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Introduction

’This final evaluatiqn report includes the assess-
ment of the first fesidency period, the field consulta-
tion'éhase of the projeet, and the second residency
peeiod of’the‘strategic Management in Corrections Con-
ference. This program was conducted by the Management
and Behavioral Science Center (MBSC) of the Wharton
School of the University of Pennsylvania. It was
sponsored by the Law Enfofcement Assistance Administra-
tion under the auspices of the National Institute of

Corrections.

our firm was contracted to conduct an evaluation

-of all the above mentioned phases and the project in

its entirety. It should be noted that our process
requires less scientific "objectivity" than most other
project evaluafions. It was our function to supply
MBSC with ongoing information relevant te the different
phases ofktheir program. This supply of’information

enabled MBSC staff tofmake,adjustments in strategy and

focii of the’program as it Qas developed and implemented.

Therfore, it should be noted that our goais included

not only the develbpment of an objective evaluation,
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but also the impvaement of the program in an ongoing

nature.
The program as presented by MBSC was designed to
focus on a strategic management process by which organ-

izations can develop and use adaptive learning concepts.

"The process:

A. identifies and assesses the impact of forces in the
organization's environment,

B. establishes organizational goals in a context of
conflicting values,

C. determines organizational needs and opportunities,

D. generates alternatives to meet these needs and oppoxr-

tunities,
E. specifies the resources required and the ways of
generating them,
F. selects the most viable alternaoive and designs an
'appropriate‘organizational and management system,
G. implements,-evaluates, and controls'thé solution.
In order to occomplish the above seven foci of
thé program, MBSC presented a £hree phase pfoject to
its client system. These three phases inclﬁded:
A. The'fiist phaée of‘the:program Wés‘an elexen day

\
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residency workshop iﬁjﬁhiladelphio. The foci ﬁhe
workshop were to presént speakers and discussion.
groups in order to introduce the partioipants to the
conceét of strategic management, to help participants
develop strategy fof dealing wioh "back home" prob—

lem areas, and finally, to develop a contract for a

~ second phase of the program.

B.

The second phase of the program involved a field -
consultation effort by MBSC étaff.f The field con-

sultation effort was to reinforce 1ea;nings.preseot—

"ed and developed during the first residency period.

It was also to offer primary assistance to partici-

pants as they attempted new problem solving technol- |

ogies in their baok home systems.

The third and finai“bhase of the project was a oné
week resiéencvaorkshop held in'Philadelphia. wThe
purpose of the second resideocy period was to rein-

force 1earnings.accrued.during.the first two phases

fof the program. It was also to solicit from partic-

ipants problems and issues”they were having as they

attempted to implement the new techh010gies‘and

methodologies they had developed. This final phase
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of the program in one sense Qas ah ending, in another
sense it wasrmérely‘a cbntinuance of an on-going pro-
cess,

In some ways the major evaluation effort was con-
ducted during the first residency period. The reasons
for this are clear giﬁeﬁ the goals of the evaluatiqn
element of the project. We_mﬁst recall that the goals
were to evaluate and supply MBSC staff with data that
could help them improve the program as’it was developing
and beingvimplemented. Therefore, tofhave performed
the major scope of the evaluation at the end of the
project would have made us fall short of the primary
goal area. Evaluation data during the first residency
period were gathered in several ways. Short question-
naires were distributed daily. One half of the parti-
c1pants were asked to rate the prrnc1pal speaker for
that day. The other half were asked to rate the work
group activities. The Wharton staff then used .this
information to make éay-to-day program revisioﬁss The
evaluators used'fhis &ﬁfsrmarion to help generate areas
of concern andﬁspecific questions for the residency

evaluation. The results of these daily guestionnzires

Ny
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are not discussed in this report as their basic function
was not evaluation but féedback to staff,

Oon tha last day of the program a group interview
was csnducted with one quarter of the participants. The
interview was structured around a hypothetical situation.
The interviewess were asked to assume that they were
part of the NIC governing body requesting proposals for
a ten-day residency program for corrections managers.
They were asked what would be included in an ideal pro-
gram. They were also asked to discuss major foci of
the program.

In addition to the final day's interview, a ques-
tionnaire was distributed to all participants. This
includea open-ended, Likert—type,'descriptor differen-
tials, and scaled items. The items represented eight
areas of program assessment, includingé
A. participants{ analysis as to how well the objectives

stated by the Wharton staﬁﬁ*Were met,
B. part1c1pants' judgment of the quality of the program,
C. participants' pro;ectlons, based on the first resi-
dency experience, of the field and follow-up phases

of the program.
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participants' assessment of their own personal learn-
ing,
participants' expectations of the likelihood of insti-
tuiional improvement as a result of the program,
participants' perceptions of their own potency in
their respective organizations,
participants' reaotions to the arrangements for the
conference, |

participants' overall sense of gquality and activity

and personal impact.

From the data collection process an interim report was

written for NIC and MBSC.

That interim report included

- five major areas:

A.

Analysis of strengths and limitations of the program
for each of the above eightrareas of program assess~-
ment.

Participant suggestions from the interViews.
Evaluafion interim suggestions.

Evaluation Progress Report.
. Appendices --- collated and oategorized reports of

raw data.

The final report being presented here will be pre-

2®
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mised almost entirely on a questionnaire mailed to part-

icipants and colleagues of participants a month after the

completion of the second residency phase of the project.

This questionnaire included open ended, Likert type,

descriptor differentials, and scaled items. The items

represented the following areas of project assessment:

A.

participants' analysis as to how well the objectives
stated by the MBSC staff were met;

participants' judgment as to the quality of the pro-
gram, i.,e. their evaluation of the program,

participants' assessment of their own personal learn-

" ing and the project's impact on them personally,

Participants' assessment of the impact the project
had through them on their organizations,

Participants' perception of their own potency in their
respective organizations,

Participants’ reaction to the arrangements for both
residency phases of the project,

pParticipants' overall sense of quality, activity and
personal impact of the entire project,

Participants' colleagues' analysis as to how well the

objectives stated by the wna:ton staff were met,
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I. Participants' colleagues' perceptions of institution-
al/organizational improvement as a result of the
participants' participation in the program, and
finally,

J. Participants' colleagues' perception of the partici-
pants' potency in their respéctive organizations.

The majority of the discussion in this final report
will be drawn from the final evaluation questionnaires
sent to participants and their colleagues.*

The structure of this report will include:

A. Analysis of the strengths and limitations of the
program as seen by the participants,

B. Analysis of the program as seen by‘participants'
colleagues,

C. Consultant assessment and recommendations,

D. Appendix.

*25 participants and 70 “"colleagues" submitted final ques-
tionnaires. Colleagues included subordinates, peers and
superordinates of the participants. Of the 25 participants
submitting final questionnaires, four did not take part in
the second residency program. The data from these four
participants was scanned and was not significantly different
from the data of the other 21 participants,

®
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II. Analysis of the Strengths and Limitations of the Program
as seen by Participants.

A. Participants' analysis as to how well the objectives

st;ted by the MBSC staff were met.

Approximately 25% of the guestionnaire items were
designed to determiﬁe the degree to which major objec-
tives set.forth in the MBSC proposal were met.,

Before reviewing the substantive information we

must state initially that almost universally partici-

pants believe that the objectives of the MBSC program

were met.

Below we will list the percentages of respon-
dants who believed that objectives were met or not
met.> |
l. 100% of the participants believed that they now

possessed a better understanding of current

management techniques.

