimaitiy
Useful . Useful
(1) (2) (1) (11) (1) (6) (1)

3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,
knowledge and ability to address your needs?

Zielinski 5 (6) (11) (5)

4 3 -2 1

‘Yagodka/ M. 5.(12) 4 (6) 3 (5) 1
Yagodka, A. _ 5 (11) 4 (10) 3 (2) 1
Walchak . 5(8) 4 (9) 3 (4) 2 (1) x
Excellent oo - Poor

4. What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?

5 4 3 2 1

Too : . Too

Much Little
(8) (8) (6) (1)
5. How do you rate your Group Case Study experiences?
Episéde 2 5 (7) 4 (7) 2 3 (7) 2 (2) 1
Episode 4 5 (6) g (LO) . 3 (5) 2 (1) i
Episode 5 5 (10) 4 (5) 3 (7) 2 (L),
* Excellent

- Poor

(Continued on reverse)
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How do you rate your individual exercises?

Episode 3 5 (5) 4 (7). 3 (8)
Interpersonal
Checklist 5  (10) 4 (7) 3 (5)
Change Agent .
Questionnaire 5 (10) 4 (7) 3 (4)
Excellent

What did you like most in this module?

The breéakout sessions - more learned there (8)

Interpersonal check list
Change agent questionnaire

What did you like least in this module?

Module too confusing
Too much lecture time
Too much jargon

oo much time spent on plahning *

(5)
(4)

(6)
(4)
(3)

- (2)

(2) 1

(1) 1

(1) 1 (1)
Poor

* *

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT

MODULE TWO.

APPENDIX D

SUM OF PARTICIPANT REPSONSES IN PARENTHESES

Participant's Name
Date

Participant Evaluation - End of Module Three, JRGANIZING AND IMPLEMENTING
CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

1. How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?

5 4 ' 3 2 1
Excellent . . - Poor

(1) (17) (5) (1)

-

2. How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability
) to your job? :

Very ' ,
Useful ‘ Minimally
Usef
(5) (11) (6) (1) o

3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,
knowledge and ability to address your needs?

Walchak 5(8) 4 (13) 3 (3) 2 1
zielinski . s (8) 14 (12) 3 (3) ” ;
3 4. 3 2 1
St T ] 1

"“Excelleént - : . Poor

4. What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?

5 .
Too 4 3 2 'Téo
Much . Little
(1) (12) (10) (1)
5. How do you rate your Group Case Study experience- (Episode 7)?
5 . 4 3 2 1
Excellent Poor
(10) (9) (4 (1)
6. How do yourate your individual exercises?
. .
Episode 6 5(3) 4 (1lo0) 3 (8) o2 (1) 1 (2)
"Slack Time" 5 (5) 4 (g) 3 (9) 2 (2) 1
Excellent Poor

(Continued on reverse)




What did you like most in this module?

Budget exercise (7)
CPA & PERT (4)
Case Studies (2)

What did you like least in this modgle?

PERT charts too complicated (4)
Slack time computation -(2)
Too complex for simple concepts (2)

* * *

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS

e 5 L
O S T i ARSI g 1 R e S €
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ABOQUT MODULE THREE
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APPENDIX E

SUM OF PARTICIPANT RESPONSES IN PARENTHESES

Participant's Name Date

Participant Evaluation - End of Module Four, CONTROLLING

-

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

1. How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?

5 4 3 2 1
Excellent : Poor

(9) (10) (2)

2. How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability
to your job? '

3 4 3 2 1
Very ¥ Minimally
Useful Useful -
(10) -~ (10) 1 (1)

3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,
knowledge and ability to address your needs?

Walchak 5(11) 4 (8) 3 (2) 2 1
Yogadka, A. 5 (15) 4 (5) 3 2 (1) 1
Yogadka, M. 5(14) 4 (6) 3 (1) 2 1
Zielinski 5(10) 4 (10) 3 (1) 2 1

Fxcellent Poor

4. What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?

5
Too 4 . 3 2 . TOlO
Much

Little
(1) (5) (9) (3) (3)

5. How do you rate your Individual Case Study experience (Episode 8)7?

3 4 3: 2 1
Excellent Poor
(1) (8) (8) (3) (1)

(Continued on reverse)




6. What did you like most in this module?

Information on stress and on interperscnal relations (7)
Material on motivation and communication (2)

-

7. What did you like least in this module?

* * * * * * *

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT MODULE FOUR
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SUM OF PARTICIPANT RESPONSES IN PARENTHESES
CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGEMENT COURSE

Overall Course Evaluation

Participant's Name - Date

APPENDIX F

-

CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER TO INDICATE YOUR RATING OF THE FOLLOWING

COMPONENTS OF THIS COURSE:

*

. Very S Somewhat
Satisfied Satisfied: Satisfied
Component (4) (3) (2)

Training Methods

, ‘ Lectures 4 3
(3) (7)
Case Study 4 3 ..
| (6) S (7)
3
Materials
Student guide 4 3
(4) (8)
) Visual aids 4 - 3
(6) (4)
Training Flow
Time given to lectures ¢ 3(9)
; ’ Time given to workshops 4 (2) 3(8)
Logical seguence of 4 (4) 3(6)
modules

Traininé Staff

-

Lecturers 4 (9) (1) 3 (3)

Small group

facilitators 4 (11) 3 (2)
’ .-
Ambience of Training
Opportunity for ques- N
tions/discussions 4(8) 3 (5)
-

B

.... S— " y £ s £ A W o B S

(3)

(2)

2(3)
2(2)
2(1)

{(Continued on reverse)

Dissat-
isfied
_(w

1 (1)
1(1)

v



Evaluate the following general characteristics of the
proper number:

course by circling the

Very Somewhat

Ttems Useful Useful ~Useful
Usefulness of the entire -

course 4 (3) 3(9) 2 (1)
Comparison of this course

to other professional

training programs you .

have attended 4 (3) 3 (6) 2 {(2)
Appropriateness of inform-

ation presented to your

job setting 4 (4) 3 (7) 2 (1)

Of no
Use at all

If you have taken any of the following criminal justice courses, please

evaluate them,

Very Somewhat
Course Useful Useful Useful
Planning 4 (5) 3 2 (1)
Analysis 4 (2) 3 (1) 2 (1)
Program Development 4 3 2 (1)
Evaluation 4 3 (2) 2 (2)

0f no
Use at all

1

1
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DATE

THE PROFESSIONAL INSTITUTE OF AMA
PROGRAM COMMENT SHEET

. LOCATION

GOVERNMENT DIVISION

Over the years, comments made through this medium have resuited in more steps for program enlargement or upgrading than

any other source. Please help us by completing this form thoughtfully. Thank you.

A. PROGRAM SUBJECT MATTER

managerial background (4):

Please indicate the benetits you derived from this program. J
behavioral aspects of people who manage” (4) ;

Peer associations(Z)

What suggestions do you have regarding the subject matter, sequence, or other?

Subjects most interested:Behavioral mat'l.

(3) Time Mgmt.

Subjects of Most interest PERT _(3) ; stress management (4) Controlling (3)

Subjects of Least interest Developing strategic goals (2)

B. PROGRAM TRAINER(S) — Please indicate how you feel about the way
Check the box best representing your rating.

Name_ | ) Excellent
Zielinski 5

Walchak - 9

Yagodka 13
Comments:

the trainer(s) conducted the program.

Good Fair Poor
O 8 O O
O ¢ O O
O - .

C. METHODS OF INSTRUCTION - Please check the box that best represents your reactions to the instructional

methods used.

Very To some Not Not
Were the filmed lectures and case studies much so extent at all applicable
practical enough for your purposes? ....cceccceeereersreeeseeseneens Q7 Js O
Was there effective interaction within the group? ....o.ccveeeeeveenns 0 1o Ol [ O
Were role playing and/or small group sessions helpful?................ 0 1o O [ .
Did the hand-out material assist in the learning process? ............. O 1o (S O O
D. REACTION TO THE PROGRAM AS A WHOLE Very To some Not
: much extent at all
To what extent did the program live up to your expectstions? ....cccceeeerereens O s 18 (.
" If not, please explain:
Yes Maybe No
Would you recommend this program to 0thers? .......eoveeeeereressuseeresseencenne 11 J2 J

Please record your overall reaction to this program by placing an ‘x’ in the appropriate box

on the scale below.

20 19 18 17
Excellent

L Lol d 4

14l
13 12 11
Good Fair

14

L]IOI_QT]TH l6 LS L4 L3 L’ jiJ

Poor

What subjects other than those presented at this session would you recommend for future programs?

Your Name

Organization

Title Mailing Address

Thank you.

NOTE: FOR FURTHER COMMENT PLEASE WRITE ON REVERSE SIDE.

® 1976 The Professional Institute of AMA, 135 West 50th Street, New York, N.Y. 10020, Al rights reserved, Printed in the United States
of Americit, Contents may not be reproduced in whole or in part without the express permission ot the Associations,
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EVALUATION REPORT
on the
CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGEMENT COURSE
presented by

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-EXTENSION,
CRIMINAL JUSTICE TRAINING CENTER

Oshkosh, Wisconsin
September 7-11, 1980

submitted to

John Moxley '
Government Project Monm;o; _
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration

submitted -by
Ezra S. Krendel
Professor of Operations Research
The Wharton School .
University of Pennsylvania

September 19, 1980
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INTRODUCTION

This evaluation follows the method and standardized format
employed in my report of September 2, 1980 on the Criminal Jus-
tice Management Course presented by the Northeastern University
CJTC. Three sources of data have been used: a quantitative
questionnaire submitted to the padrticipants after each module
and at the conclusion of the course, the oral or written opinions
of the participants, and the observations and opinions of the
evaluator., Since each module could have more than one instructor
and cover more than one major topic, the participants' verbal
comments were needed for the specific details which the question-
naire alone could not provide. The evaluator attended all the
sessions and circulated among the breakout groups.

. The course was presented at the Pioneer Inn in Oshkosh, WI.
The recreational facilities were adequate; the lecture room was -poor-
ly ventilated, too small, and susceptible to distracting noises
frem the surroundings.  The breakout rooms were too distant from
the main lecture room and time was wasted moving to and from them.
The hcrpitality suite was pleasant and well patronized.

Appendix A presents a list of faculty, the staff, and the
participants together with their affiliations. OFf the 29 partici-
pants, 17 were from planning agencies (SPA, 6; RPU, 6; LPU, 5).

Of the remaining 12, 7 were from operational agencies and 5 from
other agencies: delinquency prevention commission, neighborhood
crime prevention and courts. Slightly over 50% of the partici-
pants, the largest single grouping, considered"manager" to be
their primary function. Nearly 80% of the participants had more
than 5 years of experience in the CJ system.

The course began at 4:45 pm on Sunday, 9/7/80 with the par-
ticipants seated at four round tables in the lecture room. Dale
Schueller discussed UW-EX CJTC and some administrative details
for the course, and after the one thousandth UW-CJTC course
participant =~- the eleventh registrant this day =-- was awarded
a bottle of champagne and a T-shirt, and all participants had intro-
duced themselves and described their job responsibilities, a
discussion of participant expectations for the course began.at 5:15
pm. A recorder and a reporter were elected from each of the four
tables to present their group's three highest ranking expectations
for the course. George Trubow wrote these in paraphrase form on
large sheets of newsprint which remained on the lecture room
wall throughout +the course; they dre restated bhelow. Bullets meant .
that the expectations would be addressed in the courss; gusstion marks

meant they would be partially addressed, and only one =-- the last one--
was not expected to be covered at all. The numbers 1, 2 and 3 referred
to the order of ranking per table.

Rank # 1
o Theoretical principles converted to practical applications
of management techniques

® A working definition of CJ managemeni

I i ekt St e s S o T S S e . B e e S e e L WAy -



® Specific strategies for inducing change as we move from
planning agencies to operational agencies

? Techniques for managing shrinking budgets and main-
taining some control over environment and programs

(? because course doesn't deal with avoiding shrinking
budgets)

Ranhk # 2

(1% )

How to avoid the "counterproductive" impact of good
or lucky management on hudgets

® Management skills transferable to areas other than to CJ
" in view of pending LEAA cutbacks

e To learn more effective grant management

e To learn the ability to develop meaningful, measurable,
and communicable organizational objectives By

Ve,

Rank # 3
e How to manage without authority

¢ Strategies for dealing with confrontation, especially on
the part of the staff

e How to stick to organizational objectives

® How to move from planning to implementation, and,

)

How to sensitize implementers to that role

Additions by Individuals

¢ How do you get non-performers to perform in a civil service
or a union environment -- motivation

® Personnel management technigques

® Are management goals consistent with societal needs

"No" How to manage time

It was difficult for the evaluator to believe that the response
to the last item should have been "No", and in fact by the end of the
course it became clear that the item deserved a bullet.

After a course overview was presented by Schueller, the handout
for Episode #1 was distributed for overnight reading and the partici-
pants left for an introductory group dinner.

A

o T

MODULE I - ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMIN-
ISTRATOR

The participants gathered about their four round tables on
SeptemberPB, andpat 8:%0 am the session began. $chueller gave anl
introduction with some definitions and a discussion of course goa sl:1
Trubow then began by referring to the Management Process chart on.tle
wall behind him in broad-—brush terms and focusing on the manageria
functions of planning, organizing and controlling. He salted an c
effective introductory discussion of management with CJ examples 2. )
roles and power. After a ten-minute break at 9:30 am, Trubow contin
ued until 10:10 am at which time Dennis_Starrett tqok over wita EE;-
sode #1. He explained the procedures and the function of the faci l—d_
tators, and the groups retired to the breakout rooms to selsﬁt Fe?zial
ers, spokespeople and to proceed. They returned at 11:30. e ini

delays in getting started and the fact that some participants appeared
to be reading the handout in the breakout room indicated that the ma-
terial had not been read the night before by all members of the groups.
Each of the groups appeared to need a more clearly defined operating
procednre. A debriefing was held until noon, and the second part of
Module II began at 1:30, after lunch.

Allene Stokesberry presented some of the behavioral aspects of
management, including the Interpersonal Checklist which had been in
Module II in the AMA/LEAA instructor's guide. Her presentation of
the Change Agent Questionnaire was effective and strengthened by her
discussion of the built-in bias due to the instrument developer's be-
lief that a 9/9 individual was highly desirable. The session con-
cluded at 5:30 with the distribution of Episodes 2-5 for rapid per-
usal beforethe next morning. :

Appendix B presents the questionnaire used for this module to-
gether with the number of respofidents £for each rating in parentheses.
Summary comments as to what was liked most and what was liked least
are presented in paraphrase form, but only when more than a single
participant made the comment. The number of participants commenting
is in parentheses. This format convention will be followed in all
subsequent gquestionnaires in the appendices.

The participant's guide for Module I and for the subsequent
modules is much less detailed than previous versions. It is clearly
a first cut and needs both minor corrections and elaboration.

MODULE II - THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMINISTRATOR AND THE PLANNING PROCESS

The session began at 8:35 am on 9/9/80 with Trubow referring to
the Management Process chart and then discussing the meaning of the
terms normative, strategic and operational. Once again examples were
used extensively and well; for example, "social variables" were made
realistic by discussing CJ planners' objections to politicians who
withdraw their support of a plan in which these planners attempted to
force a community-based corrections facility on the neighborhood which
the politician represented.