2. 100% of the participants felt that they were

better able to select management tools appro-
priate to their personal situation.
3. 88% of the participants believed that the pro-

gram aided their understanding of the appropriate




e

ar

3 | ' -10- | ¢ | -
balance between crisis managemeﬁt and strategic | 9. 48% of the respondents do not believe that the
management capabilities. (The remaining 12% were relationship of the correctional system to the
neutral in response to this area.) , | Judicial system was adequately explorea. (40%
4. 92% of the participants feel that they have devel- - ) neutral; 12% disagree.)
oped new insights into the particular managerial e 10. 44% of the participants believe that the relation-
problems they encéunter in a people processing -ship of the corréctional system to the Political
organization. (4% neutral response; 4% disagree.) - system was adequately explored. (20% neutral res-
5. 48% of thé respondénts believe that they have ponse; 36% disagree).
gained a more effective way of dealing with exter- , ' 11. 40% of the respondents believe that the relation-
al expectations of their performance. (politicians, | | ship of the correctional system to the community
ﬁj; community, etc.) (48% neutral; 4% disagree.) i;; was _not adequately explored. (36% neutral; 24%
6. 80% of the respondents believe that the program | disagree.)

. ‘ helped increase their understanding of the plan- ‘ K - S 12, We.shouid also note from the open ended questions
ning process in corrections.. (16% neutral, 4% ' that participants were able to restate clearly the
disagree.; - | : primary goals of the second workshop and were able

7. 84% of the participants belie;e that the program to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the ev§1ua-
increased their awareness of the appropriate con- ‘tion team that for them the workshop met those
ditions for the use of participative dgzigion SN - goals.

making. (8% neutral response; 4% no response.) . .
B. Another area of concern dealt with our desire to know

8. 96% of the respondents believed that their abili- , 5 .. _
_ how participants would assess various elements rele-

ty to identify and formulate problems has been .
. ; vant to the quality of the program. In some ways these

j

improved. 4% neutral. ‘ | (-
i : P (‘ ~ ) '(M> items deal with feelings about different elements of the
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program. But more importantly they are usually indi- process resulted in an appropriate group of part-

cators of whether or not people will leave a program icipants. (12% neutral; 8% disagree; 4% no res-
and xreturn back to their home institutions and recom- ponse,)

mend the program to their colleagues. The responses 7. 76% of i¢1e respondents feel that the program addres-

in the area of program evaluation include:

1‘.

96% of the participants believe that the resources

sed the needs they personally brought to the work-

shops. (12% neutral; 12% disagree.)

they encountered throughquf thé project were rele- 8. 90% of the participants believe that contact with

vant to the real situations with which correction them prior to the second residency workshop was

managers are confronted. (4% neutral.) adequate. (20% neutral; 12% disagree; 8% no res-
2. 80% of the respondents believe that the presenta- ponse.)

tions were specific or translatable to the correc- ég} 9. 92% of the respondents found the one week second

tiong setting. (16% neutral; 4% no response.) residency program to bé a rewarding experience.
3. 88% feel that presenters and facilitaﬁors were‘ (4% neutral; 4% no response.)

open to learning from the expertise of partici- 10. 60% believe that the purposes ang goals of the-

6.

pants during the workéhops. (12% neutral.)

'96% of the participants feel that the program staff
were responsive to the expressedAneeds and the sug-

gestions of the participants. (4% disagree.)

60% believe that discussion groups helped them in
their problem formulation and strategy development.
(16% neutral; 24% disagree.)

76% of the partidipants“believe»that the selection

11,

12.

"Back Home" field consultation phase of the pro-
gram were clear to tﬁem. (16% neutral; 20% dis-
agree; 4% no response,) |

72% of the participants believe thét-the purposes
and goals of the one week spring residency progrém
were clear to them. (20%'neutral} 8% disagree.)
88% ‘of the participants believe tﬁat there was a

satisfactory dialogue between staff and participants.‘

3
%
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(8% neuwtral; 4% disagree.)

13. BO% of the respondents feel that the MBSC staff

practiced their management model in the planning
and implementation of the entire program. (8% neu-

tral; 8% disagree; 4% no response. ),

In addition to the above percentages we may note the

following areas which were discussed by participants.
Participants did not express any strong feelings that
there was ény great omission from the program. Some
helieve that the program would have benefitted from
greater specificity in areas of problem identifica-
ﬁimn and problem specialization. Some believe that
more case écudies would have been beneficial. Some
believe that more frequent ové:views of the entire
proj@cn would have been helpful. 1In general however,
no ong¢ area stood out singularly as a severe omission.
The same type of analysis appears to be true in terms
of the elements of the program participants like to
see expanded. Apparently the résponses in £h£$ aréa

indicate that pa:sonal preference rather than pro-

.grammatic concerns dictated responae. For example,

areas of'@xpansion desxxe by the partxcxpants inclu~

TSR S

»®
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b

ded the foilowing: increased use of case studies, a
good cost benefit analysis presentation, more of Eric
Trist - on any subject, more time on the planning
pfocess, etc.

Participants believe that the discussionkgrogps
in the second workshop were of benefit to them. They
were-rated anywhere from very helpful to excellent.
They were also seen as an imérovement over the first
residency period, which would indicate the responsive-
ness of MBSC staff to the needs as expressed by the
participants during the first workshop. Participants
characterized the theory preseﬁtations during the
enti:e conferche as excellent, goéd, excellent, very
good, some of the best that i've séen, the first two
weeks outétanding - third Qeek not as good but still

interesting.

Participants' assessment of their own personal learn-
iné‘and the projects' impact on them personally.
It is difficult to differentiate among question-

naire¢items that are likely to predict personal versus

organizational impacto ‘In the long run, there is an

“ interaction between each of these qualities. For
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example, if the workshop in fact, has a dramatic effect
or dramatic impact on an individual it is likely through

that individual, if he holds a key position in his

organization, to impact the organization. Therefore,

the area of personal impact and the next afeahwhich

will deal with perceived organizational impac; should

at thé very least be seen as highly correlative items.

Possibly, given sufficient time, they may be ih fact

one item. Withiﬁ this framework let us now examine

that information which we béiieve ét the present time
regponds to personél impact. |

1. 92% of the participants believe that the project
ﬁaﬁ an impact on them as they returned to their
aganciés or organizations. (4% neutral; 4% no
response.)

2, 68% of the participants believe that other workshop
participants learned from their pérsonal expertise.
(32% neutral.) |

3. 88% of thevréspondents believe that:they learned
from the personal expertise of the other workshop

‘participants. (8% neutral; 4% disagree.)

4. 52% of the respondents feel that they received in-

-17-.
creased learning or help duringrthe back home field
consultation phase of the program. >(36% neutral;
4% disagree; 8% no response,)

5. 92% of the reSpgndents feel that they received
increased léarﬁing or help during the one week res-
idency program}in_the sp:ing. (4% neutral; 4% no
requnse.) N | |

6. 84% of the respondents suggested that they would
maintain professional contact with some of the-
participants they met during the workshop. (12%

'neutralf 4% aisagree.)
The establishment of an informal network of
professionals in the field of corrections was an un-
stated but desired result of the MBSC project. From

the information given in this last statement under

personal impact, we believe that there is a fair like-

‘lihood that this objective of the program will also

be met.

Participants' assessment of the impact the project had
through them on their organizations,

As stated in the prior:.section, it is somewhat
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difficult to sort out the differences between personal
impact and organizational impact. However, in this
section of the report we will again try to make that

distinction even though it is a fine one. In this .. ... . . .

‘sa&tiﬁn.cf‘the xaport we will look at those items which

we believe are present and future indicators of the

impact the MBSC program will have on participants'

organizations. Key information in this area includes:

+l. B8% of the participants believe that they are able

to identify clear applications of the ideas presen-
ted throughout the MBSC project to issues in their é;;
own organizations or systems. (12% neutral.)
2, 64% of the participants were able to develop ;
clear strategy for use in their organization or
system, (24% neutral; 12% disagree,)
3. 44% of the respondents say that the problem issue
that they brought to the first workshop was ;de-
- quately dealt with and resolved in their back
home agency. (28% neutrél; 24% disagree; 4% no
response,)

e,

4. 96% of the respondents intend or havg already

shared materials and/or learnings with members of azg

=19~

their organization or system. k4% neutfal,)

5. 84% of the respondents believe that learnings they
gathered during the conference will help them to be
teachers in their own systems.’ (8% neutral; 4%
disagree,)

6. 72% of the respondents believe that they have al-
ready had a positive impact as a result of their
experience in the MBSC program on their back home
agency or organiéation. (24% neutral; 4% no
response.)

In addition to the above information we must note
that participants believe that their agencies ga;ned
certain benefits from their attendance at this pro-
gram. Among the benefits that they saw their agencies
as gaining included: more dynamic and aggressive
leadership, improved?orgahizationalIbng—range planning,
better understanding of the change process as it re-
lates to corrections, better ability to define a pro- .
blem and then to become involved in a problem solving
process, and finally, improved cbmmunication in érgan-

izations.
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Participants' perception of their own potency in their
respective organizations. |

One central issue that must alwéys be asked in a
gquestionnaire of this type deals with the ptency of an

individual in his back home agency or organization. By

potency we refer to the participants' perception of his

position in the power-system in his agency or institu-
tion. A participant récognizing his level cof potency

as high would be stating that within his organization

or agency he has the ability to impact, effect, or

create change within that system. A participant recog-

nizing a low level of potency for himself in his agency

or institution would be recognizing his inability to

create change, effect, or impact his system. 1In rela-

tionship to potency, 88% of the respondents feel that

they had power to create change in their back home

agency or organization. (4% neutral; 8% disagree.)

Paréiéipanks‘ reaction to thg axfangements forkboth
residency phases of the préjéét.

'Participants generally felz?quite satisfied wi%h
the physicé?‘arrangements for the program. In this

regard:

-21-

l. 60% feel that advance information was satisfactory.
(20% neutral; 11% disagree; 4% no response.)

2. 84% believe that instfuctional materials were
‘satisfactory. (8% neutral; 4% disagree; 4% no
response.,)

3. 88% feel that treatment by staff was satisfactory.

(4% neutral; 4% disagree, 4% no response.)

Participants' overéll éense of quality, activity and
personal impact of the entire project.

Two instruments were used to gain a global sense
of participant response. One of these is the Course
Description form (open ended question #12). Thié

instrument is scored in two ways. It is scored for

“evaluative tone by assigning each statement a +1

(positive assessment), 0 (neutral or descriptive
statement), or a -1 (negative assessmeﬁt). Theée are
summed for each person and may be averaged to deter- |
mine a group mean; in this éase 3.2. a

In addition, this instrument is scored for impaét,

i.e. how much indication the respondent gives that he

has been diféctly affected by his experience in the
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' course. The entire response is read and then rated

on a four-point sééle, according to the fbllowing

criteria: N

l. No impact: the fpcu;Xis entifely-on description of
the course, not on how the participant was affected
by it.

2. Inferred ihpact{vthe student mentions some of his
pgrsonal experiences but is not explicit about how
they affected him.

3. Limited impact: the‘respondent makes intermittent
comments about how the experience has contributed
to either attitudinal changes, emotional graw;h,
development of learning skills, or acquisition of
knowledge.

4. Sustained impact: the respondent focuses on his self-
development in the course.

The data from this instrument are included in the

appendix. No interpretation is offered since it is

- suspected that scores may have been depressed because

the instrument was imbedded in a much longer ques-
tionnaire., 1In previous research, this instrument

.(item #15) was used in isolation; not as a part of a

PEd

" ’_‘ %%mm%%% . . ”“

-23~
part of a larger testing mechanism;

The final instrumental analysis consisted of a
se;ies of descriptor differentials (e.g. 0Old....New).
An examination of the weigﬁted end of these scales
creates a descriptive tone for the residency program.
This tone allows for a participaﬁ% "gestalt" concep-
tual fraﬁework to be presented. The weighted descrip-
tors were:

l. New

2. Stimulating
3. Involved

4, Useful

5. Satisfied
6. Happy

7. Active

8. Organized.
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H. Participants' colleagues' analysis as to how well the
objectives stated by the Wharton Staff were met,*

From the information supplied by the colleagues
of the respondents we may make the following assess-
ments of how well objectives were met. In relaticn-
ship to the participant who attended from their back
home agency:

1. 89% of their colleagues felt that he was better able
to select management tools appropriate to his situa-
tion. (lQ% neutral.)

2., 58% of the colleagues felt that the participant
gained a more realistic way of dealing with egternél
expectations of his performance'(politicians, com-
munity, etc.) (36% neutral;'4% disagreef)

3. 76% of the colleagﬁes believed that the MBSC program

helped increase the participants' understanding of

* It should be .recalled that there were 68 questionnaires sub-

mitted by colleagues of participants in the MBSC Strategic
Management Program. Colleagues are defined as peers, sub-
ordinates, and superordinates of those participants. This
data was solicited on a veluntary and random basis. There-
fore, we have every expectation that it represents a valid

sample of the collegial response of all participants. It is

our assumption that these questionnaires if administered ran-
domly as requested, will have neutralized such intervening
variables as history and experimentor bias.

*®
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the planning process im.corrections. (19% neutral;
4,5% disagree.)

72% of the collegial group felt that the MBSC pro-

‘gram improved the participants' ability to identify

and formulate problems. (26% neutral; 1.5% dis-

agree.)

I. Participants' colleagues' perceptions of institutional/

organizational improvement as a result of the partici-

pants' participation in the program.

Earlier in this report we dealt with the partici-

pants' belief of their ability to have organizational‘

impact. Frequently perceptions of participants in a

program can be biased in terms of wanting the program

to succeed or wanting to see their role different than

it is. As above in objectives it is critical that we

look at the colleagues' view of whether or not they

see their participating members as having impact on

their back home agency or organization. 1In relation-

ship to this we should note that:

1.

47% of the collegial group felt that the partic-
icipant could identify clear applications of the

ideas presented in the MBSC program to issues in
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his organization or system. (42% neutral or no ’ J. Participants' colleagues' perception of the partici-
opinion; 8.5% disagree.) pants' potency in their respective organizations.

2. 60% of the colleague group felt that the partici- ‘ As we suggested under the section marked Partici-
pant from their organi;ation was now able to dev- . pant Potency it is critical that the group attending
@lo? a clear strategy for use in his organization : the MBSC program be-one which would not only learn a
or system. (38% neutral.) model of strategic management but would have éhe abil-

3. 50% of the colleague group believed that the problem : ity to implant such a model in their organization or
issue the participant brought to the first workshop | system. This sbility infers a certain degree of po-
wias adequately dealt with and resolved in the back | ‘tency within that system. Participants themselves,
home agency ér institution. (41% neutral; 5,5%. | : as you may'recall, gelieved that they have such po-
diﬁagxee.) ' Q;; téncy. The colleagues of those participants do not

4. 77% of the colleague group stated that participants o '. disagree with them. 80% of that collegial group beiieved
shared materials and/or learnings with members of | . that the participant from their back homé‘agenCy or
his back home organization or system. (13% neutral; | institution had the power to create-change.’ 14% of this
10% disaggee.) ) , group fesponded neutrally and 4.?% disagreed. In relaf

5. 80% of the coilegiai group believed that the parti- ‘v ‘ tionship to the participant group this is an increase
cipant in the MBSC program had a positive‘impact ofi ih the neutral area aﬁd a decrease in the disagreement
his'back,home-agency or organization as a result of | , - area.

that program. (14% neutral; 4.5% disagree.) . : g .
‘ III. Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations of thehEvaluatlon

There appears to be little question from the o
. eam.