Tpls modgle was characterized by a rapid sequencing of lectures
and eplgodes from the case study. The episodes became a crucial part
of the 1n§truct19n, and as such required directive instruction rather
than passive fac1;itation. The groups left for the breakout rooms at
9:10 am after an introduction to Episode #2 by Starrett. They return=
ed at 10:10 am and completed debriefirg at 10:25 am. At 10:25 am

Trubow discussed the manager's role in the planning process until 10:50

am, gt‘which time‘Episode #3, a walk-through, began. Starrett gave the
part%CLpants 25 minutes to read the material. After a l15-minute dis-
cussion, pages CS 3-37 to 3-39, which had been split £ '
- : e . e r rom t
viously distributed, were given out and a discussion of hgxaégrgil
should respond to Juanita's latest position continued until noon.

At 1:35 pm, after the lunch break, Trubow discussed strategic
goals until 1:50 pm, at which point Starrett tcok over with Episode
#4, a dgsk exercise in which groups of 2 o 3 people worked t&gether
Discussion” on Episode #4 ended at 3:05 pm, and after a break Trubow )
discussed developing "elements" of operational or tactical options
from 3:20 pm gntil 3:30 pm. Then Starrett instructed the breakout
groups for Episode #5 to deemphasize the networks in the package
Since th=y would become more important when implementation began.
The greu,s returred at 5:00 pm to a debriefing characterized by
good lnteraction among the participants and the instructor. Leav-
lng the stale and oppresive air of the lecture room to walk to the
breakout rooms may have stimulated the participants!

o The d}senchantment bordering on anger which characterized par-
t1c1pant§ in other versions of Module II was not evident, althcugh
the participants could hardly have been described as enthusiastic
Appendix C presents the questionnaire results. )

aterial pre-

MODULE III - ORGANIZING AND IMPLEMENTING CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRANMS
AND ACTIVITIES

Rick Reischl began at 8:30 am on 9/1(1/80 facing a room which
had bheen rearranged so that the participants sat at a U-shaped table
with the instructor in the open area. Unfortunately there was not
enough room to place all the participants on the outside of the U
looking in. Consequently about 1/3 of the participants were seated
somewhat awkwardly inside the U configuration. Reischl started out
by relating Module III to the posted list of participant expecta-
tions, although he made no reference to the Management Process chart
behind him. His presentation was well organized and of enough de-~
tail so that a serious participant would have more than just a smat-
tering of buzz words and should actually be able to use the tech-
niques presented. This was an improvement over previous prasentations
of the topics in Module III. Appendix D presents the gquestionnaire
results for this brief module which ended at noon on 9/10/80.

MODULE IV - CONTROLLING

Reischl began at 1:40 pm with a discussion of controlling pro-
grams and projects. He was not assisted in any way by the inter-
fering noise from a combo that was rehearsing next door. Reischl
attempted to explain first and second category controls in terms
of non CJ examples such as design specifications and the control
of an aircraft. The analogies were strained and did not relate to
the experizances of the participants. "When CJ examples -- such as
Project Identification, or evaluating an ex-offender's project --
came up, the participants perked up and took notice. Module III
as well as IV made clear that the particigant's guide sorely needs
a glossary. Reischl finished at 2:45 pm and Starrett began at 3:00
pm on controlling personnel and particularly on developing defensible
performance evaluation methods. The presentation needed shaking down
and simplification, bui most of all it lacked a reference to real
world examples of its use. It was not in the original AMA/LEAA in-
structor's guide. The session ended at 4:30 pm. Module IV began
again on 9/11/80 at 8:50 am with Stokesberry on stress management.
The discussion provoked much interest from the participants, and at
10:00 am Episode #7 was distributed and discussed. (This is Episode %8
in the AMA/LER2 instructor's guide. The former Episode #7 was omitted
since it was felt that it didn't shed much light on cut-back manage-
ment, and it covered problems that were well known to the participant
group.) The discussion oZ new Episode #7 concluded at 10:45 am, and
was followed by an ad hoc discussion of time management ending at
10:55 am. Trubow then recapitulated the course content and compared
it with the list of expectations on.the wall, and Schueller made con-
cluding remarks which wound up the course a little before noon. The
questionnaire results for Module IV are presented in Appendix E.
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OVERALL EVALUATION AND SUMMARY AR
i , Table I
Although verbal comments from participants, instructors and the : '
evaluator provide the most useful information for modifying and im- 11 o Summary of Rarnkings of Modules
proving the course in subsequent iterations, numerical comparisons . from Appendices B, C, D, & &
across modules, episodes and exercises provide the CJTC as well as
LEAA with useful comparison data between courses as well as pointing ' ‘ .
out strong as well as weak aspects of the course. In Table 1 the ] ' Questions Module 5+4/Total %
percentages of participants who have ranked question 5 or 4 are , 1 o
presented for each of the modules. Question #4 on available time is ‘ .- Overall quality I 90
treated differently. The percentage for this question is 3+2+1/Total ; IT 52
since one can argue that a positive attitude is implied in moving from ' III 86
an assessment of adecquate time to an assessment that even more time : Iv 38
was desirable. In Table 2 a similar array of percentages is presented . 5 , Do
for the Case Study episcodes and exercises. A relative lack of enthu- - : - Applicability I 83
siasm for Module II and for Episode %4 and the Slack Time exercise ; to your- job II 59
are clear. : : IIT 59
| Iv 72
In Appendix F the overall course evaluations are presented as , , .
they were expressed by the participants in the summary gquestionnaires. : 3. Reischl III 90
The first three pages of Appendix F contain material distributed by b s IV 97
and of particular interest to UW-EX CJTC. They are presented for the : )
additional insights they provide. The final page in Appendix F is i ‘ Starrett II 62
the standard AMA Professional Institute evaluation form which enables g Iv 62
one to make a comparison with data from a very large number of pro- !
fessional development courses. Such comparisons will be made as a ’ : Stokesberry I 100
final product of this course evaluation after data from all of the ) Iv 90
courses to be evaluated are available. t is of interest to note the ;
response to Question #4 of the AMA evaluation form. The mean is 16.6 L Trubow I 97
which is higher than that for any previous presentation of this course. f . II 83
The mode, which is slightly less than 18, is also well above any pre- : . ) o
vious ratings for this course. _ 5 4. Available time I 3+2+ééTotal 3
[ ; II
The following are general comments by the evaluator. The partici- ; III gg
pant's guide is too skimpy and lacking in substance. A glossary is i . v 79
needed, Shortening Module II and putting the behavioral science 1 ;
material previously in Module II into a revised Module I made for a
presentation whose content was more consistent. Unfortunately, this ,
revised Module II lacked the smooth sequencing and coordination be- .
tween lectures and exercises which I believe is needed for clarity and | :
comprehension. Since Module II has generated so much fleak from partici- .
pants in previous presentations, this current effort to improve partici- : (
pant reaction to the course by revising a problem area is commendable.
The revision, however, needs more practice and reworking. It is of ;
interest to note that none of the expectations expressed by the partici- : {
pants, either on the posted list or in informal remarks, indicated any - :
interest in the management process to which Module II is directed: i.e., 4 )
normative, strategic and operational decision making. v i
S |
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RECOMMENDATIONS

A e, RN P, TN

1 ; . . , . .
Table 2 : ’ ® Since time is being wasted and interest dissipated by counter-
Case Study Episodes and Exercises g P . . productive discussions in the breakout sessions, the facilitators

should assume a more directive role. This is particularly needed
if the sequencing of Module II is maintained since the breakout
sessions and exercises are an essential part of this module's instruc-

from Appendices B, C, D, & E

Group Activity H tion.
. . | : ° The distribution of time between Episodes and Lectures in
<+ 1 ] g
Episode 3+4/Total | - Module II should be changed so as to increase lecture time by about
1 52 i 3 50% without increasing overall module duration.
I i
i gg . ° The participant's guide should be expanded to something closer
é‘ 66 ;; to the AMA/LEAA version and a glossary added.
h ° The descriptions of the dramatis personnae in the case study
scenario should be so elaborated that the decisions made for
‘o - - , AMA/LEAA Episode #8 can rely with greater confidence on the behav-
Individual ACELVIELY N ioral and personality content of this course.
. - . . % ; ‘ . ' ) '
Episodes and Exercises +4/Total P L] The personnel evaluation discussion in Module III should be
Interpersonal Checklist 90 ‘ simplified, clarified, and endowed with credibility by presenting
Change Agent Questionnaire 90 N . examples of its successful use.
g %é Ak 1 s The Management Process chart should be simplified or deemphasized.
Slack Time 48 .
7* 72 " )
|
)

*This is AMA/LEAA Episode #8.
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Table 2

Case Study Episodes and Exercises
from Appendices B, C, D, & E

Group Activity

Episode 5+4/Total %
1 52
2 59
4 38
5° 66

Individual Activity

Episodes and Exercises 5+4/Total %

Interpersonal Checklist 90
Change Agent Questionnaire 30
3 41
6 79
Slack Time 48
7* 72

*This is AMA/LEAA Episode #8.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

[ Since time is being wasted and interest dissipated by counter-
productive discussions in the breakout sessions, the facilitators
should assume a more directive role. This is particularly needed

if the sequencing of Module II is maintained since the breakout
sessions and exercises are an essential part of this module's instruc-
tion.

® The distribution of time between Episodes and Lectures in
Module 1II should be changed so as to increase lecture time by about
50% without increasing overall module duration.

® The participant's guide should be expanded to something closer
to the AMA/LEAA version and a glossary added.

° The descriptions of the dramatis perscnnae in the case study
scenario should be so elaborated that the decisions made for
AMA/LEAA Episode #8 can rely with greater confidence on the behav-
ioral and personality content of this course.

e The personnel evaluation discussion in Module III should be
simplified, clarified, and endowed with credibility by presenting

. examples of its successful use.

® The Management Process chart should be simplified or deemphasized.
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APPENDIX A

CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGEMENT COURSE

Professional Background of Participant

To fully evaluate this course it is necessary to have some information

about the professional status of participants.

You may use your Social

Sgcurity number to conceal your identity if you chgose to remain anonymous.
The evaluator is not an employee of the American Management Associations

or the LEAZ.

1. The type of

__6 a
6 b
5 c
7 d
5 e

Other (specify

He will not reveal the identity of any respondents who
request anonymity.

agency in which you work is:

Cperational Agency

ydelinquency prevention commission (2):;

neighborhood crime prevention (2); courts

2. Your primary function now is:

6 a Generalist C.J. Planner
:r__ﬁ__“__b Specialist C.J. Planner
1 c Evaluater
1 d
15 e
2 f Other uwecify)community organizer; program developer

3. Criminal Justice experience:

2 a

4

b 2 - 5 Years

23"

c

0 ~ 1 Years

More than 5 Years

Wl
i

e

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-EXTENSION
Criminal Justice Training Center
Criminal Justice Management
Oshkosh, WI

Participant List
September 7-11, 1980

DELAWARE

Captain George Freebery

Newcastle County Police Department
3601 North Dupont Highway
Wilimington, DE

302/571-7901

MARYLAND

Ken Allen

Deputy Coordinator

Baltimore County Criminal
Justice Coordinator's Office

123 Courthouse

Towson, MD 21204

301/494-2036

PENNSYLVANIA

Sergeant Dick Winters

Allegheny Regional Police Department
Jones Law Building/12th Floor

311 Ross Street

Pittsburgh, PA 15219

412/355-5965

Michael Gillin
Director

~Criminal Justice Planning Unit

Delaware County Courthouse
Media, PA 19063
215/891-2602



Participant List
Criminal Justice Management: 9/7-11/80

PENNSYLVANIA (con't)

Denise DeVia

Criminal Justice Planning Unit
Delaware County Courthouse
Media, PA 19063

215/891-2602

Raelyn Harman

Coordinator for Community Crime Prevention
The Lighthouse

152 W. Lehigh Avenue

Philadelphia, PA 19133

215/425-7800

Carole Wilson

Court Programs Analyst Trainee
Adult Probation Department
Court of Common Pleas

1317 Filbert Street Rm. #305
Philadelphia, PA 19107
215/686-7565

OHIO

Donald E. Mullin

Research Planning Section
Mansfield Police Department
30 N. Diamond Street
Mansfield, OH 44902
419/526-2318

Sallie Homer, Juvenile Justice Specialist

Cin cinnati Hamilton County Criminal dJustice
Regional Planning Unit

26 E. 6th St., Rm 506

Cinncinnati, OH 45202

513/621-9304

Ralph Hopper

District Supervisor

Office of Criminal Justice Services
P.0. Box 1001 SOT 26

Columbus, OH 43216

614/466-5126

Page 2

Participant List
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Criminal Justice Management: 9/7-11/80

OHIO (con't)

Jack Lawry

District Supervisor

Office of Criminal Justice Services
P.0. Box 1001 SOT 26

Columbus, OH 43216

614/466-5126

David Garwood

Technical Assistance Coordinator
Office of CTriminal Justice Services
P.0. Box 1001 SOT 25

Columbus, OH 43216

614/466-7610

Gerry Larabee

Criminal Justice Planner

Office of Criminal Justice Services
P.0. Box 1001 SOT 26

Columbus, OH 43216

614/466-0338

ILLINOTS

Richard D. Burch

University Police Department
University of I1linois

101 N. Mathews

Urbana, IL 61801
217/333-1218

Henry Brunson

Supervisor

Cook County Court Operations
Commission on Delinquency Prevention
185 N. Wabash, 15th Floor

Chicago, IL 60606

312/793-3255
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Participant List
Criminal Justice Management: 9/7-11/80

ILLINOIS (con't)

l.averne Luster

Assistant District Supervisor
Commission on Delinquency Prevention
185 N. Wabash, 15th Floor

Chicago, IL 60606

312/793-3255

Dave Gasperin
Administrative Assistant
Information Systems
Department of Correctons
200 W. Washington St.
Springfield, IL 62506
217,785-2305 B

Mary Ann Morck-Tart
Bj-State Metropolitan
Planning Commission
1504 - Third Avenue
Rock Island, IL 61201
309/793-6300

MICHIGAN

Paul Andrews

Southcentral Michigan Commission
72 E. Michigan

Galesburg, MI 49053
606/665-4221

Eugene Baldwin

Region 5 Crime Commission
932 Beach Street

Flint, MI 48502
313/766-8501

John Biscoe

Region 5 Crime Commission
932 Beach Street

Flint, MI 48502
313/766-8501

Page 4
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Participant List
Criminal Justice Management: 9/7-11/80

MICHIGAN (con't)

James Fett

Director

Kalamazoo Criminal Justice Commission
201 Kalamazoo Avenue, Room 307
Kalamazoo, MI 49007

606-383-8713

MINNESOTA

Kathlieen Korbelik

Hennepin County Office of
Planning and Development

A-308 Government Center

Minneapolis, MN 55487

612/348~3358

Kwame McDonald

Summit University Crime Prevention
741 Selby Avenue

St. Paul, MN 55104

612/222-3617

WISCONSIN

LaMarr Q. Billups
Executive Assistant to the
Executive Director
Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice
122 W. Washington Ave.
Madison, WI 53702
608/266-0352

Raymond Luick

Regional Planner

Southwest Criminal Justice Planning Council
111 S. Basset St.