"above data that participants were seeneas having ‘ o e e s . "
' : It should be noted that the positively oriented data

impact on their organizations in various ways. This i&% , L - .
' generated by the interim evaluation and recorded in the

is a glaa: strength of the MBSC program,

“ . o . . b
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interim report has been upheld and substaintiated by the
final evaluation data and report. The evaluation team
wiig extremely impressed with the data generated at both
points in the project. There seems to be no doubt in the
minds of any of the evaluation team members that the
Maﬂag@mantland Behavioral Science Center has done anything
but the highest quality work.

One must remember that final questionnaires were
gubnmitted by 25 pa:ticipants;7 0f this group it is_likely
that several people did not attend the second workshop
raaid@ngy program (several so indicated on their question-
naires). 'Given these conditions it is possible but very
unlikely that the data is slightly biased. The evalua-
taxs'haliav@Athat such biases are balanced and therefore
neutralized so as not to effect the results and recom-
mendations of this report.

~ We belicve that for the most part the data stand on

its own and the summaries presented abdve'should help

'ahy reader isolate very Quickly‘the areas of most signif-

icant strength of the program. However, we believe one

area of strength must be highlighted if the MBSC is being

conasidered for additonal programs. The area that we
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must stress again is the desire for and the ability of
the MBSC staff to listen to and react to feedback by
evaluators and participants. At the end of the first
residency period- the weakest element of the program
pointed out to MBSC staff was that of the functioning

of the small discussion groups/work groups. During the

"hiatus between residency periods MBSC staff prepared

themselves adequately in this area so as to improve

this functioning by the second residency period. As the

National Institute of Corrections considers MBSC forjad—“

ditional program areas we suggest that the MBSC abiliﬁy

to develop and increase their skills in needed areas will

be a critically important positive factor.

In the original meetihg between the evaluation'teah‘
and personnel from the Nationa; Institute of Corrections
thé evaluators were asked to perform two priméry evalua=~
tion functions. They weres |
A. To determine the degree to which the.Managemept and

BéhaviQral Sciences Center performed and achieved the
goals and objectives‘they presenfed in their proposal
for a conference focusing on strateg;c management in

corrections; and




'ﬂﬁg’ T by the evaluation team that a primary goal of programs @i},
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B. Vie ware asked to recommend given‘cur evaluation of

the program and our assessment/analysis of data sup-
plied by participants, whether of‘not MBSC would be
a pogitive candidate to receive another grant for
anothaey program in strategiC‘managemenﬁ.
We believe that we are prepared at this point to
angwer ecach of these:
A. It is our evaluatioﬁ"ﬁhat almosé'universally the MBSC

proygram achieved to a high degree the objectives set

§

forth in their proposals.

B. Given the inherent quality of the program, the compe- %:;)
tency of the staff, excellence of most of the spgakeré,
and most impqxténtly‘of all, satisfaction on the part
of participants and their agencies, we believe as
evaluators we would thoroughly endorse the MBSC re-
paa@ing,this program with only sLight variationsior
alkaxations.v

vahe only remaining.specific recﬁmmendation that the
“evaluation team would like to offer if the MBSC is
awﬁﬁd&ﬂ'ahcthér program is a most difficult one to im-

plement on their part or anyone's part. It is recognized

such as this by the National Institute of Corrections

“hope to attract the highest level of personnel in correc-

tiona; institutions or agencies. We believe that the MBSC
program did attract to a certain degree "power" people.{

It is our hope and recommendation that in future programs, -
this emphasis will be inc?eased and methodologies will be
disSQVQred to insure that the level of participants in%{
cludés thoée with the greatest likelihood of having posi:
tive impact in creating positive change when they returng
to their institutions or agencies. It should be noted zhat
a converse theory holdé that it is wiser to train personnel
immediately beneath top management. In political systems:
t&p management ch;nges regularly =--=- their trained sub-
orainates could maintain a system of management. In

order to achieve this we would suggest the MBSC consider

 other options of training which do not necessarily include

lengthy residency periods. Historically, we have discov-
ered that those in position of great power have as their
least resourceful area their own personal time. Most

leaders at this lével find it extremely difficult to

“attend a two week or twelve day training program. We

would also strongly recommend Within this framework that,
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if at all possible, training be designed that would not
remove such people from their institutions at all. Such

training should strongly be considered.

Evaluation - Next Steps
The only remaxnlng elements of the evaluatlon pro;ect
are two presentations of the final data and evaluatlon re-

commendations in Washington, D, C. aqdknarrlsburg, Pennsyl-

O
kN i

T

vania.

kS
i
»ef

Ty . <

Fa
£
L

Appendix A.

Likert and open-ended questions




3 ‘ . TABLE 1: Ob _ctives ‘ £
- (X = Participant Mean) ’

STRONGLY NO OPINION

STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE

4,

8.

I increased my under-
standing of some current
management techniques.

I feel I will be better
able to select manage-
ment tools appropriate
to my situation.,
The program aided my
understanding of the
appropriate balance be-
tween crisis manage-~
ment and strategic man-
agement capabilities.

I have developed new
insights into the par-
ticular managerial pro-
blems encountered in a
people processing or-
ganization.

I have gained a more

effective way of deal-
ing with external ex-
pectations of my per-
formance (politicians,
community, etc.) ‘

The program helped in-
crease my understanding

" of the planning process

in corrections.

x=10 48

X=1.70

X=1.72

X=l. 70

‘X?-'Z‘. 56

AGREE AGREE NEUTRAL

13

11

12

17

13

12

12

16

0

12

—ge-




& - TABLE &R (Continued) o ' Ty
(X = Participant Mean)

STRONGLY NO OPINION ’ STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE DISAGREE

9. The program did not in-~ X=4.22 0 -0 2 14 7
crease my awareness of
the appropriate condi-
tions for participative
decision making.

10. The program improved my X=1.80 6 R:] 1 0 o
ability to identify and ‘ ‘
- formulate problems.

11. The relationship of the X=3.36 1 2 10 8 4
correctional system to
the judicial system was
adeguately explored.

12. The relationship of the X=3.04 0 11 5 6 3
correctional system to
the political system
was adequately explored.

13. The relationship of the X=3.28 " 0 6 9 7 3
correctional system to
the community was ade~
quately explored,.

fﬁE-
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TLELE 1: (Continued)

1. what did you understand to be the goals of the second workshop?

(7)

()

(7)

[ T

Change in Home Organization

Review of the strategical management process and develop stra-
tegies for change.

Focus in on specific tools and problems in change.

To learn to affect change at home, to share experiences of
home phase.

Thig was to inform on the process of change management from
a theoretical and practical basis. '

Develop understanding of change management and to relate
these problems in my organization.

To review progress in projects and to discuss change as a
process, .

As a Follow-Up to Phase I

To correlate the theory of Phase I with the application of
Phase 11I.

Follow up on first; implementation of new ideas and concepts
acquired during first session. Further develop and work
on field problems. Evaluate learnings and information.
Share fcelings over results of first two weeks.

Pulling together of field experience into a more definitive
direction and purpose.

To discuss the implementation of management concepts learned
from the initial conference.

Follow up fiecld experience and relate management concepts more
directly to corrections.

1) Reinforcement of learning, 2) Sale of newer methods, 3)
Clarification of problem sources, 4) Cross-fertilization
among participants.

Continued reinforcement of principles learned in the first
and the interim experience plus a little more "practical
emphasis" e.g. problem solving.

Discussion and Feedback on Problems

Feedback concerning back home implementation of specific prob- -

lem solving aided by first session experience.

Greater interaction between participants, sharing of 1nformatlon
between participants, application of knowledge.

1) To report on field assignment, 2) To compare field experiences

with other participants, 3) To receive critique of fleld
experience from staff and par&icipants.

More dialogue and more discussion informally.

Participant exchange of our initial problem issues; discuss
and evaluate problems encountered in effecting changes in
our organizations; revxsmon of applying first residency
theories.

-
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TABLE 1: (Continued)

1) To discuss the management problems of "back home" period,
2) to explore methods of change, 3) dialogue between
staff and participants.

To provide 1) additional assistance with the fleld problem
and its resolution, 2) additional learnings in strateglc'
management,

(1) Picking up the pleces which exemplified the problems of
re-entry.

(1) A more definitiva focus on individual problems.
(1) Unable to attend.
(1) Somewhat unclear.

(1) Blank.

In what ways did the second workshop meet these goals? (In Qhat
ways did it not?)

(9) Reactions to workshop ;

It crystallized for ‘me the task I was facing. It also was
reassuring and a stimulus to "go ahead" in spite of the
problems involved in pulllng an institutional problem
in focus. :

Second workshop seemed less hectic, seemed to be more clarity.

Both objectives were essentially met on an individual rather
than a collective basis.

By the demonstration of the various philosophies and approaches
to change.

The role playing, group discussions and presentations were much
more in tune with the real work problems of the correc-
tional system. v

The second week was much more effective, more condensed; sharper
focused, gave more specific information, seemed to be more:
common bond in terms of how you identify, approach and
work to resolve organizational problems.

Met none of the above as far as specific field projects were
discussed.

All goals as 2. defined above were met.

In general, I felt these gecals were found in the second work-
shop. s

(3) Discussion Opportunities

There was good emphasis on change but insufficient "project"
discussions. .

We had sessions with others and we attained new ideas.

Open discussion between participants and exchange of ideas.
1

il
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I | TABLE l: (Continued)

|

. (3) Opportunltles for Lectures

‘ éﬁ? 1) It called for additional lectures, 2) more discussion work
groups.

1) Used speakers with a practical experience in management of
change, 2) forced group strategizing, regarding of
specific problems.

Only by giving specific examples for the group leaders to use
for illustration. Some of the presentors (Miller
Tristen) would have been more stimulating in first
phase, but they WERE the second phase.

(2) Gained Experience . ‘

These goals were met by relying on both the experience of the
fall term and field experience. Sharing of experiences
was most important also.

It met the goals gquite well, I would have appreciated a more

' concentrated educational experience at the second work-
shop, more mateiral could have been effectively covered.

(2) The Need for Solutions :
' I would have liked a simple cookbook formula, but I guess they.
don't exist.
Did - specificity on my problem was given. Didn't - ultimate
L3 solutions??? '

(1) Did not attend second session.
(4) Blank.
7. What were the most. important learnlngs or insights you gained
during the program?
(8) Problem 801v1ng Learnlngs

Better understanding of problems and understandlng of other
agencies and jurisdictions.

Self-confidence and awareness that I am in touch with the real *

. problems of institutions in corrections and can lead in-
telligently in positive directions.
Organ1zat10n/dec1s1on levels based on information requlred,
the necessity to precisely state a problem (objective),
importance of top management involvement in planning.
Find the real problem.
l) Problem indentification, 2) the planning process in a
public organization, 3) other states have similar prob-
gﬁ% » lems with some creative approaches to solutions.

e That the problems of all correction agencies are similar in
many ways and that there are many different methods which
bring about similar results. Fitting with proper method

and style to the agency seems critical.
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7.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

The resources encoun-
tered in this program
were not relevant to
the real situations
with which correction

managers are confronted,

1 feel that presenta-
tions were specific or
translatable to the
correction setting.

I feel that presentors
and facilitators were
open to learning from
my expertise during

‘this workshop.

The program staff were

- responsive to the ex-

pressed needs and sug-
gestions of the part-
icipants.

The discussion groups

o~

TABLE 2: Projéct Evaluation

X=4.16

%=1.96

=2-80

did not help me in prob-

lem formulation and
strategy development.

The selection process
resulted in an appro-
priate group of part-"*
icipants. ‘

(X = Participant Mean)

STRONGLY

AGREE AGREE
0 0
6 14
7 15
10 14
0 6
4 15

NO OPINION
NEUTRAL

1

STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE
15 . 9
1 0
1 0
1 0
11 4
1 1

465*

¥



26.

28.

31.

33.

34.

36.

37.

T

"

The program addressed
the needs I personally

‘brought to the work-

shops.

1 feel that contact with
participants prior to
the second workshop was
adequate.,

I found the one~week
residency program a re-
warding experience.

The goals and purposes

of the "back-~-home"

phase of the program
were clear to me.

The goals and purposes
of the one-week resi-
dency program in the
spring were clear to me,

There was a satisfac=-
tory dialogue between
staff and participants.

I feel the Wharton .
Staff practices their
management model in the
planning and implemen~
tation of this program.

X=2.28

X=2 . 39

x=lc7l

X=2.50

x=2 . 24

'x=1.aq

x‘-’lo 96

TABLE 2 (. ntinued)
(X = Participant Mean)

NO OPINION
NEUTRAL

STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE
3 16 3
2 13 5
8 15 1
4 11 4
3 15
9 13 2
7 13 2