Madison, WI 53703

608/266-9201

Daniel Van de Hey

Executive Director

Northeast District/Region III
Criminal Justice Planning Council
1920 American Court

Neenah, WI 54996

414/739-9202
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Participant List
Criminal Justice Management: 9/7-11/80

WISCONSIN (con't)

Det. Sergeant Carl Schoéni
Administrator/Manager
Investigative Policy Services
Mequon Police Department

6100 - W. Meguon Road

Mequon, WI 53092
414/242-3500

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Robin Yeldell

Office of Criminal Justice Plans
& Analysis

421 8th Street, NW

Landsburg Building, 2nd Floor

Washington, DC 20004

202/727-6537

12707:26Y
GB/cad
9/03/80
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APPENDIX B

Particinpant's [tawpe SPA

Date 9/8/80 EZS

0P AG
L l‘_',‘\ A
OTRHER

1]

Participant Evaluation - imodule I: ROLES A{D RESPOUSIDILITIES OF THE CRIMINAL
JUSTICE ADIINISTRATOR i I

PLEASE CIRCLE THE HOST APPROPRIATE “UMBER

1. liow do you rate the ovérall quality of this lesson module?

5 ¢ 2
Excellent 7 2 Pl
oor
(18) (8) (3)
2. Hou dg you rate the module! Loane $. o - s . .

Jou? Y the module's content in terms of its applicability to your
/ 5 4 3 2 1
e!'\’l s .
Useril Hf,;‘;i‘a]] ly

eru
(13) (11) (5)

w
.

o, 3 - 3
TO” do you rate‘?hg instructor in terms of clarity, teaching styvle
knoutledge and e2ility to address vour nseds? o

George Trubouw 5 (20) 4 (8) 3 (1) 2 1

Allene Stokesberry 5 (22) (7 3 2 !

Excellent Poor

L, Yhat 4 i : ]
*« tlhat do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?

)]

. ,] 4 3 2 1
0o rluch ) i
_ ' (1) ‘ (9) (16) (2) To?l%1tt1e
5. How do you rate your group exercise?
Episode 3 5 4
3
Excellent ‘ Poér
(7) (8) (12) (2)

R z g ‘
e s s e 1
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Part1c1pant Eva]uat1on Module I (con't) Page 2

How do you rate your individual exercises?

Interpersonal

Checklist 5 (17) 4 (9) 3 (3) 2 1

Change Agent :

Questionnaire 5 (15) 4 (11) 3 (3) 2 1
Excellent Poor

What did you like most in this module? Change agent questionnaire (8)
Personality checklist (8)

Quality of instruction (5)

Insight into management technigues (2)
Identified familiar problems (2)

New Information (2)
Stokesberry presentation (2)

What did you like least in this module?

Session lasted too long (4)

Insufficient time (3)

Need more time for effective group dlscuSSLOns (4)

Doubt validity of change agent questionnaire (2)

Hot, smoky. room (2)
* * * * *

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GEMERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT MODULE ONE

13297:12Y
GB/1jm
9/3/80
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APPENDIX C

Participant's MName SPA
RPU

Date 9/9/80 LPU
OP AG
LEAA
CTHER

T
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Participant Evaluation - Module II: THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMINISTRATOR
AND THE PLANNING PROCESS

.

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

1. How do you raée the overall quality of this lesson module?
5 (6) 4 (9) 3 (10) 2 (4) 1
Excellent Poor

2. How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability to your
Job?

5 (7) 4 (10) 3 (9) 2 (3) 1
Very Minimally
Useful Useful

3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,

knowledge and ability to address your needs?

George Trubow 5 (13) 4 (11) 3 (3) 2 (2) 1
Dennis Starrett 5 (4) 4 (14) 3 (8) 2 (2) 1
Excelient Poor

4. What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?

5 (2) 4 (10) 3 (1) 2 (5) 1 (1)
Too Much Too Little
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Participant Evaluation: Module II (con't) Page 2

5. How do you rate your group exercises?

Episode 2 5 (6) 4 (11) 3 (9) 2 (3) 1

Episode 4 5 (5) 4 (6) 3 (6) 2 (10) 1 (2)

(Team Exercise) .

Episode 5 5(9) 4 (10) 3 (8) 2 (2) 1
Excellent Poor

6. How do you rate your individual exercises?

Episode 3 5 (4) 4 (8) 3 (9) 2 (3) 1 (2)

Excellent Poor

7. What did you like most in this module?

Content (4)
cise Study episode #5 (3)

All case study episodes (3) _

Could relate material to past and anticipated experiences (3)

8. What did you like least in this module?

Insufficient structure and instructicn in breakout groups (6)
Lack of definition of terms (6)

Insufficient time (5)

Poor instructions Episode #4 (4) ‘

Episode #3 (3) * * Strategic qpals (2) N

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT MODULE TWO

13297:12Y
GB/1jm
9/3/80
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APPENDIX D

Participant's Name SPA

Date 9/10/80 LPU

RPU

0P AG
LEAA
OTHER

1T

Participant Evaluation - Module III: ORGANIZING AND IMPLEMENTING CRIMINAL

JUSTICE PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?

5 (16) 4 (9) 3 (2) o (1) e
Excellent Poor

~—

Hog?do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability to your
Job?

5 (9) 4 (8) 3 (9) 2 (2) 1 (1)
Very Mind
Useful h&:;@s}iy

How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, feaching style,
knowledge and ability to address your needs?

Rick Reischl 5 (16) g4 (10) . 3 (1) 2 (L) 1 (1)
Excellent : Poor

What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?

5 4 (3) 3 (15) 2 (6) 1 (5)
Too Much Too Little

ey o £ a7 7 v 4 B
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5. How do you rate your individual exercises?

Episode 6 5 (9) 4 (14) 3(6) 2

EPT, LAT, Event

& Activity Stack :
Sert 5 4 (12) 3 (12) 2 (2) 1 (1)
Excellent v Poor

6. What did you like most in this module?

PERT (7)
New tools for organizing (6)
Lucid instructions (4)
3 Real world problems (2)
7. What did you 1ike least in this module?

Insufficient time for episodes (11)
Material lacked pagination (2)

* * * * *

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT MODULE THREE

13297:33Y
GB/1jm
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Participant's Name

APPENDIX E

| SPA _

Date 5/11/80 e
0P AG
LEAA
OTHER

Participant Evaluation - Module IV: CONTROLLING

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER
1. How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?
5 {5) 4 (16) 8)
Excellent 2 ‘ X

Poor

2. How do you rate the modwje‘s content in terms of its applicability to your

job?

5 (8) 4 (13) 3 (7)
Very
Useful

3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity,

knowledge and ability to address your needs?
Rick Reischl 5 (12) 4 (1e)
Dennis Starrett 5 (3) 4 (15)

Allene Stokesberry 5 (19) 4 (7)
Excellent

2 (1)

3 (1)
3 (10)
3 (2)

2
2
2

1
Minimally
Useful

teaching style,

1

(1) 1

(1) 1
Poor

4. What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?

5 4 (06) (20)
Too Much 3

2 (2)

1 (1)
Too Little
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Participant Evaluation: Module IV (con't) Page
5. How do you rate your individual exercises?
Episode 7 5 (9) 4 (12) 3 (7 2 (1) 1
Excellent Poor
6. What did you 1ike most in this module?
Stress management (14)
Useful material (5)
Exercises (4)
Time Management (4)
7. What did you like least in this module?
Performance evaluation (11)
Insufficient time (3)
Terminology (2)
: * * * * *

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT MODULE THREE

1329Z:33Y
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APPENDIX F

For . .
or the following questions please circle appropriate answer

1.

2.

Yes
(27) No

Would you re;ommend that others take this course? If no, why?

Yes
(27) No

1(1) 2 (5) 5

Minimally 9 ) »(8) g W

Useful gery
seful

vt et 5 v e
——————
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i ! If you have taken any of the followin imi fusti
The anticipated quality of the participant guide as reference material &“ g evaluate them. Y g criminal justice courses, please
after the program is: Wl -
1 2 (1) 3 (6) 4 (9) 5 (10) : Course  Very Useful  Useful
Minimally Very | j u Somewhat Useful Of No Use At A7)
Useful Useful i ;. - ~
o Lo ' anning 4 3
I give the program an overall rating of: : f (11) (3) 2 (1) 1 N/A
. : Analysis 4 3 .
1 2 3 (3) 4 (8) 5 (15) ' (5) (4) 2 (1) 1 N/A
Poor Fair Satisfactory Good ~ Excellent { Program
i - : Development 4 (3) 3 2 1 y
Do you anticipate the need for technical assistance in order to implement . , : N/A
or utilize skills gained during this workshop? ' . b Evaluation 4 (4) 3 (2) 2 (1) 1 N/A
Yes No | -
(11) (14)
Please be specific:
Do you anticipate that this workshop will assist you in working more
effectively with others in your area?
1
Yes No
(25) (1)
Pleasé be specific: J
|
P
L
g
Do you anticipate meeting with colleaques who have completed this or ?
similar workshops to discuss implementation of alternate ways for planning !
in your state, region and/or locality? §‘ )
| / 1514A: 33y
Yes No ' L GB/cad
(13) (11) . ’ { 09/02/80
Please be specific: i fﬁ;
; S

e A et % i e i e e i S A i o0 S - - vim st < e vt n 3
r— hhoP R mmeheeus et ot - S SR PO "
o . e S b e e . o . ARy




-

II"" " 1000 AW mwwD Wit IO LI W LG W AITTM

’ Coe PROGRAM COMMENT SHEET

DATE __S/7=11/80 LOCATION __Ploneer Inn, Oshkosh, WI

Over the years. comments made through this medium have resuited in more steps. for program enlargement or upgrading than

sny other source. Plesse help us by completing this form thoughtfully. Thank you.

A. PROGRAM SUBJECT MATTER
Please indicate the benefits you derived from this program.

Improved understanding of management (12) ;

Highlv apvonlicable content (5); Reinforcement and understanding Of previous

intuitive actions (4);: Learning new management tools such as PERT (2)

What suggestions do you have regarding the subject matfer, sequence, or other?
Motivation (2): Controi Hstems (f),

Planning & manacement (2): ROLes and power base Of management (2); Evaluatior

Subjects of Most interest PERT_(7) ; Stress management (3); Personallty lssues

(6)

F~

, -

{27 ;Controllii: .

Subjects of Leasr interest lflfgor’}??iﬁimgﬁg x\ge}:sonnel evaluation (/); PERT
A i

B. PROGRAM TRAINER(S) - Please indicate how you feel about the way the trainer(s) conducted the program.

Check the box best representing your rating.

Name Excellent Good Fair Poor
Dipk Doisphl O1s O 10 Ch .|
Dernis Starrett O 6 0 12 8 O
Allene Stokesberny CJ1e O 7 'y 3
George Trubow 718 O 3 ™ jm|
Conments:

C. METHODS OF INSTRUCTION - Please check the box that best represents your reactions to the instructional

methods used.

Very To some Not Not
Were the filmed lectures and case studies much so extent at all applicable
practical enough for your purposes? ....... crtseesracsresoisransens 014 01l O o1l
Was there effective interaction within the group? ..cicecceeeecenees O 18 O 8 0Ol 0
Were role playing and/or amall group sessions helpful?......cccemeenee 015 dl2 O O
Did the hand-out material assist in the learning process? .......eeeues O 24 o 3 a O
D. REACTION TO THE PROGRAM AS A WHOLE Very To some Not
much extent at all
To what extent did the program live up to your expectations? ......ceeeenne e [ 21 O 6 O
If not, pleasc explain:
Yes Maybe No
Would you récommend this program to others? .......ceceeeeccevecnseessecerancenses 0O 27 0 O

Please record your overall reaction to this program by placing an ‘x’ in the appropriate box
on the scale below. .

(1l2frotal 3f3f2 T2 TIT T T T T T T7
20 19 18 17 16 15 14 13 12 1t 10 9 -] 7 ) S 4 3
Excellent Good Fair Poor

[

2

What subjects other than those presented at this session would you recommend for future programs?

Your Name Organization

Title Mailing Address
Thank you.
NOTE: FOR FURTHER COMMENT PLEASE WRITE ON REVERSE SIDE.

® 1976 The Professtonal Institute of AMA. 135S West S0th Street. New York, N.Y. 10020. All rights reserved. Printed in the United States

of Americu. Contents may not be reproduced 1n whole or in part without the express permission of the Associations.
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EVALUATION REPORT
on the
CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGEMENT COURSE
presented by

WASHBURN UNIVERSITY
CRIMINAL JUSTICE TRAINING CENTER

' Topeka, Kansas :
1September°28 = October 2, 1980

o,

Submitted to:

John Moxley
Government Project Monitor
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration

Submitted by:

Ezra S. Krendel
Professor of Operations Research
The Wharton School
University of Pennsylvania

October 10, 1980
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INTROLUCTION

This evaluation follows the method and_s?andardizgd format employed
in my report of September 2, 1980 on the.Crlm;nal Justice Management .
Ccurse presented by the Northeastern UglverSLty'CJTC: Three sources zh
information have been used: a quantitative gquestionnalre ;ubmltted toh e
participants after each module and at the conclusion of the cogrss, tde
oral or written opinions ©of the participants, and the observations an
opinions of the evaluator. Since each module could have more than one

. RPU, 4; LPU, 1l). The primary function of 18 of the participants, not
e all of whom were from operational agencies, was that of manager, and
18 of the participants had more than- 5 years of experience in criminal
justice. The remaining 7 had 2~5 years experience in criminal justice.

; MODULE I - ROLES AND RESPONMSIBILITIZS OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTIGE ADMINISTRATOR

e e A
N 5 o - - < N

Module I began at 7:45 pm in the Conferance Center with a lecture by

; i rtici ts'!  verbal ! Jerzy Hauptmann The Management Process chart and the course theme were
: and cover more than one major topic, the participan _ : ! UL . he } g e >
égzgzﬁzzoiere needed for the specific details which the rankings in the 3 V- posted in the front of the room and were used to relate elements of the
gquestionnaire could not provide by themselves. The evaluator a;tenqed [ ‘. course when appropriate. At 8:45, Jim Fagin spent 10 minutes introducing
all the sessions, although a flight delay due to weather made him late to : ; Case Study Episode #1 after which the participants divided into three

the first session, and he circulated among the breakout groups. : breakout groups which met in different areas in the conferesnce room. A

i' rotating system for group recorders and spokesmen had been established in

Following registration and a puffet dinner at the Howard Johnson's advance and as a result breakout time was rapidly focused on the problem

Motor Lodge in Topeka the course was introduced by Lyle Newton.and the . } rather than on procedures. Zach of the tbree fgcili?ators, Jim ?agin,
éarticipants' expéctations elicited. These expectations are ;lsted be- : Jerzy Hauptmann and ga; Mandl took.an active, directive ro;e which al;o
low in the order in which they were arranged for subseguent display. | - served.to focus participant attention and to make the sessions productive.
- Following the debriefing, Case Study Episode $#2 was distributed at 9:45,
e Learn how to manage change % to be read before Monday morning. It was announced that Case Study

s Episode #3 would be distributed before lunch on Monday for reading during
; N the lunch period. Module I concluded with some participants tired be-

i cause of travel and the hour, but all appeared to be enthusiastic. The
e To learn how to help other agencies manage é course was off to a good start.

e TLearn: Planning, Evaluation, Organization, Implementation

e To learn how to develop and manage training schools Appendix B presents the questionnaire used for this module tocgether

{ é with the number in parentheses of the respondents giving each rating.
e To get help in how to personally help other people i N Comments on tht was liked most and what was.liked least in the module

' are presented in paraphrase form, but only when more than one participant
made the comment. The number of participants commenting is in parentheses.

This convention is followed in all the subsequent appendices.
\

e To learn how other agencies function

how to be a more effective change agent
© Teteem ' MODULE II - THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMINISTRATOR AND THE PLANNING PROCESS

arn how to improve organization results through others . ‘ .
e To le P The session began at 8:20 am on 9/29/80 with a presentation by Fagin.
e To. learn new skills and techniques for more effective ) A few minor changes were made in the composition of the breakout groups
decision-making : s0 as to separate people from the same agency. Case Study Episode #
‘ began at 9:15. The debriefing began at 9:50 and lasted for 15 minutes.

e To study how attitudes and behavior affect organizations and | The fgcilitators were directive and the debriefing discussion; active
how to manage them : and vigorous. Fagin provided an effective connection with !Mandl on be-
] havioral variables which followed at 10:29 after a break. Mandl distributed

e To discuss how management and planning fit together the Ladd checklist and discussed personality assessment beginning with

. l the early work of Dr. Harxy Murray of Harvard and continuing on to the
The introcduction, course overview and Module I wera all conducted in the - present. He encouraged the participants to examine the characters in the

Convention Center of the motor lodge. The subseguent modules were scenario in terms of A-H archtypes thus preparing a basis for useful

resented in the Criminal Justice Conference Center, Benton Hal%, Wgs@burn : behavioral inputs in Case Study Episode 8.
gniversity. The motor lodge provided appropriate surrqundlngs for informal Ty

and relaxed initial meetings of the faculty and participants. The Washburn - After lunch Fagin began with a lectare on situational analysis at
University facilities, however, were better for instructional purposes he= - 1115 oo The Manaqemont Beocess chart. the cousse theme chare and flip
cause oE seating, visibility, lighting, availability of breakout rooms, charts listing the participants' expectations £or the course were all

and general'ambiénce. vosted in the front of the room. Case Study Episode #3 was conducted with

‘ 4 ob d of paired off »articipants in plenary session as a walk-throuch beginning
. . : es of the faculty and observers, an ) . . at 2:55 pm and ending at 3:15 pm The content cf ti 4 a
ha iﬁiﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁnisp§§22§§2rﬁiitgaizzir affiliationi and an aggrggated des- ; » it was Aifficult to maintain p§}tic;oant bent ot he lecture was such that
g}ZpEion of tﬁéir professional backgrounds. Of the 25 participants. 18 ; e

est. It is possible that Case
i i 2. : Study #3 would have bheen more effective in getting the ideas across if it
were from operational agencies and 7 were from planning agencies (SPA, 2;

. had been conducted through breakout groups. Hauptmann began a discussion
of strategic goals at 3:20 pm which concluded at 3:45. He related the
lecture to numbers 7 and 8 on the Management Process Chart. Debriefing
1 Ly 2

L
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L oteods t4 e . 410 pm and ended &t 5100 pm. There %“ ; Case Study Episode #8 was carried out in breakout groups in which

was considerable confusion about the meaning of normative, strategic
and operational goals and decisions.

The module continued the next morning, Tuesday, at 8:30 am with
an effort by Hauptmann to clarify the concepts and their purposes. At
10:30 Case Study Episode 45 was distributed, but only two of the six
packages were distributed to each of the breakout groups. The debrief-
ing began at 1:15 pm after lunch. Breaking up the large collection of
packages was a good idea; however, it would have been better to select
the pairs of packages (1f pairs be the aporopriate division) more care-
fully for pedagogic purposes.

Following a discussion by Mandl on change and on conflict resolution,
Hauptmann began a summary and general discussion of Modules I and II in

which he used the Management Process chart as an aid. Appendix C presents
the guestionnaire and comment results for Module II.

MODULE III - ORGANIZING AND IMPLEMENTING CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES,
ACTIVITIES &wD PROGRAMS

Module IIT began at 8:30 am on 10/1/80. After Jim Fagin presented
the basic concepts of organizing, Allen Beck continued with detailed
applications such as PERT and CPM. The Participants' Guide solution in
Case Study Episode #6 was improved upon. Thus in the original Case Study
§-17, the diagram is too linear to be a useful pedagogic device. There
is an insufficiency of options. Diverse activities have been combined
and shorthand methods, which though not wrong per se are poor for in-
structional purposes, Were used. The replacement igs an improvement, but
the interchanging of the notation for events and for activities in the
replacement 1s a source of confusion with the rest of the PERT material
in the Participants' Guide. Ccase Studv Episode %6 was carried out by
having the group break into subgroups of 2 or 3 with the instructors as
<ell as experienced participants assisting the subgroups. The slack time
desk exercise was omitted and presented by Beck as part of his lecture.
After lunch, Fagin carried out case Study Episode #7 with the entire
group in attendance from 1:30 until 2:15 pm. This module was summarized
and completed 10 minutes later.

The questionnaire rasults .and comments for this module are presented
in Appendix D.

MODULE IV - CONTROLLING

Hauptmann began the introduction to Module IV at 2:35 pm and the
session ended at 4:30 pm, and began again at 8:30 am the next morning
with Mandl lecturing. The participant interaction was very good as a
result of both effective lecture material and examples as well as by the
use of a group exercise in which pairs of participants alternated between
selected A-H roles in a motivation communication scenario: for example,
switching fromchief to subordinate in trying to versuade a type H to

attend the Cop of the Month award ceremony wien ne hasn't attended in four

months. The stress management development plaved down internal stress,
'which I thought was appropriate ennphasis. The Kubler Ross loss syndrome
was presented very effectively with an example from Mandl's recent ex-—
perience with an automobile death in a small South Dakota community.

E : the facilitators were less

] — ot T

e s g gt g o

directive than they had been in earlier

begun at 1:00
; : prn and completed :
fandl concluded the module and course at 2:30 pm with refe?Znié3gé the

Management Proc i
ess ~hart. Appendix E pr hy i i
comment results for this module. presents the questionnalre and

sessions. The episode was

QVERALL EVALUATION AND SUMMARY

v ..
provid:rsz%u:gTZEptz from.part1c1pan?s, instructors and the evaluator
D Viboeqnans ite;gtzggztloz for.moilfying and improving the c¢ourse
. . . Numerical rankings of dule i
0 a . g £ modules, e
co:;:;izznaggt;ngzzsgtors provide the CJTC and the LEAA &itgliggiii
en courses as well as inti t
< c ) as pointin o the
he weak aspects of a given course. In Table I thg ;erc;ntzgzog% and

participants who have ranked i Lt
p;esented E5 V0O have rook each of the questions with a 5 or a
differently.

Question #4 i i i feat®
#4 on availeble time is treated

The percentage tahulated i i

PRt bulated for this question is 3+2+

ot :;nESEZES;rgzmeqt that a positive attitude is implied inzméé?gzal'

Trom 2n asses e%n o; a?equate time to an assessment that even mor; time
. ableIIl a similar array of percentages is oresented

for the Case Study epi o
. vy episodes and exercises A ! ' i
for Case Study Episodes #3, #6 and #8 is'clgaEEIatlve tack of enthusiasm

In 3 ) .

vage in igg:ggii g @netoverall course evaluations are presented. The final
form which makes oo;zib?e i?andard AMA Professional Institute evaluation
number of professzonal g ni comparison with evaluation data from a large
will be made as a~final ?VS opmegt courses gL.ves by AMA. Such comparisons
a1l of the CJTC cotrse Ero uct of this course evaluation after data from-
to note the response tS o0 be evaluated are available. It is of interest
over 17 which is nse to QU?Sthn D on the AMA form. The mean is slightl

ich is higher than the mean for any previous presentation g} Y

- h h g

The i i
and dramaiiilEZi?gsagi g:neiél comments by the evaluator. The professional
AR P Moaul EI e Lacu;ty.were able to make portions of this course
o icipants than ie o » more willingly and positively received by the o
SR subst%ntg previous presentations. This was accomplished without
the CJTC. Module I;V§Sm§§i§i0§§;02ioln i providea Y to"
- dul : m a success as the ratis
Zzgzcgiizr. This partlcul;r.faculty has a good chanee of r;zginangh:omments

ness and acceptability of this module because of their gbiiity

After observing the faculty make determined efforts to use the Manage-

- - - a de ice tO Cl ri i i
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TABLE I 13 TABLE II
Summarv of Rankings of Modules }5 f
from Appendices B, C, D § E 'f ; Case Study Episodes and Exercises
1 ! from Appendices B, C, D, & E
Question Module 5+4/Total % §; Break-ocut Group Activities
l. Overall gquality I 56 '} :
II 80 Episode 5+4/Total %
IIT 92
Iv 96 ‘ 1 91
: i 2 67
2. Applicability I 78 i 4 63
to your job II 83 R 5 79
III 88 i 8 44
v 96 i
3. Beck III 88 |
i . o
Fagin - II 76 | 3 Individual Activities
III 84 SN
Iv 80 | = Episodes & Exercises 5+4/Total %
Hauptmann I 100 ' 3 54
iz 88 ; Interpersonal Checklist 82
Iv 90 | Change Agent Questionnaire 82
v ' L) _ 6 54
Mandl Ix 88 o 7 60
v 92 ’ ’ .
3+2+1/Total %
4, Available time I 87
II 64
III 64 : g
v 72 3
)
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Although the expectations elicited from the participants remained
in full view on flip chart paper for most of the course, no further
attention was paid to them by the faculty. These expectations were met
by the course, and they seemed consistent with the description of course
objectives and overview which was distributed in the preregistration mail-
ing. This accomplishment should have been pointed out to the participants,
either in group' discussion or in summary statements, or else the list
of expectations should not have been posted.

The directive manner in which the facilitators acted during the early
breakout group meetings was effective in preventing futile diversions
and a waste of time. More, however, can and should be done to improve
the content of the case study episodes. Again the evaluations make this
need clear.

RECOMMENDATIONS

® The presentations on Normative, Strategic and Operational goals
should include more examples; in particular, examples which make clear
why organizing one's thinking this way is a useful device for a manager.

¢ The PERT example should be cleaned up in the direction Beck and
Fagin indicate, but the use of symbols should be consistent with other
CJITC courses and diagrams in this course.

e Case Study Fpisode #5 should be reduced from 6 packets to n¢ mors
than 3 well selected packets which should be distributed to all the break-
out groups.

® Case Study Episode %3 should be carried out in breakout groups
rather than by pairs of participants in plenary session. :
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APPENDIX A

CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGEMENT COURSE

Professional Backqground of Participant

To fully evaluate this course it is necessary to have some information
about the professional status of participants. Please respond to the
following questions. The evaluator is not an employee of either LEAA

o; the American Management Associations, and he will not identify indi-
vidual participants in his reports; all information will be aggregated.
Names are reguested in the event clarification or follow-up are necessary.

1. The type of agency in which you work is:

2 . a SPA

4 b REU

1 c LPU
18 d Operational Agency

e Other (spec if y)

2. Your primary function now is:
3 a Generalist C.J. Planner

0_1 b Specialigt C.J. Planner

¢ Evaluator

1

d Analyst

18 € Manager
2 f Other (specify)@dministrator; deputy director corrections

3. Criminal Justice experiecnce:

. a 0 -1 Years

b 2 -5 Years

(=]
(=2

¢ HMore than 5 Years

(Continued on reverce)

+ ¢ S imimpriaan it v e W o



If you have Criminal Justice experience in a position or job
other than that identified in 3., please indicate position

title and number of years of experience:

State:
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APPENDIX A i

CRIMINAL JUSTICE TRAINING CENTER

WASHBURN UNIVERSITY
Topeka, Kansas

Presents

MANAGEMENT COURSE
September 28, - October 2, 1980

FINAL PARTICIPANT LIST

ARKANSAS - NONE

IOWA

J. Michael Laski

Director of Research and Development
Iowa Department of Public Safety
Wallace State Office Building
Capital Complex

Des Moines, Iowa 50319

515-281-3366

Carol Worlan

Director

Eastern Iowa Area Crime Commission
303 Executive Plaza

4403 First Avenue S, E.

Cedar Rapids, Iowa 52401
319-393-9507

KANSAS

Ronald G. Granor
Lieutenant

Kansas Highway Patrol
309 N. Rogers Road
Olathe, Kansas 66022
913-782-8100

Lee Hawkins

Depuiy Director - Corrections

Governor's Committee on
Criminal Administration

503 Kansas

Topeka, Kansas 66603

913-296-3066

Larry Hicks
Coammunity Program Consultant
Department of Corrections

535 Kansas
Topeka, Kansas 66603
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APPENDIX B

Participant’'s Name pate 9/28/80

Participant. Evaluation - End of Module One, ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMINISTRATOR

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

1. How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?

5 4 <3 i
Excellént 2 Pogr

(4) o (18) (1)

2. How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability
to your job?

v5 4 3 2 1
ery Minimall
- Yy

Useful Useful

(9) (9) (5)

3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching stvle,
knowledge and ability to address your needs?

~J,. Hauptmann _ 5 (11) 4 (12) 3 2 ‘ 1

| _L. Newton 5(7) 4 (13) 3(2) 2 (1) 1
“Excellent ' ' Poor
4. What do you feel aboutvthe appropriateness of time given to Lhe
module?
5 . 4 3 2 1
Too Much .
T
(7) (14) (2) oo Little
5. How do you rate your Group Case Study experience (Episode One)?
5 4 3 2 1
Excellent Poor
(5) (16) (2)

(Continued on reverse)




I}

§

What did you like most in this module?

2
Case Study (7); Definitions of power (5); Hauptmann (2)

What did you like least in this module?

Late Sunday evening session (5); Too little time (2)

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT
MODULE ONE v

s Sy
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APPENDIX C

Participant's Name Date 9/30/80

Participant Evaluation - End of ModuleTwo, THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMINISTRATOR

AND THE PLANNING PROCESS
PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

1. How do you rate the overall qQuality of this lesson module?

-

5 4 3 2 1
Excellent . . P
(6) (14) (5) oor

2. How do you rate the module’'s

your job? "
5 4 3 2 1
Very Minimally
Useful Useful
9 (13) (3) Shie

3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity,

teaching style,
knowledge and ability to address your needs?

J. Fagin 5 (6) 4 (13) 3 (5) 2 ) ' 1 (1)
J. Hauptmann 5 (10) 4 (12) 3 (2) 2 (1) 1
H. Mandl 5 (12) 4 (10) 3 (2) 2 (1) 1
5 4 3 2 i
Excellent Poor
4. What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?
5 4 3 2 1
Too " Too
M St
uch (9) (11) (5)  Dittle
5. How do you rate your Group Case Study experiences?
Episdde 2 5 (3) 4 (13) * 3 (¢) 2(1) 1
Episcode 4 5 °(3) 4 (12) . 3 (8) 2(3) 1
Episode 5§ 5 (7) 4 (12) 3 (4) 2(1) 1
Excellent Poor

(Continued on reverse)
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How do you rate your individual exercises?