ﬁm? -

STRONGLY

DISAGREE DISAGREE
2 1
3 0
0 0
3 2
2 0
1 0
2 ) 0
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H ARBLE 2: {(Continued) p TABLE 2: (Continued)
p %3 : ® ’ A o R g § fugr b ‘g 3 ‘ . ? ’ . ) .
; %, wWhat do you feel wag the greatest omission from the program 6. What part of the program would you have liked expanded?
( (8) ¥eed for Specificity . | (8) Problem Solving Techniques
There were no grest omissions which I can think of. Perhaps " Small groups working on individual problems
gome work on identifying and defining problems to be Cdmmunications, problem solving '
worked on before the workshop so that we were really : ' ' G PR s :
wm_liigﬁiaaé ?Tm‘woxk.ca a specgfic problem when we arrived. Incregjsbizxz zﬁagoiﬁsz spent with individuals in getting
- propacod. . To wolk on a = . ; . ‘
%ﬁﬁ?§§$% problem %ﬁdgﬁéffl°aggi2%s in first session Specific work on specific problems in the first session.
ﬁj,fiﬁ?% WQKE on specific problc - ‘ y Specific attention to specifying problem solving.
ﬁyﬁgiﬁiiiﬁhi?ﬁj " Concentration of participants working in the same areas of
Lark of Specificaty. . i corrections.
fome introduction to the task at hand. Many times I couldn't
see the "forest for the trees". 1If I had an overview (4) Expanding Phases of Program
A ém@grigﬂghﬁéﬁzgzzn2221;21:03i2522::t?§§n helpful. None. 7T feel that the totaldprogram was well organized and
A good cost~-benefat analys) res . 7 7 o, maximum material covered in the allotted time.
More technigues for implementation of management strategies. I do not believe you can expand the residency programs beyond
' ; their present level, The home agency visit should b
(4) Mors contact with Authoritative Individuals | expandgd significantly or elimingted¥ :
gtaff with proctical correctional field experience. ) All of it.
Tt could have used more than one visit from MBSCvstafft _ Second residential phase.
The luck of participation by the appropriate state officials, *
who are empowered to make change. ; ) (3) speakers
1 Believe it would help if more people fx?m.correctléns More of Eric Trist - on any subject.
- (higher caliber managers) could participate as instructors.. : (f} The presentation by people like Wolfgang and others who have
23 1t it d; = field experience, research and yet retain a rather
2) Newd for Case Studics . ' -C :
7( u Lack of more case studies; with discussion and recommendations. pragmatic appréach to the management‘of organization.
Lack o hsa &cmﬁlbgﬁ coﬁld ﬁave done mafy moLe : More of the better speakers, they were excellent.
More uge of case study method. i (3) Discussion
. o o Monitored group discussion based on concepts presented by
Independent or small group study following presentations DiscUSSion.
” va@?riqg”ﬁifﬁt reslﬁeﬁcy. coat . ssions. T would have 2 In the first two weeks, attempt to have concepts linked by
1 dlﬂ?ii ﬁaigrzhi§ﬁawzz 2g§mgiiiét22;é intér-personal e ; example, discussion or role playing that have proved to
liked more time ¢ Lt ~ ’ Lo : be successful.
lations, negotiating. Perhaps resolution (mediation) :
3 * L . ) e R s . d > l} .
of disputes or grievances could be qon51dered an omission. % (2) Planning Techniques
4 o o ' i More time on.the planning process.
{1) Range of coxrections. ; More emphasis on the corporate planning process.
(1) visitation to facilities. | | (2) Case Studies
o ‘ ‘ Use of the case study method.
{1) I can't think of any. ' : R o Past case studies that have proven to be successful.
ot ” - (:} Formal class presentations and discussions of strategies in
o (%) Blank. management (process and application).

More techniques for implementation of management strategies.

(1) A good cost benefit analysis.

i
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TAELE 2: (Continued)

e (1) hpplicstion of knowledge.

{1) Blank.

B. Now wers you able té use the resources of the permanent staff
during the program?

{6} Rosuurces Hot Fallu Used

(6)

(4)

Can't make many claims in this area.
to take the initiative. : .

o pome degree, It was my impression that they could have
been more assertive in this arca. Some I believe, were
a little aloof,

Somuwhat as interactors, I don't think I used them as much
as I wished I could have.

Staff members were all bright, friendly and knowledgeable,
but terribly naive about corrections and problems
peculiar to correctional management.

Actually I made little use of the permanent staff except at
timaes o seek their reaction to some of my ideas.

Little outside of normal workshops.

Usually waited for them

Inddvidunl conferences.

I had gaveral individual conferences and benefitted greatly
from each.

Dincussed items with all staff daily.
helpful.

Vigit clarified issues.

Field visit was accomplished,

Duxing the first phase and field phase Tom Burns and Mr.
Fletcher consulted with me to a considerable degree.

I used them by asking direct questions and by getting from
them answers from other agencles.

They were extremely

problem solving

Holped to define and solve problems I was confronting.

1) Discussion of field problem to redefine it, 2) to direct'
me¢ to additonal readings on a problem, 3) used them as
sourcos of information, guides and experts,

1) To further define problem areas, 2) to assess organizational
problems.,

Discussion of problem areas.

Both formal and informal discussions of problem project.

Used staff for specific problem solving assistance.

Programs and Groups

puch informal discussion. I presented real problems, they

L
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TABLE 2: (Continued)

related it to the concepts. This could have been some
in a more formal way but it wasn't. Appreciated greatly
their amiability to participants.

They did facilitate, the group was fragmented in my 0p1n10n,
professionally.
They put on excellent training programs for some of my staff

and myself and gave me some personal counceling which
- will assist me in the future.

Tom Gilmore was of much help in adding to group meetings by
suggesting material to be looked at later and by his
suggestions of applying the strategic management con-
cepts to our own individual problems.

(2) Blank.

9. 0Of what benefit were the on-~going discussion groups in the
.second workshop? '

(6)

(4)

(3)

‘Excellent.

Meeting Individual Needs:

Very helpful. I was able to pick and chose my way knowing
little more about where I was going and why. _

Permitted more latitude considering needs of the
members of the group.

About 85% effective. I thought that some students tried to
monopolize the time with petty ideas and arguments.

The greatest benefit.

They were not of too much use to me.

I don't remember so it couldn't have been much for me.

Sharing of Experience

Of direct benefit to me was the sharing of similar experiences
with other correctional managers. A few had rather good
ideas. I made it a point to stay away from six or eight
people who I found a bit too typical of correction.

Sharing of experiences ~ "networking".

Discussion helped in sharing information between participants.

Not as goal oriented as the first session, however, partici--
pants with their knowledge of their classmates from the
first session seemed to call on their specific experience
in problem solving sessions. .

Improvement Over First Phase -

Seemed to make more sense than the first time around.

Very much improved over first workshop.

Better than first in-that the subject matter to which we re-
lated the concepts was more directly corrections.
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AARELE 25 {Continued)

Attention Lo Specific Topics
Guod adoess on slrategies of change management,

Very little except the group working on force field analysis

which wag very helpful to me.

In the time we had the group discussions helped incorporate
tha laearning 1 was Lrymng to get out of the formal
presentations.

Problem Solving
Limited hut gome assistance to problem solving.

- Helped to elaxrify problems of field application for some.

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

Misting of discussion groups began to provide for a
greater "net-working” possibilities,

Te hring inteo fay "real life" management problems for dis-
cuggion,

ﬁ}nﬂ!k.

praoclical application could be discussed to a degree.
Conlin't attoend,

W z;i . 'k . 78

How would you characterize the theory presentations during the
canference?

(20) poanitive Bvaluation

(2} Guod,

Exeellont,

Very good.

Exgellent - some of the best that I've seen.

Exeallont - were knowledgeable and able to present subject
matter in an interxesfting manner.

Vory sound, applicable and useful,

They were thought provoking and were good vehicles for the
group to start with,

fresented clearly, helped to provide a good foundation for
leaxning and applying information.

Excellent overall. Those rated poorly on the daily eval-
uations should be corrected.

Exgollent, concise, conceptually sound, understandable.

Excaellent, relevant, applicable.

Meaningful to corrections programs.

Relevant, on target, timely and up-to-date concepts on
modern management techniques.

Filret two weeks - outstanding. Third week not as good, but

still interesting.
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TABLE 2: (Continued)

For the most part - excellent. More of these were needed.

Interesting, informative, but in one instance too late.
Should have been in first two weeks.

When they were good, which was most of the time, they were
excellent,

With some exceptions the presentations were thought pro-
voking and informative. ‘

Some were excellent and some of very limited value,

Specific Suggestions for Improvement

Too heavy in the first two weeks, hard to see it as relevant
to corrections. Spring session excellent.

Excellent, except from those individuals from the criminal
justice field which were essentially a waste of time.

Good - necd more reference to application.

Most were very good. Unfortunately only two or three stand
out in my mind. More direct application theory to
corrections would help tremendously. Either by correc-
tion practioners or a joint effort by a researcher and
a corrections manager. There's none of this going on
at present and yet the field is fertile for such a
strategye

I would advise advance reading and preparation. There is a
need to have thought through some of the concepts while
hearing the presentations. I felt a little like "when
it was over" I was ready to begin anew. Now I could
understand.




S.

18.

* 19.

30.

32.

35.

I believe that this pro-
gram had an impact on me
when I returned to ny
agency or organization.