Episode 3 5(2) 4(11) 3(10) 2 1(1)
Interpersonal
Checklist 5(11) 4(7) 3 (4) 2 1
Change Agent ,
Questionnaire 5(9) 4(9). 3(3) 2 1
Excellent Poor

What did you like most in this modnle?

Personélity and behavioral material (6); Useful information (5);
Mandl (3); Interpersonal Checklist (3); Change Agent Questionnaire
(2); Group exercises (2); Hauptmann (2); Instructors' style (2)

What did you like least in this module?

Too conceptual and planning oriented (3); Introduction to modgle
doesn't clarify what follows (3); Too much material for the time(3)

* * . * * * *

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT
MODULE TWO.
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) ’ APPENDIX D

Participant's Name

Date 10/1/80

Participant Evaluation - End of Module‘fhree;"ORGANIZING'AND IMPLEFMENTING

. . R CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES
PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

l. How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?

5 4
L 3
Excellent : 2 poir
(7) (16) (2)

-

2. How do you rate the module's ¢

ontent in te i oplicabili
to your jebe rms of its applicability

V:; ) 3 ' 2 1
y .
Us 1 Minimally
ng (14) (3) Useful

3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity,

the teaching styi
knowledge and ability to address your needs? 7 yeer

J, Faqgin

n

(6) 4 (15) 3 (4)

2
A. Beck 5(12) 4 (9) 3 (3) 2 1
> . 5 4. -3 2 1
‘ s - 2 :
""Excellent - Poor

4. What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?

5
Too 4 3 2 1
Much .?Go

3. How do you rate your Group Case Study experience (Episode 7)3

5 4 3 2 1
Excel
gff lent (13) (7) (3) Poor
6. How do yourate your individual exercises?
Episode 6 5 4 T3 2 1
Excellent

(Continued on reverse)
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7. What did you like most in this module? ' ) . .
PERT etc. (7); Useful job related material (5); Presentation

style (2)

8. What did you like least in this module? | ) for
Too much time spent on lectures (2); Staff ?oir](.izf)prepared
c;se studies (2); Not enough time for materia

* * * * * * * *

PLEASE WRITé BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPQCIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT MODULE THREE
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APPENDIX E

.Participant's Name Date_10/2/80

Participant Evaluation - End of Module Four, CONTROLLING
PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

1. How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?

5 4 3 2 1
Excellent Poor
(13} (12) (1)

2. How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability
to your job?

5 4 3 2 1
Very Minimally
Useful .
afB? (6) (1) Useful

3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,
knowledge and ability to address your needs?

J. Fagin 5 (7) 4 (13) 3 (4) 2 (1)

1

J. Hauptmann 5(10) 4 (19) 3 (2) 2 . 1
H. Mandl 5(19) 4 (4) 3 (2) 2 1
5 4 3 2 1

Excellent Poor

4. What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?

5 4 3 2 1
Too . Too
Much

(7) (14) (3) M

5. How do you rate ycur Case Study experience (Episode 8)2?

5 4 3 2 1
E 11
BT (9) (13) e

{Continued on raverse)
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6. What did you like most in this module?

Stress management (6); Re}evant )
Comnmunicating and motivating (4);

Control agent mater%al (8);
and useful information (6);
Time management (2)

7. What did you like least in tnis module?

Mot enough time on stress management (2)

-

* * * *

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT MODULE FOUR
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APPENDIX F

CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGEMENT COURSE

Overall Course Evaluation

Participant's Name

CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE N
COMPONENTS OF THIS COURS

Very
- Satisfieq
Component (4)
_—
Training Methods
Lectures 4
(13)
Caseistudy 4
(13)
Materials
Student guide 4
(18)
Visual aids 4
(10)

Training Flow

Time given to lectures ¢ (14)
Time given to worksheps 4 (10)

Logical sequence of 4 (14)
modules

Training Staff

as Lecturers ) 4 (16)

as Small.gréup
facilitators 4 (13)

Ambience of Training

Opportunity for ques-
tions/discussions 4 (13)

‘Satisfied

(3}

3
(10)

3
(10)

(5)
3
(11)

3 (8)
3 (9)
3(9)

3(8)

3 (8)

3 (6)

(Continued on reverse)

Somewhat
Satisfied
{2)

2
(1)

2 (1)
2 (5)
2 (1)

2 (1)

2 (4)

2 (5)

UMBER TO INDICATE YOUR RATING OF THE FOLLOWING

Dissat-

isfied

(1)

1 (2)
1 (1)

L (1)

1 (1)
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' : s : [H THE PROFESSIONAL INSTITUTE OF AMA GOVERNMENT DIVISION
g > PROGRAM COMMENT SHEET
DATE 9/28 - 10/2 '80  jgcation _TOpeka, Kansas
! - - Over the years, comments made through this medium have resulted in more steps for program enlargement or upgrading than
5 any other source. Please help us by completing this form thoughttuily. Thank you,
; | A. PROGRAM SUBJECT MATTER
Evaluate the following. general characteristics of the course by circling the , ,=: Please indicate the benefits you derived from this program.
proper number: of no .
Vezf.‘y useful ng::g?t Use atnalJ What suggestions do you have regarding the subject matter, sequance, or other?
Items Useful serd - ——r—— : X :
_ i Change Agent & inﬁernersgnaltevaltia;_lo? (c31)L; (S;creis ‘1agic§meg§n1(.‘slr)né (4)
) , - - T 5773 T =Ye; H
Usefulness of the entire . . : Subjects of Most interest Behavioral materla y‘ ian (>)7 Cont
course (148) > %_) 1 : P Subjects of Least interest StXrateglic goals anc planning 157; PERT and CPA (<);
(5) ( L Sirvess management (7). _ —
Comparison of this course B. PROGRAM TRAINER(S) — Please indicate how you feel about the way the trainer(s) conducted the program.
to other professional e Check the box best representing your rating. .
ining -programs you i s Name . Excellent Goo Fair Poor
frainieg progmana you a : i At Bas Bo
(18) (5) (1) J. Hauptmann 0 (13) CU(9) DO(3) O
toprprissenece ot ntore - | 363 Bl 2@ 8
ation presented to your s - " 1 & g ) ‘
- . J ? '_._;
job setting (15) (8) (1)
tHe i iminal justice courses, please ¥ f :
If you have taken any of the following crimin ] ’ 5 C. METHODS OF INSTRUCTION - Please check the box that best represents your reactions to the instructional
evaluate them. ¥ a methods used. Very Tosome ° Not Not
Very Somewhat 0f no ; Were the filmed lectures and case studies much so extent at all applicable
Course Useful Useful Useful Use at all - " practical enough for your purposes? ......eeeessesesesnssasssesens J(18) O (6) (| O (1)
—_— j . Was there effective interaction within the group? ..eeeceveeveruenenns D (14) O (10) O (1) (I
Planning 4t (7 3(7) 2 1 B *—” Were role playing and/or small group sessions helpful?................ O (14) O (8) C (3) (|
; ! Did the hand-out material as¢ist in the learning process? ............. O¢21y O (4) d O
i 4 (4 3(3) 2 1 -
Analysis _ (4) _; D. REACTION TO THE PROGRAM AS A WHOLE : Very To some Not
4 . 3 (L) 2 R . ) rauch ., extent at all
Program Development (2) & L To what extent did the program live up to your expectations? ......eeeeereseees O (23) O (2) O
Evaluation 4 (4) 3(2) 2 (1 1 B b I not, please explain:
9 ‘ Yes Maybe No
1 Would you recommend this program to 0thers? ..c..eccceceeersreererseeeesensesens O (23) [O(1) (1)
' Please record your overall reaction to this program by placing an x’ in the appropriate box
) ] 5 on the scale below,
'+ L1J417Loj Tllll 157 A O O O O
] 20 'S 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 S 2 1
B ;n a.xcellent Good Fair Poor
:g ?; 3 What subjects other than those presented at this session would you recommend for future programs?
k! e
: Lo Your Name Organization
; Title Mailing Address
3 : : Thank you.
?’i i ) NOTE: FOR FURTHER COMMENT PLEASE WRITE ON REVERSE SIDE.
% ‘;*' ' © 1976 The Professional Institute of AMA, 135 West 50th Strect, New York, N.Y. 10020, All rights reserved. Printed in the United States
: } i of America, Cuntents may not bc.rvcproduccd in whole orin part without the express permission of the Associations
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INTRODUCTION

This evaluation report follows the methods and format es-
tablished in the previous reports in the series of CJTC Criminal
Justice Management Course evaluations which the author has car-
ried out. Three sources of information have been used: quanti-
tative rankings from a questionnaire submitted to each of the
participants at the conclusion of each module and at the end
of the course; the written as well as the spoken comments and
opinions of the participants; and the observations and opinions
of the evaluator. The quantitative rankings provide vrelative
comparisons only. The two other data sources were the basis
for the specific and substantive findings in this report.

The course was given at the Huntington-Sheraton Hotel in
Pasadena, California, where all the participants except for
eight commuters were in residence. The lecture room comfort-
ably held round tables for the participants, the visual aid
equipment, and a table for observers and a table for breakout
group use. Coffee was provided for the break in the morning
sessions and coffee and soft drinks at the afternoon break. A
hospitality suite was available on Monday and Wednesday nights
for informal discussions between participants and the faculty.
There was a shortcoming in the otherwise acceptable and attrac-
tive facilities. During the day the lecture xoom was well 1lit
by sunlight entering from the large windows on bhoth sides of
the hall, but when lectures extended past 5:00 pm, as they did
each day but the last, the low wattage overhead lamps did not
provide adequate light for note-taking or reading.

Registration began at 8:30 am on 12/15/80, and the orien-
tation and introduction began at 9:30. The 22 participants
were seated at four round tables, and each table was constituted
as a group whose expectations for the course were elicited. .
The faculty then told them which expectations would be realized
and in which module or modules this would occur.

These expectations and faculty comments are presented below
in priority ranking by group. Expectations mentioned by preced-
ing groups were not repeated.,




Participant Expectations

Group I

l.
2.

YU W
" L]

Tools for the effective management

of my staff
Different types of performance

evaluation systems

Dealing with personnel problems

Time Management
Program development technigues

Stress management

Group II.

l.

5.

Planning program redirection as
reguired by budget reduction .

Scaling down
Techniques to improve staff

productivity
Improying interagency cooper-

ation and coordination
Mobilizing community support

GROUP III

1.

Roles and relations of middle
management and top management
How to manage a division in the

2.
absence of stated agency goals

Group IV

1. To learn and understand manage-
ment "lingo"

2. Exposure to different manage-
ment styles; how to coordinate,
handle conflict, etc.

3. Reorganization around ineffective
people ("turkey farming")

4. Self-assessment of organization

5. Participatory management

The foregoing expectations were not posted in the lecture
hall nor were they referred to in any significant manner during
the conduct of the course or at its conclusion. At 11:35 am the
discussion was directed to the reasons why training programs fail.

Student participation was weak but did come up with eight reasons
which are listed below in the order in which they were presented,

not the order of importance.

Faculty Responses

Modules III & IV

Piscussed in terms
of legal issues in
Module IV

No

Module IV

Module IX
Module IV

Selling to political
groups Module I

Early planning Module II
Change & conflict Mod. II:
No )

Addressed somewhat at
individual level in
assessments

Modules I & IIX

No.

No

No

A glossaxry exists,
but it has not been
updated for this

course
All modules

No

Some general discus-
sion in Module IV
Discussed, Yes
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Why Training Programs Fail

Poor extracurricular activities

Poor site

Too much presented in too little time
Lack of group participation

Faculty who read their material -

Lack of timeliness

Failure to maintain schedule

Too few afternoons off

o~ W
.

Several of these reasons occurred as either positive or
negative inputs in the end-of-course evaluation comments.

The names and addresses of the participants, the faculty
and the staff are presented in Appendix A. Twenty of the 22
participants came from operational agencies; manager was the
primary function for 18, and 17 had more than five years of
criminal justice experience.

MODULE I - EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT: THE SITUATIONAL NATURE OF THE JOB

After a - lunch break of an hour and a half, Dan Straub pegan
Module I as scheduled at 1:30 pm. A wide-ranging presentatlon on
the management process, roles, power, the leadership process and
the situational nature of the job took place. Examples f;om the
criminal justice system were rare and audience participathn was
minor. An instrument not used in previous versions of this course
the Leader Effectiveness and Adaptability Description, LEAD, by'
Hersey and Blanchard was distributed at 3:45 pm and a self-scoring
form for evaluating the responses to the 12 situations was used
and disucssed in class. At 4:40 pm, the three breakout grcups left
to work on Episode #1 of the Case Study. Membership in the groups
was determined by Tom Esensten who separated members frgm the same
organization or same discipline so as to achieve diversity and
balance in the group. The rooms for the two groups who left the
lecture room were adequate and not excessively distant from thg
main room. All the groups reconvened at 5:10 pm for a debrigflng_
session which lasted until 5:25 pm. The groups did not use 1den§1—
cal formats in their presentations during the debriefing gnd this
caused unnecessary confusion. The facilitators had maintained a
low, relatively passive profile and this contributed to the lack
of structure and clear purpose in much of the debriefing.

Appendix B presents the guestionnaire for this module togeth—
er with the number in parentheses of respondents giving each rating.
Comments on what was liked most and what was liked least in the
module are presented in paraphrase form, but only wheg more than
one participant made the comment. The number of partlclpapts
commenting is in parentheses. This convention is followed in all
subsequent appendices.

I

o

MODULE II - THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGER AND THE PLANNING PROCESS

Bob Cushman began at 8:30 am and early on used a metaphor for
the criminal justice system as: a large plumbing system with material
flowing through it! The images which flow from this metaphor leave
much to be desired! This module was distinguished by a large and

effective use of criminal justice system examples. For example, a class-

room exercise, lasting from 9:35 am to 9:50 am, in normative, strate-
gic and operational planning products in which the students had to
enter their answers in a response matrix provided an effective method
for making the concepts both real and useful. Vigorous and positive
classroom discussion took place during the instructor's explanation
of the appropriate answers.

Episode 2A began at 10:15 am and consisted of a truncated ver-
sion of what had been Episode #2; essentially, the environmental
assumption part was left out. A vigorous discussion ensued in the
debriefing with a focus on the reliability of what might be political-
ly self-serving letters. Episode 2B, (former Episode #3) was a
walk-through with the discussions ending at ncon. At 1:55 pm, after
lunch, the students broke into groups of 2 and 3 to work on Episode
#3 (former #4). The exercise was completed at 2:25 pm and the de-
briefing at 2:40 pm. MOR and networking were presented hastily and,
because of time pressures, incompletely. Episode #4, (former #5),
began at 3:00 pm, participants returned at 4:15 pm and the debrief-
ing ended &t 4:35 pm. At the end of this long day the instructor
related what he had presented to the General Planning Process Model
which had come up first in the morning. The Change Agent instrument
was distributed at 5:00 pm for the students to respond to in the
evening. Appendix C presents questionnaire results and student com-
ments. :

MODULE III - SELECTED ISSUES IN ORGANIZING PEOPLE AND TASKS

Steve Ward began at 8:35 am with a presentation that had little
or no relation to the participant's guide and continued that way.
There was a l5-minute interlude at 9:15 am during which Bob Cushman
presented Thompson's coalignment model as it developed from Lewinian
force fields. The morning was generally a philosophical/ "academic"
presentation of a wealth of findings and theories of applied social
psychology. There was only one minor use of criminal justice system
examples and this was the use of control of the St. Louis Police
Department by the Missouri State Republicans to maintain power via
patronage in a Democratic ' city. The morning ended with a review of
the Change Agent Questionnaire findings. In the afternoon session,
after more discussion of change agent styles and the management of
conflict, the Thomas-Xilmann Conflict Mode Instrument was distributed
at 3:30 pm and was used as the basis of a classrxoom exercise. A
general discussion of PERT began at 4:10 pm and 15 minutes later the
classroom exercise in PERT, Episode #5, (former #6), began. Partici-
pants worked singly in a classroom environment until a little after
5:00 pm, when the light began to fail. Appendix D presents the
questionnaire and comments.



MODULE IV - SELECTED ISSUES IN CONTROLLING PEOPLE, TASKS AND SELF

Allene Stokesberry began this module at 8:30 am and, at the
request of the students, continued without a break for lunch to
an early conclusion at 1:45 pm. The first hour began with an in-
troduction of about 40 minutes which was inappropriate under the
time pressures which had emerged for this module. Techniques
to assist managers such as PERT and CPM were presented in summary
form with little student participation which might have made the
issues more concrete. At 9:30 am discussion on the A-H style des-
criptors began and continued until 11:15 am. Student participation
was low. Performance evaluation began at 11:30 am and as with the
previous material provided little relating directly to criminal
justice system activities. As an example, the statement, "Performance
standards should be task specific and behaviorally oriented," pro-
vides valuable guidance to a manager, but its impact would be en=-
hanced if specific examples were used to bring home the two general-
ly stated points. Stress management elicited student participation,
which in view of the time pressures on this module indicated strong
interest. A brief discussion of time management began at 1:20 pm
and ended at 1:45 pm. Episode #6, (former Episode #7) had been
eliminated and Episode #7 (former #8), was scrubbed for lack of time.
Appendix E presents questionnaire results and student comments.

OVERALL EVALUATION AND SUMMARY

The numerical rankings of modules, episodes, exercises and
instructors can provide the LEAA and the Criminal Justice Training
Centers with useful comparison data between courses as well as
pointing to the strong and the weak aspects of a given course. Ma-
jor differences in the substantive content of the items being com-
pared render such comparisons dubious.

In Table I the percentage of participants who have ranked each
of the questions with a 5 or 4 are presented for each module. Ques-
tion #4 on available time is treated differently. Following the
reasoning that a positive attitude is implied in moving £from the
judgment that time was adequate to the judgment that even more time
was desirable, the percentage tabulated for this question is 3+2+1/
Total. Suffice it to say this reasoning has weaknesses. In Table
IT a similar array of percentages is presented for the Case Study
episodes. A lack of enthusiasm for Episodes #1 and %5 is clear.
The renumbering of the episodes must be taken into account in any
comparison with other presentations of this course.

Appendix F contains the overall course evaluations whose pur-
pose 1is comparisons among different courses. The program comment
sheet from the Professional Institute of AMA enables a comparison
with evaluation data from a large number of professional develop- .
men’ courses given by AMA. It is of interest to note the response
to question D of this form. The mean is 16.9 and the mode is 17.5,
both of which are close to the highest values obtained in any pre-
vious presentations of this course.
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TABLE I

_Summary of Rankings of Modules

from Appendices B, C, D & E

Question

1. Overall quality

2. Applicability
to your job

3. Dan Straub
Bob Cushman
Steve Ward
Allene Stokesberry

4, Available time

fModule

I
IT
ITY
iv

I
IT
IIX
Iv

I
IT
11T
Iv

I
II
IIT
Iv

5+4/Total

3

95
95
86
81

ac
82
82
90

100
91
91
76

3+2+1/Total %
75
81
86
- 75

0
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TABLE IT 3 Bl The Pasadena/USC presentation was so different from pré-
— o i vious offerings that both comparisons and comments are diffi-
Case Study Episodes and Exercises f; b cult. A special participant's guide was prepared at the CJTC,

and has only minor similarities with the LEAA version and
equally minor relationshipwith the LEAA instructor's guide.

; ‘ More often than not the instructor's lecture material did not
e e tie in directly to the participant's guide. It is apparent

from Appendices B, C, D & E

Break-out Group Activities

Episode 5+4/Total % ' :: %, tyat the final version of tbis course has not as yet emerged.
—_— ' !V i Since personnel from operational agencies dominated the partici-
1 . : 30 ) %g ; papt group and may be expected to so dominate subsequent groups,
2A (shortened former #2) . 66 : £ adjustmepts of course contept to meet their negds w1l} pe im-
3 (former #4) . 73 1 o portant in future presentgtlons. Tpe gxpectatlons el%c1ted from
4 (former #5) . 23 ‘ } i T the group could have provided some insights toward this goal,
, - ' B i but there was no such discussion at the conclusion of the

. . : : W & course. It is appropriate to reread the participant comments
il o in the Introduction to this report on Why: Training Programs Fail,.
gt Items #3 and #7 are right on target.

Classroom Activities ' ‘ 1 i

2B (former #3) ‘ 77 b RECCMMENDATIONS

7

5 (former #6) : 38

@ Since the presentation was in effect a pilot run, it
is to be expected that more time and practice will be
needed to insure consistency between the instructor's
: lecture material and the student's notes as well as in
i the content and time schedule of the course. This should
be done.

>
et e 3 T

o Except for Module JI, criminal justice system examples
5 ) were few. I believe that it is important that specific
7 - criminal justice system examples be developed and used
: in all four modules.

b i;' e The facilitator's role in the breakout groups should be
‘ S more directive. Much time was wasted and a tight schedule
made more difficult because of this lack.

] : e The presentation, explanation and exercise in PERT needs
considerable improvement.

pres

e Too much time was spent on course content of a theoretical
or somewhat philosophical nature. This consumed scarce
time and did not appear to be valuable for personnel from
operational agencies. This content should be cut back to
allow more time for practical examples.
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APPENDIX A

. CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGEMENT COURSE

Professional Background of Participant

To fully evaluate this course it is necessary to have some information
about the professional status of participants. You may use your Social

Security number to conceal your identity if you choose to remain anonymous.

The evaluator is not an employee of the American Management Associations
or the LEAA. He will not reveal the identity of any respondents who
request anonymity.

1. The type of agency in which you work is:

a SPA

b RPU -
2 c LPU
20 d Cperational Agency

e Other (specify)

2. Your primary function now is:
3 a Generalist C.J. Planner

b Specialist C.J. Planner

c VEyaluator_

d Analyst

Manager-

etar
1 f Other (specify) Secr Y

3. Criminal Justice experience:

a 0 -~ 1 Years

5

- b 2 « 5 vears

17 € More than 5 Years

Participant's name and state on reverse side.
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APPENDIX A
STAFF/FACULTY ROSTER

UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
“CRIMINAL JUSTICE TRAINING CENTER
CRIMINAL JUSTICE “ANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Robert M. Carter

Project Director

University of Southern California
Criminal Justice Training Center
3601 South Flower Street 3716 South Hope Street

Los Angeles,.California 90007 Los Angeles, California 90007
(213) 743-6762 ° (213) 743-531]

Daniel Straub === Module I
Associate Director

University of Southern California
Office of Program Development

Robert Cushman --- Module II Amy Turner --- Stafs Support
President Assistant Director

American Justice Institute University of Southern California
1007 - 7th Street Criminal Ju_tice Training Center
Suite 4906 3601 South Flower Street
Sacramento, California 95814 ' Los Angeles, California 90007
(916) 444-3096 (213) 743-6762 )

Thomas Esensten - Orientation & Intro, Steven ward ~-- Module III
Director of Technical Assistance Chief of Security Operations
University of Southern California University of Southern California
Technical Assistance Resource Center 3667 South McClintock
University Park University Park-

Los Angeles, California 90007 Los Angeles, California 90007
(213) 743-8525 (213) 743-6000

Allene Stokesberry -=-= Medule IV Rebecc: wUrzburger ~-- Observer
Private Consultant Directu of Training
6749 Scott Lake Drive Univers:ity of Southern California
Comstock Park, Michigan 49321 Criminal Justice Training Center
(616) 784-~1289 3601 South Flower Street
Los Angeles, California 90007
(213) 743-6762
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J - APPENDIX A

PARTICIPANT ROSTER

MANAGEMENT COURSE
CRIMINAL JUSTICE TRAINING CENTER
December 15-18, 1980

ARIZONA

Stephen Michael Wolfe

Pima County Adult Probation
115 North Church

Jucson, Arizona 85701

CALIFORNIA

David M. Conahey

Corrections Services Agency .
501 Poli Street ‘ : B
Ventura, CA 93009 :

Gloria Gil

West San Gabriel Valley Jduvenile Diversion
9200 East Valley Blvd. ‘
Rosemead, CA 91770

Don Hogner :
Fresno County Probation
890 South 10th Street
Fresno, CA 93702

Michael Hunt

Union City Police Department
32009 Alvarado - Niles Road
Union City, CA 94587

Ron Israel

Delinguency Prevention Board
801 "C" North Broadway
Santa Ana, CA 92701

Sergeant Mike Kennedy

USC Campus Security

36th Place and McClintock Avenue
Los Angeles, California - 90007

David E. Maccianti

Santa Barbara Sheriff's Department
P.0. Box 6427

Santa Barbara, CA 93111

Lieutenant Andy Post

USC Campus Security

36th Place and McClintock Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90007

RN A t——

e e e e e e e PO

-2-

Rondey Scheu

E1 Segundo Police Department
348 Main’ Street

E1 Segundo, CA 90245

Robert Seymour

Juvenile Hall Superintendent
Tehama County Probation

P.0. Box 99

Red Bluff, CA 96080

Richard Souza

Fresno County Sheriff's Department
6397 North Garden '
Fresno, CA 93710

Tony Walker

West San Gabriel Valley Juvenile Diversion
9200 East Valley Blvd. '
Rosemead, €A 91770

Vernis R. White

City of Commerce

Department of Public Safety
2535 Commerce lWay

Commerce, CA 90040

COLORADO

Rudolph Phannenstiel
Denver Police Department
1331 Cherokee Street
Denver, CO 80204

Charles D. Weller

Denver Anti-Crime Council

1445 Cleveland Place, Room 200
Denver, CO 80202

NEVADA

Maurice V. Morgan

Clark County Juvenile Services
3401 East Bonanza Road

Las Vegas, Nevada. 89101

OREGON

Jdon R. Grim

Salem Police Department
555 Liberty Street S.E.
Salem, OR 97301

Michael J. Stephan

Union City Police Department
34009 Alvarado-Niles Road
Union City, CA 94587
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. , APPENDIX B

Perticipantts HYampe

SPA
A
C Date 12/15/80 by ——
i - 0P AG
Billy F. Wasson . ! : —
Marion Community Corrections (o » BEQba’
220 High Street, N.E. i . THER
Salem, OR 97301 ; . -

Mike J. Wilkerson tion
Marion Community Correctio ; : Participant Evaluation - iodule I: ROLES AND AESPONSIBILITIES OF THE CRIMINAL
220 High Street, N.E. . : 1 - JUSTICE ADHINISTRATOR
Sa] em, OR 97301 s ’ ' N il | \

i ! : . Ef IR HE MOST APPROPR HUMBER
WASHINGTON | | _ PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST AP ROPRIATE HUMBER
Greg Kipp . . . liow you raté the over yali is le dule?
Lawgand Justice ?]ann1ng Office ) _ ‘ 1. How do you raté the overall quality of this lesson module?
400 Yesier Bu11d129 ‘ : . - . 5 (9) & (10) 3 (1) 2 1
Seattle, WA 9810 A ‘ : : g Excallent ‘ - Poor
EVALUATOR ) -
—_— ' o 2. Hou do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability to your
E S. Krendel ' ‘ Job?
Zra 5. Kr
211 Cornell Avenueo81 ' : : 5 (10) 4 (8) 3(2) 2 1
Swarthmore, PA 19 . Very Hinimally
o Useful ' Useful
PRI L ) R .

w
.

How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,
knowledge and a>ility to address your n2eds?

5¢13) 4(7) 3 2

1
3 .
.5 4 3 2 1
Excellent Poor
} &. Vhat do you fee) about the appropriateness of time givem to the module?
|
5 (1) 4 (4) 3 (11) 2 (4 1
Too luch Too Little
) 5. How do you rate your éroup exercise?
Cp Episode 1 5 (1) 4 (5) 3(10) 2 (2) 1 (2)
| Excellent Poor
B

—M;;—«*’L.\m;; b "‘.,;« -
; e
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Participant Evaluation: Module I (con't)

6. What did you Tike most in this module?

Self-assessment with LEAD (6);

management (6); Leadership styles (3 :
undegstandably (3); Notes and graphics (3); Case study (2)

-

7. What did you like least in this module?

survey of theoretical thinking in
(3); New information presented

Case study was too rushed (5); Case study (4); Instruection too

fast (2); History too long (2)

* * * * *

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GEMERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT MODULE ONE

13297:12Y
GB/1jm
9/3/80

= APPENDIX C

Participant's Mame SPA
RPU

Date 12/16/80 LPU
OP AG
LEAS
OTHER

T

K : Participant Evaluation - Module Ii: THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMINISTRATOR
AND THE PLANNING PROCESS

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

-

E i 1. How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?
5 (5) 4 (16) 3 (1) 2 1
E Excelient Poor
% 2. How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability to your
i Jjob? ;
5 (9) 4 (9) 3(3) 2 (1) 1
P Very : Minimally
e Useful Useful
3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,
knowledge and ability to address your needs?
» 5 (8) 4 (13) 3(1) 2 1
5 4 32 1
Excellent Poor
B 4. What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?
5 4 (4) 3 (6) 2(8) 1 (3)
i Too Much Too Little
,3 ‘B
R r
|
e




Participant Evaluation: Module I1 (con't) Page 2

5. How do you rate your group exercises?

Episode 2A 5 (4) 4 (10) 3 (5) 2 (2) 1
Episode 3 5 -(3) 4 (13) 3 (2) 2 (3) 1 (1)
Episode 4 5 (4) 4(12) 3 (4) 2 (2) 1

o Poor

Excellent

6. How do yourate your classroom exercise?

Episode .2B 5 (1) 4 (16) 3 (4) 2 (1) 1
Excellent - Poor

-

7. What did you like most in this module?

Planning Section (8)
Applied content of module (5)

8. What did you 1ike least in this module?

Insufficient time for group exercises (6); Insufficient time for

module content (4); Too much content especially MOR and networking (3).-.

* * % * *

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT MODULE TWO

1329Z:12Y
GB/13m
9/3/80

13 A S

%
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APPENDIX D

| Participant’'s Name

z;:” D SPA
e: | ate 12/17/80 Egu

| U
éf | 0P AG
- - LEAA
- | . OTHER

T

Partici | i
Cipant Evaluation - Module III: ORGANIZING AND IMPLEMENTING CRIMINAL
JUSTICE PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

1- 1 ' )
How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?