I feel that other work-
shop participants
learned from my personal
expertise.

I feel that I learned
from the personal exper-
tise of the other work-
shop participants.

I received increased
learnings or help during
the back home phase of
the program.

1 received increased
learnings or help during
the one-week residency .
program in the spring.

I believe that I will
maintain professional
contacts with some of
the participants I
have met.

X=1.83

X=2.24

x-"—'l. 92

X=2,35

X=1.98

X=2.02

TABLE 3: - rsonal Impact

(X = Participant Mean)

STRONGLY NO OPINION
AGREE AGREE  NEUTRAL

5 18 1

2 15 8

6 16 2

3 10 9

5 15 2

5 16 3

DISAGREE

0

STRONGLY
DISAGREE

0
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. TABLE 3: (Continued)

4. How much time between residency programs did you spend working
(- on your field problem?

(7) Several Days to a Week
Several days.
Several days. Unfortunately authority limited completion
at no fault to staff of the program.
One week.
Approximately one week (40 hours).
Approximately one full week.
Approximately forty hours.
40~50 hours. :

(6) Less than One Day

Very little.

None. I did not attend the initial two week residency pro-
gram,

A small amount of time. The issue of "introducing change
took on much more importance to me.

10-12 hours.

I really did not have a problem as such. I did plan to im-
prove our long range planning process. If a time must
be attributed to this -~ about 12 hours.

Not enough and probably 20 hours in discussion and formulating
plan. Only after second program did I put the plan to
work.

i

(5) More than One Week
Field problem changed drastically with new agency assignment,
- Grand total 120 hours. : -
Total of about two work weeks.
About four weeks (equivalent).
Under my direction about three months.
Approximately five month

(4) Measured in Hours per Week
One and one half hours per week.
‘Approximately four hours per week.
Four hours a week.
Two to three days per week.

(2) Percentages of Time
40%.
95%

_(l) Blank.
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* " ~49- ) ined from your attendance in
. nc alne
. 3. What benefits has your agency g
* : ?
; this program?
i lanagement Skills .
) : (9) Leadership and ¥ 9° ssive leadership.
ok © © More dynamic and aggre t concepts at executive level
V¥ ent c
1% £ " e o © t of sound managem
i £y Inpu nning. X
& staffing of regional pla 9 in proceSS construc-
& 4 d our long range planning
?* o ' I have influence 4 t have without the tralnlr}g-
"o : " tively in ways I would no approach to problem solving.
' etter organizing my . -
&3 Toam 1.:;oing a better job in communication. t skills. Tn-
i : o © © ° . o a better grasp of some management s) Develop
b2 @ o | I think I h?ve - ther participants is valuable.
4 ’ formation from oth rrectional managers.
i broader network with other corre the new management struc-
“ Ar ability to deal sffectively within ing process developed
. | . ann )
ture of an independent, our pl al answer to social
3 h this program in a logic
i throug ce
i © service chaos. as reflected in my job performance.
it e 1 0 r~ . N My increased knowledge
}i 4 §; i - : Hopefully I manage beFt?rérator
W £ It A . , as an adminis . .
5; wona ’ ’ . ASSlSt?d me ; fforts from my unit.
LR . Less dlsorganlzed erro
N , o > ﬂ
:3 e i‘g }Z‘;" :,:} S){ ~ ~ . Y (6) planning Skills d to plan rather than react Under-
‘; W , ¥ 4
ol ‘* ' e Greater use by me of nee k at problem as symptoms of
HG ' standing of sustematic look a P
Lk b . R ]
[ . issues, ’ objective
i 0 Tose barsxlce more self-awareness and can be more J
gl ; I hav
L . I believe
g 3% 1 » _ < ™ : anning. : anagement.
I N ™ ~ ! | in planning concept of planning and manageme 11y ref.
Lai i i: {f{«; ta . My haVlng a broader ledge achlredO especlra Y
o L ’ : I'm utilizing some of the know ea(i’ity of my work has improved.
ME lanning to:change. The qu lanning and I hope this
Wl = - p bring back new ideas of p in programs.
o ® = i I am able to bring bout some needed change
9 5§ & o -+ X . knowledge will bring abo rocess.
0 w A , " ~ N tion of the planning p
»; o ™~ T“ U] ;é - A clearer defini io
"W L o b "‘
™ ._ A ~t H ith cholce
ir g ‘ 0 | < H ° & 5o (2) Budgeting dures, 2) .systematic meeting w o
boa i "ed 2ge L o0 Ty DA EQ 1) New budget procedures, 3) new ideas given to all P. .d
SRR o5 @ E5R 5 E2%g 2085 & %= | of probation Offlcigz'agency‘s method of budgeting an
L Y] J U i @ 3 \ in 4 '
;?4 " ?%& el - "o Howd 400 . g\ g)) ved @ hange has occurred in . : s ("net working").
i PO VY Qg u.x VmED g v e Chang - haring ideas
GgppY GES BISHE .3EL g2i. B8l in the ides of s 4 Hes
ugs 8 O gw Q8T R L @ >y ¥ Y OHO® S : :
o B ou m e Rt L o o O n o
B 5 0 s B Ey ~W g R o5 . ange , e occurs
FATI Q e 2o HX on M e/ gy (2) Understanding Chang r understanding of how change 11
ol BB & & £SO, MO 0 . )] d a better u A : in dealing
" e a8 o on ¥ 2 3 A 8% @ 28 e 2000 I have develope d 2o give a better relationship
S 8N o QAN L 54 ¢ 5 oo~ % Vaeg € . d have managed ©
) £ AT e e e 5 ™ 2 0 L0 w o E an ; .
~§ 5% g R4 TR % :gﬁ ~5g° 3328 polv - with nine representafél;zﬁce in this administrator's ablzlty
Py é g eul Hew ’;% Eaz8 $eal g 5\ S0 Al T 1): A little more self C::o: 2) a better sense of the role o
e 8% 880 . ¢DBYO T I organiza ’
: 80 & Re°%¢ B38%Q e e oo H @ g X u - to change ;
g b et @ o W § i 3O ot o : . HoLo Qo o nization.
$> z‘a'& g Hﬁ %‘g WO DN H 3R Mg . planning in orga
- IR . : o o
- v o R S S
- » ‘
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{2} wefininyg o Problem
I eontribute nore olten in staff problems by defining the
probicm g s pansgonent problem.
froblem awareness and resolution.

(23 Yery little.
{1} Bettor wnderpstanding of views presented.

{1} Blank,

11, Hew did your worhshop diseession groups help you in pxoblem
furmelation ond stratoegy development?

(8} Help Provided by Groups

I yeepived 1little help from the discussion groups. I did
formulate a problem as such.

Ihm not gura.

The discussion groups were not of much help to me.

Horlo ggreatly.,

Thoy were of 1ittle or no help.

Aloiatt no holp.

Fonee wore exeellent, others poor.

Ve,

{6} Bhaving of Porrs® Bxpericncoes

Gayned much valuable information from California partici-
pant, slso learned a great deal from Chuck Doyle and
Frank Farrow.

Po asome degree Lhe group was use ful depending on who was
doing the talking. With some people reluctant to
ﬂxaﬂgaq anything bocause they had an answer to every
problem. More listening by groups should be emphasized.

Poors helped vory little in formal session - they seemed to
ook the guick answer to what for me was a complex
problem. Staff was excellent in this area.

Reasgsurance that the problems were common and not something
I had genvrated or ones that were unique to our
institution.

8haring of gimilar experiences by others in same position.

All participants were interested in the problems and had
individual experiences which could be related to my
problem and strategics.