5 4
r Exce]]enég) (11) 3(2) 2 (1) 1
Ly Poor
L 2. How do you rate the X ent i
; Job? module's content in terms of its app]icabi]ity to your

5 (9) 4(9) ' (4) |

3
Very 2 1
Useful ' Hinimally

F) Useful

3. How do you rate the i .
€ instructor in terms i i
knowledge and ability to address your neg§S§1ar1ty, reaching style,

A 5(11) 4 (9) - (1)
» Excellent } 2 () Pl
- oor
4. Wh !
at do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?
iﬂ B ToosMuch R 3 9 2 (8) 1 (1)
: Too Little

et
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Participant Evaluation: Module III (con't) Page 2

5. How do you rate your desk exercise? -
Episode ° 5 (3) 4 (5)
Excellent

3 (5) 2 (7) l(l)

6. What did you like most in this module?

Presentation on the manager and his role in change (6); Applicability
of content (4);.self-assessment instruments (4); Case study (2)

7. MWnat did you like least in this module?

i i i ; Cas i icient time
Too little time (9); PERT charting (3); Case §tudy, insufficient
and unclear (2); Outline used by instructor differs from that given to

> students. (2)
* * * * *

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT MODULE THREE
B

g

13297:33Y
GB/1Jjm
& 9/3/80

%
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APPENDIX E

3.

How do you rate the module's content in terms of its app

Job?

5 (13)
Very
Useful

4 (6)

3(2)

~N

Participant's Name SPA
, RPU _
Date 12/18/80 LPU
0P AG
LEAA
OTHER
Participant Evaluation - Module IV: CONTROLLING
PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER
1. How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?
5 (10) 4 (7) 3 (3) 2 (1) 1
Excellent ‘ Poor

licability to your

1
Minimally
Useful

How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,
knowledge and ability to address your needs?

5(9)

Excellent

4(7)

3(3)

2 (2) 1

Poor

What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?

5
Too Much

4(5)

3(5)

2(10)

1
Too Little

SO

A e i st e s e
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rarticipant tvdiudlion: Moauie LV {(con't) Pag

id you like most in this module?
> 22?;§;d£2nagement (6); Time management (7); Personnel related

information (5); Specific suggestions and informaticn’ (5)

6. What did you 1ike least in this module?

Too much time devoted to introduc?ogy material (Sgg Toc much
time spent on A-H typology (3); Time management (

* * * * *

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT MODULE THREE

1y

1329Z:33
GB/1jm
) 8/3/80
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APPENDIX F

CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGEMENT COURSE

Overall Course Evaluation

Participant's Name

CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER:TQ IN
COMPONENTS OF THIS COURSE:

_Component

Training Methods

Lectures

Case Study

Materials
Student guide
Visual aids

Training Flow

Very
Satisfieqd
(4)

4 (18)

4 (4)

'q (19).

4 (14)

Time given to lectures 4 (6)

.-

Time given to workshops 4 (1)

Logical sequence of
modules

Training Staff

Lecturers

Small group
facilitators

Rmbience of Training

Opportunity for ques-
tions/discussions

4 (li)

4 (19)

4.(7)

4 (12)

bate 12/18/80

DICATE YOUR RATING OF THE FOLLOWING

; e Somewhat , Dissat-~
Satisfied Satisfied isfied
(3) (2) v
3 (3) 2 1
'3 (8 2(8) 1 (1)
.3 (2) 2 . 1
3 (6) 2 1
3 (7) 2 (7) 1 (1)
"3 (4) L2 (13) " 1(3)
3 (10) 2 Y
3 (1) 2 (1) 1
3 (9) ' 2 (4) 1
!
3 (s5) 2 (4) 1

(Continne~d on reverse)
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. PROGRAM COMMENT SHEET APPENDIX F

‘
-

DATE _December 18, 1980, 4cATION Pasadena., California

Over the years, comments made through this medium have resulted in more steps for program enlarpement or upgrading than
any other source, Please help us by completing this form thoughtfully. Thank you.

i

e A. UBJE . e .
. ‘ gli?sfi?!?:a:sc tan bi:eﬁﬁufzcrivcd from thjs program Acquisition of new management skills _and -
| , . ‘ understanding (11); Provided 'a 'refresher" course (4); Userul inrormation fo:
Evaluate the following general characteristics of th‘e course by circling the planning (3)
proper number: ' Somewhat Of no' Lo What suggestions do you have regarding the subject matter, sequence, or other?
Very o ' , .
Useful Useful Useful Use at all Planning (7): Stress management (3); Time management (5);
Ltems Subjects of Moss interest Eersonality information (3); Management tiacrlnlque§ & SftyleS(‘l)
ti Subiects of Least interest Lnsufficient time for content (5); Insufficient time for case
Usefulnzss of the entixe 4 (12) 3 (8) 2 1 ; ; ! studies (4]
g sk I8 )
cour = : B.. PROGRAM TRAINER(S) - Please indicate how you feel about the way the trainer(s) conducted the program.
i A . . ]
ison of this course 1 5% Check the box best representing your rating.
Corziazther professional Co . ; ; § Name . . Excellent Good Fair Poor
training programs you o : ' ' 'y 2) 1 iﬂ i BOb-Cds-hman £114 a7 - g
ttended " 4(12) , 3 (5) 2 ( A L Allene ‘Stokesberry 14 o5 02 ||
have a 1 { Dan_Straub _ 19 E_‘_]_1 2 igl 0
. i Steve Ward ' - —
Appropriateness of inform- . § - e 3 2 I:l
E'ltliyon ziéiznted to your ° 4 (12) 3 (8) 2 -1 Couments?
job setti :
If you have taken any of the following criminal jus?ice courses, please ‘. 3 C. ME{T};HSDS gF INSTRUCTION -~ Please check the box - that best represents your .rcactions to the instructional
em. - ' : ‘ ? ~ methods used. Very To some Not Not
evaluate th , )
Of no . : C Were the - * s, case studies much so extent at all applicable
. Very . Somewhit Use at all T o - practical enough for your purposes? ........iccceereiosemsnnnnsnnns R 0313 . [
éoufse Useful ’ Useful _Useful ___s_________ S T Was there effective interaction within the group? ......... earaansans 11 7 1o O O
e ' 1) : N o 1 ' LR _ Were role playing and/or small group sessions helpful?........coceune e 11 a3 O
Planning 4 .(2) 3 .z _ 7 Did the hand-out material assist in the learning process? ......c...... 16 35 O -
. . i i =
Analysis . 4 (1) 3 (1) 2 (1) o 1 » . D. REACTION TO THE PROGRAM AS A WHOLE VC;{‘ To :on;e 1;105’
: = . . ‘ muc exten ata
Program Development 4 ‘ 3 - 2(2) 1 ; SR | To what extent did the program live up to your expectations? ...c.ceereersrees 07 a3 - O
v : , . ' : f If not. please explain: .
: 3 2 1 S
luation 4 - (1) .
Evalua _ (3) L Yes Maybe No
Would you recommend this program to others? ........icccoveemmcsneenescssnesans 320 01l O
. Please record your overall jeaction to this program by placing an 'x' in the appropriate box
. on the scale below. ‘
_ (31 Is {s{s{s] j2 ] [ J [ [ | ¢+ 1 §# 1 1 | |
o 20 19 18 17 16 15 4 13 42 11 10 9 8 7 6 S5 4 3 2 1
. 5 Excellent Good Fair Poor
o ; What subjects other than those presented at this session would you recommend for future programs?
)
% Your Name Organization
| Title Mailing Address
- Thank you.
NOTE: FOR FURTHER COMMENT PLEASE WRITE ON REVERSE SIDE.
: B © 1976 The Protessional Institute of AMA. 135 West S0th Street, New York, N.Y. 10020. All rights reserved. Printed in the United States
R of Amenica. Contents may not be reproduced in wholce or in part without the express permission of tie Associations.
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Abhbreviated Evaluation Report
on the
CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGEMENT COURSE
prgsented by
Southeastern Criminal Justice Training Center
The Florida State University

Jackson, Mississippi
December 15 - December 18, 1980

Submitted to:

John Moxley
Government Project Monitor
Law Enforcement Assistance ‘Administration

Submitted by:

Ezra S. Krendel
Professor of Operations Research
The Wharton School
University of Pennsylvania

February 7, 1981
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INTRODUCTION

This evaluation is different from the four evaluations of this course
as it was presented by each of the other Criminal Justice Training Centers
(CITC's), in that the independent evaluator was not present. LEAA had suggested
his attendance at the Criminal Justice Management Course which was presented by
the University of Southern California CJTC at the same time as this course.
The faculty of the University of Southern California course had not been observed
by this evaluator before. Two of the faculty members at the Florida State
University course had also taught at the Washburn University presentation where

the independent evaluator previously had the opportunity to observe their per-
formance.

It was, possible, however, to obtain some useful data on the Florida
State University course. Questionnaires to which participant responses had
been obtained at the other CJTC courses had provided both quantitative and sub-
jective inputs to the evaluator. Due to the helpful cooperation of Mr. Henry
Weisman, Director of the CJTC at Florida State University, the same questionnaires
were distributed to this group of participants and then sent to the evaluator.
On the generally accepted premise that: "Half a loaf is better than none at allt",
these questicnnaire data were used to prepare this report. They provide a link

to the evaluations of othér courses, and as such contribute to the final pro-
gram evaluation.

The course was held at the Downtowner Motor Inn in Jackson, MS, and
followed this schedule fairly closely:

Module I 8:30 am  to 10:30am 12/15/80
Module II 10:45 am to 11:45 am 12/15/80
1:00 pm to 5:15 pm
8:30 am to 12 noon 12/16/80
1:15 Pm to 3:00 pm
Module III 3:15 pm to 4:00 pm 12/16/80
8:30 am to 12:15 pm 12/17/80
Module IV  1:30 pm to 5:00 pm 12/17/80
8:30 am to 12 noon 12/18/80
Summary 12 noon to 1:00 pm 12/18/80

The participants, all of whom came from Mississippi, are listed in
Appendix A together with their affiliations and an aggregated description of
their professional backgrounds. Of the 27 participants who filled in the
background forms on 12/15/80 (two more arrived on 12/16/80) 23 came from
operational agencies, 3 from SPA and 1 from a youth court. Twenty of the
participants had the primary role of manager. None had the primary role of
planner. Fifteen had more than 5 years of experience in criminal justice, 7
had 2 to 5 years and 5 were just starting in the field. The faculty and a re-
source person are also listed in this appendix.




QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS

Module I - Roles and Responsibilities of the Criminal Justice
Administrator -~ Appendix B

Module II - The Criminal Justice Administrator and the Planning
Process -- Appendix C

Module III -~ Organizing and Implementing Criminal Justice Agencies,
Activities and Programs —-- Appendix D

Module IV - Controlling -- Appendix E

Overallevaluation and AMA Professional Institute questionnaire --
Appendix F 3

Each of the appendices listed above contains the questionnaire used
together with the number in parentheses of the respondents giving each rat-
ing. Comments on what was liked most and what was liked least in each
module are presented in paraphrase form but only when more than.one respon-
dent made a similar comment. The number of participants is in parentheses.

Comparisons across the four modules and across instructors are presented
in Table I where the percentage cf respondents who have ranked each of the first
three questions with either a 5 or a 4 is listed. Question #4 on available
time is treated differently. The tabulated percentage is 3+2+1/Total, following
the weak argument that a positive attitude is implied in moving from an assess-
ment of adequate time to the assessment that even more time was desirable.
Table II presents a similar array of percentages for the Case Study episodes
and exercises. The relatively low ranking assigned to the Change Agent Question-
naire can be attributed to a delay in the scoring procedures. A shortcoming
of the numerical ratings in comparison with the freely structured, volunteered
comments may be found in the ratings of Case Study Episode #8. The night before
- this episode was scheduled the family of one of the participants was kidrapped
and held for ransom. This participant left the course and Dr. Mandl used this
potential tragedy (tragedy was averted) as a theme for an unusually effective
session on stress management. In so doing the participants benefited from a
very valuable learning experience, but no time was available for Episode #8.
Episode #8's achievement of a 5+4/total % of 47 under these circumstances makes
numerical rankings suspect.

The final page of Appendix F is the standard AMA Professional Institute
evaluation form whose use makes possible the comparison with evaluation data
from a large number of professional development courses given by AMA. Such
comparaisons will be made as part of the final evaluation of data from all of
the previous CJTC presentations of this course. It is of interest to note the
response to Question D on the AMA form. The mean is 16.2, and the mode, a more
appropriate measure, is 16.5.
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Summary of Rankings of Modules

TABLE 1

from Appendices B,

Question )

Overall quality

Applicability to your
job

-

Weisman
Mandl
Wamsley
Fagin
Mandl
Wamsley

Available time

Module

SR T
e 8

I
II
IIT
Iv

I
II
III
v

I
II
IX:
III
v
v

I
II
IIT
Iv

taegr tt e wa e

544 /Total

71
100
95
95

57
85
86
91

93
100
100

95

95

95

3+2+1/Total %

63
44
64
67
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Episode

R

Episodes & Exercises

TABLE IT

Case Study Episcdes and Exercises
‘from Appendices B, C, D & E

‘Break—-out Group Activities

5+4/Total %

56
68
60
73
47

Individual Activities

5+4/Total %

3
Interpersonal Checklist Z;
Change Agent Questionnaire 62
6 86
Slack Time 86
7 95
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGEMENT COURSE

" "APPENDIX AT

-Professional Background of Participant

To fully evaluate this course it is necessary to have some information

about the professional status of participants.

You may use your Social

Security number to conceal your identity if you choose to remain anonymous.
The evaluator is not an employee of the American Management Associations

or the LEAA.
request anonymity.

1. The type of agency in which you work is:

3 a SPA

b RPU
c LPU
23 d Operational Agency

1 e Other (specify)_youth court

He will not reveal the identity of any respondents who

2. Your primary function now is:
a Generalist C.J. Planner
b Specialist C.J. Planner
2 ¢ Evaluator

1 d Analyst

.20

o

Manager

4 f Other (specify) watch sgt., court administrator, supervisor,

computer specialist.

3. Criminal Justice experience:

5 a 0 - 1 Years
7 b 2 - 5 Years
15 ¢ More than 5 Years

e e EERE S S S S e R th AL R e ot AEATETTY R IUTS AT T TN g TS
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If you have Criminal Justice expeiienée in a position or job
other than that identified in 3., please indicate position

title and number of years of experience:

e
et ———r—

4. Name Date

State:
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‘ APPENDIX A

Criminal Justice Management Course
December 15 - 18, 1980
Jackson, Mississippi
Participant Roster

Tye Ashford Donald Hocutt, Lt.
Criminal Justice Planning Commission MS Department of Corrections
723 N. President St. Parchman, MS 38738
Jackson, MS 39201

David Kirtley, Sgt.
Anderson Bradford Jackson Police Department
MS Department of Corrections Jackson, MS 39205
Charleston, MS .

Charles Lee
Kenneth L. Bridges, Lt. MS Department of Corrections
Jackson Police Department Parchman, MS 38738
Jackson, MS 39205

Gary Mann

'Becky Cade Regional Supervisor

Criminal Justice Planning Commission

Department of Youth Services
723 N. President St.

407 Woolfolk Office Building

Jackson, MS 39201 . Jackson, MS 39201
G. G. Collins Clyde Miller, Lt.
Circuit Court Administrator

Jackson Police Department
Hinds County Courthouse " » Jackson, MS 39205

Jackson, MS 39201

Patricia Newman
Harold J. Cooper Planning Specialist
Assistant Superintendent Department of Youth Services
QOakley Campus, Downing Road 407 Woolfolk Office Building
Raymond, MS 39154 Jackson, MS 39201

Jesse Cline, Sgt. : Steven Njemanze
Jackson Police Department Criminal Justice Planning Commission
Jackson, MS 39205 723 N. President St.

Jackson, MS 39201
Glenn B. Cumberland, Capt.

Jackson Police Department John Osborne

Jackson, MS 39205 Regional Supervisor

Department of Youth Services

Lou Davis, Sgt. 407 Woolfolk Office Building
Jackson Police Department _ Jackson, MS 39201

Jackson, MS 39205

Mary Riddley, Sgt.
Michael L. Dill, Sgt. Jackson Police Department
Jackson ‘Police Department Jackson, MS 39205

Jackson, MS 39205

Doug Sproat, Director
Hinds County Youth Court
400 E. Silas Brown
Jackson, MS

Dianne Evans
Jackson Police Department
Jackson, MS 39205

Richard Hart
Communications Division
Jackson Police Department
Jackson, MS 39205

Butch Townsend, Chief
Pelahatchie Police Department
Pelahatchie, MS
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£x Ferticipant's Mase SPA
“ - RPY
L Vate __ 35/15/80 LU
o ‘ aP AG
£ LEAA
o OTHER

Participant Roszter
Page 2

Roger D. Vanlandingham, Major
MS Department of Corrections
Parchman, MS 38738

T

James V. Williams, Superintendent ' ; £

Ozkley C » D i Road o L3z . .
B o2 pewing Roa Participant Evaluation - iodule I: ROLES AND RESPONSIDILITIES OF THE CRIHINAL
: | . i JUSTICE ADiINISTRATOR

Willie E. Winn, Lt.

Jackson Police Department 2 ' . . e e ‘ X
Jackson, MS 39205 ; o PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE HUMBER

Tommy Ross ’ . : L}‘ ‘ ] . ant - s P

MS Department of- Corrections é S 1. How do you rat€ the overall quality of this lesson module?

Parchman, MS 38738 ' g o 5 2 "
t - : ' 3 . 2 . -

Excellent lﬁoor.

Walter Jones ﬁ 7
Jirector - Counselor ' - v £ (6) (13) (L) 7
Project Unity Youth Center ‘ C 2.

, A Hou do you rate the module! tent in te i icability
130 West Academy Street ﬁ oo you l0etIe s content n terms of its applicability to your

o
) canton, MS 39046 job

J. T. Purnell, Sgt. | \ v)fl 4 3 2 1
Jackson Police Department . : -} ey Minimaily

Useful . Usef
Jackson, MS 39205 ) (4) (11) (1) (8) (3) seful

FACULTY = " 3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,
J A. Fagin, Ph.D knouledge and ability to address vour nzeds?
ames A. Fagin, .D. . . ’
2711 Eaz?tlooizsizriit 4137 ) .. ff Weisman 5 (13) £4(12) 3(2) 2 1
ansas City, u S ) ' 3 5 4
| 3 S ' . » - : 3
Harold J. Mandl, Ph.D. . . 'f Excellent
R.R. #2 Box 104 : .
Colton, south Dakota 57018

™

1
Poor

i 4. Vhat do you feel about the appropriateness in i 3 d
Gary L. Wamsley, Ph.D. P ne appror of time given to the module?

P 110 williams Hall : : - 5 4 3 ,
Virginia Polytechnic Institute .. . : 1 Too Much -
and State University e b (1) (9) (9) (7)
Blacksburg, Virginia 24061 | 5. How do you rate your group exercise?

1
Too i ittle
(1)

: Henry Weisman, Director, SE CJTC Dy Episode 1 5 4 3 ”

¥ School of Criminology Excellent b
The Florida State University . oor
Tallahassee, Florida - 32306 (2) (13) (11) (1)

OBSERVER/RESOURCE PERSON (AMA)

RS ST

-4

2 Ms. Marcia Ladd
405 Polk Street |
Raleigh, North Carolina 27604 o
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2

" Participant Evaluation: HModule I (con't)
6. What did you 1ike most in this module?
Explanation of specific roles and the uses of power (10); Clarity of

definitions (5); The case study (3); Applicability of the material (3)

7. What did you Tike least in this module?

The way coercive power was used (2)
Not enough time for the case study (2)

* * * * *

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT MODULE ONE

Page 2

13297:12Y
GB/1jm
9/3/80

s gt AR TR

APPENDIX C

Participant's Hame , SPA

Date 12/16/80 . LPU

-

Participant Evaluation - Module II:

RPU

OP AG
LEAA
OTHER

T

4.

. How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson modujeg

THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMINISTRATOR
AND THE PLANNING PROCESS

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

-

ool RAR L TITI)

5 4 3 2 1
Excellent . e Poor
T (14) (13)

How do you rate the module's content in terms of its app11cab1]1ty to your

JOb? ‘ - ) . i .J)[LL.
5 4 3 2 - 1
Very Minimally
Useful ’ ' - Useful
(2) (14) (4)

How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching sty]e,
knou]edge and ability to address your needs?
Mandi 5 (21) 4 (6) 3 2 1
Wamsley 5 (199 4 (8) 3 2 1 .

Excellent Poor

What do you feel about the appropriateness of time givem to the module?

5 4 . 3 2 ‘ ‘ 1 E
Too(gwch (13) (11) (1) Too Little

N S et s s w5




Participant Evaluation: Module II (con't) Page

5. How do you rate your group exercises?

Episode 2 5(4) 4 (13) 3 (8) 2 1

Episode 4 5(7) 4 (8) 3 (10) 2 1

(Team Exercise)

Episode 5 '5 (6) "4 (13) 3N 2 1
Excellent : Poor

6. How do you rate your individual exercises?

Episode 3 5 (6) 4 (11) 3(7) 2 1
Excellent " Poor
Interpersonal )
- Checklist ' . .8 ({9) 4 (13)- 3 (4) 2 (1) 1l
’ Excellent : ‘Poor
change Agent . : 5 (5) 4 (11) 3(7) 2 (3) 1

Questionnaire Excellent

7. What did you like most in this module?
Understanding management concepts, techniques and decision making (5);

- Episode #5 (5); Individual exercises for self-awareness (5); Participation (4)j

Conflict resolution (3); &Applicability (2)

8. What did you like least in this module?
Too little class participation (2)
* * * ¥* *

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT MODULE TWO

Poor -

13297:12Y
GB/1jm
9/3/80

S L R

R e A .

T i e

Participant's Name .
77777 SPA

Date RPU
12/17/80 LPU

_ . 0P AG
° . ' LEAAR ~——

OTHER

Participant Evaluation - Module III: ORGANIZING AND IMPLEMENTING CRIMINAL
JUSTICE PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER

1. How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?
5 4
Excellent 3 2 Pl
(7) (14) (1) oor.
2. How do you rate t ' : .
Job? y e the module's content in terms of jts applicability to your
Vesv * 3 2 1
Useful , | -:animany
sef
(6) (13) _ (2) (1) !

3. How do you rate the instr i
uctor in terms of clarity.. ]
knowledge and adility to address your needs? Y teaching style,

ragln Excgllent * 3 ¢ Péor
(11) (10) © (1)
4. What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the hodu]e?
ToosMuch ) ’ ¢ '
(8) (11 (2) Toilgittle

o R et s nn i s P i



Participant Evaluation: Module III (con't) Page 2

5. How do you rate your group exercises?
' ) 3. 2(1) 1
Episode 7 5 "(11) 4 (10) pons
6 How do you rate your individual exercises :
* . - - 2
Episode 6 5(10) -4 (9) 3 (3)
- B : . 1
"glack Time" 5 '(9) 4 (10) 3(2) 2(1) bor
Excellent

7. What did you 1ike most in this module?

éése Séudy #7 (5); Group work (4); PERT (3); Applicability (3)

8. what did you l1ike least in this module?
Slack time (3)

» * * *® * *

PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT MODULE THREE

13297:33Y
GB/1jm
y 9/3/80

ey s

RO =

3 APPENDIX E
Participant's Name SPA
, RPU
Date 12/18/80 ; LU
OP AG
LEAA
OTHER
Participant Evaluation - Module IV: CONTROLLING
PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE NUMBER
1. How do you rate the overall quality of this lesson module?
5 (11) 4(9) 3 2 1 (L)
Excellent Poor

2. How do you rate the module's content in terms of its applicability to your

Jjob? :
5 (10) 4 (10) 3 (2) 2 1
Very Minimally

Useful Usefu]

3. How do you rate the instructor in terms of clarity, teaching style,
knowledge and ability to address your needs?

Mandl . 5 (17) 4 (4) 3(1) 2 ' 1
Wamsley 5(13) 4 (8) 3(1) 2 1
5 4 3 2 1

Excellent Poor

4. What do you feel about the appropriateness of time given to the module?

5 4 3 2 1
Too Much Too Little
(7) (11) (3)

g e e A At b g
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rFarLicipany nvalualiuils  mMuudie v (LUt vy ! ‘ i l
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5. How do you rate your individual exercises? Lo ‘
1 ;
. 4 3 2 !
Episode8 S Poor : CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGEMENT COURSE i
Excellent - 7 (2) : t
1
(1) ' Overall Course Evaluation
_ i '
6. What did you 1ike most in this module? ] : ;
: 4 how to apply Lo ‘
. i t available management tools an g ; ) : . ‘
Mandl on stress (8); Learning about a 3 a Participant's Name Date -12/18/80 '
5); ) ¥ oty ' ' =
Mot?i?tion (2); Open discussions (2) i r
§ . CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER- TO INDICATE YOUR RATING OF THE FOLLGHING
7. What did you 1ike least in this module? I ' COMPONENTS OF THIS COURSE:
. ) g i . Very . Somewhat Dissat-
(4 3 3 .. : e . P - : g
Too little time l o o o ‘ Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied isfied
§ ‘ _Component (4) (3) (2) (1)
* * * * * L ; ' .
.. ¢ Training Methods -
‘ THREE . g, .
r ENERAL OR SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT MODULE ; , .
PLEASE WRITE BELOW ANY OTHER GEN : " Lectures 4 (13) 3 (8) 2 (1) 1
Case Study 4 (7) "3 (14) 2 (1) 1
3
Materials
- Student guide ‘4 (13) .3 (7 2 (1) 1
Ty . Visual aids 4 (15) L 3.(4) 22 1
‘ . .
Training Flow
B i i 10 9) "2 (2 1)
13267:33Y B | Time given to 1e?Epres 4 (10) 39 .2 ) ‘ 2
GB/1jm ’ Time gi ‘ "3 '
iven t kshops 4 X
9/3/80 - ® g © workshops 4 (10) 3 (8) 2(3) A1)
j Logical sequence of 4 (14) 3 (a) 2 ‘ 1
; modules
B
i& | Training Staff
Lecturers 4 (15) 3 (6) 2 ,(l) 1 ’
; . Small group
| facilitators 4 (14) 3 (6) 2 (2) 1
‘ | Ambience of Training !
: Opportunity for ques-
2 tions/discussions 4 (17) 3 (5) 2 1
| |
\ 5 s ~ . {(Continunmd on revarse) . :
e Tr e s wnll L mmemo e e . A - s : R el T s e e 8 e




.

Evaluate the following general characteristics of the course by circling the
pProper number: :

Very Somewhat Of no
Ttems Useful Useful Useful Use at all
Usefulness of the entire
course 4(8) 3 (11) 2 (1) 1
Comparison of this course
to other professional
raining pxograms you " e o .
have attended 4(8) 3(10). 2 (1) 1
Appropriateness of inform-
ation presented to your ° ) '
job setting 4(7) 3(10) 2 (2) 1 (1

If you have taken any of the following criminal justice courses, please
evaluate them. : N
T .

. Very Somewhat Of no
Course Useful Useful Useful Use at all
Planning ' 4 . 3 : ' 2 1
Analysis s s T2 1
Program Development . 4 L “3 : 2 1
Evaluation . 4 ' '}_._"'3 e 2 "1

0

The responses to this question were so inconsistent with those for past

- - courses that they were all scrapped on the grounds that the participants
misunderstood the question.

-
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DATE

A,

v PROGRAM COMMENT SHEET APPENDIX F

. 12/18/80

LOCATICNM .

Jackson, Mississippi

Over the years, comments made through this medium have resuited in more steps for program cnlarpement or upgrading than
any other source. Please help us by compieting this form thoughtfully. Thank you.

PROGRAM SUBJECT MATTER

Please indicate the benefits you derived from this progrzm. Insights and knowledge about avaiiable management

technigues_and skills (12);

Understanding planningand techniques for organizing (3)

What suggestions do you have regarding the subject matter, sequence, or other?

Self-awareness (3); Time Management (2); Controlling (2)

Subjects of Most interest Stress management (6); Planning and methods for organizing {4);

Subjects of Least interest PERT (2)

B. PROGRAM TRAINER(S) - Please indicate how you feel about the way the trainer(s) conducted the program.

Check the box best representing your rating.
Name Excellent Good Fair Posr
Jim Fagin 0O 9 (i M 0O
Hal Mandl = 16 s O D
Gary Wamsley 14 O7 O ]
Hank Weisman ___ s a4 i [:1
Comments:

C. METHODS OF INSTRUCTION - Please check the box that best represents your reactions to the instructional
methods used. Very To some Not Not
Were the RIpREIREERGand case studies much so extent at all applicable

practical enough for your purposes? ...c..cccesininesernessaeens wee o 1 O
Was there effective interaction within the group? ......... reserensas s O 7 O O
Were role playing and/or small group ssssions helpful?.......coveeene. [114 O s Cl O
Did the hand-out material assist in the learning process? ............. Clie O e O O

D. REACTION TO THE PROGRAM AS A WHOLE Very To some Not

much extent at all
To what extent did the program live up to your expectations? ....ccceeveveneens O 14 O s O
If not. pleasc explain:

Yes Maybe No
Waould you recommend this program 10 others? ........ceeevcicsecessionaeisnenccnans 0 21 0O 1 0

Please record your overall reaction to this progrum by placing an “x' in the appropriate box
on the scale below.

(20 Talololsiolal T T T a0 T T T 1T 1T 71
20 19 18 17 16 15 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7T 6 S 4 3 2 }
Exceilent Good Fair Poor

What subjects other than those presented at this session would you recommend for future programs?

;1" » Your Name
k Title

Organization

Mailing Address

Thank you.
NOTE: FOR FURTHER COMMENT PLEASE WRITE ON REVERSE SIDE.

» © 974 The Professional Institute of AMA, {38 West SOth Street. New York, N.Y. 10020, All nghis reserved. Printed in the United States

of Amenica. Contents may not be reproduced in whole or tn part without the express permission of the Associations,
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Instructor Guide

CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGEMENT COURSE
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