{4} Alternative Solutions
Helped through other pn;txu;pants develop and Capabllltles to
problom solva, -
&y rélating how aimilar ymablmma were solved in their respec-
tive agencies,

k1

o?

(3)

(2)

(2)

-52-
TABLE 4: (Continued)

Got a broader perspective regarding my specific managerial
problems, and got a great number of alternative
solutions.

The sharing of problem resolutions. However we became
myopian after a while and no real didactical approach
was taken to get Wardens to think like managers.

Clarification of Ideas

Helped to develop a recognition of the adaptability of
strategic management to various experts of adminis-
tration.

others forced me to be specific and clear in the problem
statement, hence clear in the strategy.

Helped greatly. I havn't solved my problems but I sure have
it ciearly formulated with a "Force Field Analysis."

Sounding Board for Ideas

Sserved as an excellent sounding board for a forthcoming
management change.

As a sounding board for what I had done already.

Blank.
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TABLE 6: Projected Impact

15. If someone in your organization told you that they had the

opportunity to attend a Strategic Management workshop run
by the Wharton School and asked what it had been like for
you, what would you respond? :

* Course Description

IMPACT
Participants
1) None 3
2) Inferred 9
3) Limited 6
4) Sustained 5
Blank 2

32

X 2

EVALUATIVE TONE

Participants
-3 1
0] 4
1 ‘ 2
2 4
3 6
4 2
5 3
6 3

7 2

25
X 3.2

For more information about the administration, scoring
‘and research results of this instrument, see "The Course
Description: A Semi~projective Technique for Assessing
Students' Reactions to College Classes," Melvin L.
Silberman and Jerome S. Allender, Journal of Higher

- Education, Vol. XLV, No. 6, June, 1974, pp. 450-457.
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Dirwetiong: Ln each of the scsles below please circle the number that

et rupresehits your feelings and/or reactions to the entire MBSC

program.

o 0 1 1 9 10 3
ald, , _—— - i} New
1. 2 3 4 5 6 7
7 7 2 2 4 2 0
Brimadarong - : Dull
i 2 3 4 5 6 7
g 4 4 7 6 3 0
Cfeneral o ‘ , Specific
B 6 6 3 1 0 0
Involvesd 7 Detached
R A 4 5 6 7
6 12 3 1 2 0 0
Ugeful _ _ Useless
?11'&7:."59. Wi LR L “)"4. kgm ks 3 | 4 ‘5v 6 7
& 9 7 2 2 0 0
Batisfied . B;ustrated
| 3 4 5 6 7
0 0 0 3 10 10 1
Angry i , Happy

| - 3 4 5 6
4 ? 9 2 1 1 (o]
Gtive Passive
R e R 3 _ 4 5 6 7
0 0 0 3 7 7 e 7
) Organized
2 3 4 5 6 2

ve
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.

s S T e g i e
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TABLE 7 (Continued)

3 7 5 5 ‘ 1 0
Aavance information Advance information
satisfactory unsatisfactory
1 2 3 4 6 7
6 10 5 2 1 0
Instructional Instructional
materials materials
satisfactory unsatisfactory
1 2 3 4 6 7
12 9 1l 1l 0 1l
Treatment Treatment
by staff by staff
satisfactory unsatisfactory
1 2 3 4 6 7
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wd {iX = Colleaguce pean}
STROSGLY KC QPINTON STRONGLY
AGRER AGREE HEUTRAL DISAGREE DISAGRER
1. I feel he will be bet- X=1.20 14 %7 7 o o
ter able to select man- L R
agement tools appropri-
ate to his situation.
3. He has gained a more X=2.,28 12 28 25 3 0
- realiistic way of deal- ' : : :
ing with external ex-
pectations of his per-
formance (politicians,
community, etc.)
4. The program helped in~- X=2.10 12 14 30 3 o
: crease his understand-
ing of the planning ,
process in corrections.
5. The program improved  X=2.10 13 36 18 1 0
his ability to identi~
fy and formulate - '
problems., -
£ TABLE 9: Personal Impact . : Seen by Participants' Colleaques £
S (X = “colleague Mean) o
STRONGLY NO OPINION STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE DISAGREE
2. I believe that this pro- X=1.65 31 31 5 1 0
gram had an impact on him
when he returned to the
agency or organization.

R
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-5U~ N TABLE 10: (Continued)
#* ?
*
12. What benefits has your agency gained from his attendance in
this proygram?
17 1 : (1€) Communication Skills
:‘ i‘z B . - A ™ Sharing of ideals.
ﬁ o Sharing problems and suggestions for coping with others to
vi gain new viewpoints. This program provided him with an
fg?; attitude of wanting to overcome and fight vt;ell‘ex-ltren-
i §:§ : " ched civil servants with an attitude of maintaining the
o £1 ) i status quo.
Q; i;f “ “ " i N-w He has draw?x out a picture (chart) which specifically
7 ?::f G shows each function of the Court as well as cach em-
“ loyee and this was never done before and has helped
o Eery much in clarifying the Court system. N
i & Has ability to share with others information received.
% i:‘{ o1 He was ver;{z capable as an administrator before his atter}—
Z; ;fs: (;2 dance at the conferex?ce.‘ He r.no.w'appee:rs mOfe concelr}Gd
:; H g? ﬁ; }8 f"?& ? = with "clearly comm‘unlcaﬁlng his 1c'1eas and gncom:raglng
i £l expression of true feelings" by his co-workers.
e 77 ‘ Communication has improved and divergency between disci-
o & _ plines have been lessened.
Al gg W o o @ 2 Mr. Ezell has been able to bring the correctional and case
i{:’ ?‘i " “ o o A management staff together so that they can begin to
iff ?’T . j hear each other and listen to each other. Also, he has
o ? e ‘ been soliciting staff response to upper management
als i decisions. ' ' o
i}} '2;; If §:§ He has gained broader pc.arspectlx‘ie, ‘partlcular]..y 1n.1nter—
al = el W ':2 5:;‘ o 2 personal relationships, subordinate relationships. More
o L; ié ) | relaxed us an administrator.
3 " No discernable impact or benefit, The evaluatee - our chief
*’”; administrator - does nct engage in participatory policy
ol A o 2 by &5 making nore share information with staff to any extent.
il " :3 :'. - - Therefore it is very difficult to assess the benefits of
n N i D MBSC. ;
Ei ® '&: ;‘2 % " The sharing of information.
;%1 él‘ i ‘ o o1 8~ The sharing of informa.xtion of course contt.ant. |
& Ll e .9 g g o oo e 0 % Closer relations a.and J‘.nvolvement in planning procedures.
i :5 H o b "'3 34&; - o Q ‘? . w 5’ g\&) 8. ° 8 Better communication. o . . ff'h : 1m-
o Fa 80 &N ’3 YeS5E RETE “nLEY ?j- Approaches to problems and communication to sta as
v e Tk R ; g Hwog o = proved. |
o L g8 o *Ba " $Zuw §63usz Colleague is now available to staff. 1Is more frank and more
: b R Y% 0 23858 wnERR S900¢ accepting of staff suggestions and/or criticisms. Has
b o g;# ﬁ & u; . M B i{g 8:&% & e u © Raa8 instituted a positive procedure for delegating responsi-
S6ps Ardg 20h°, 3ded 383, bility and authority. | o
~ 3 e ﬁ‘ Ef W § [ ﬁ 33* < " Ei‘g’ 3 N ¥ g 0 g\'o 8 oo He has become more open with staff‘and is co;nmunxcatmg
g '3 g ° ] ‘»2 -y :é‘ :g g ‘33 s '3 '%QE D .g 3.2 Q X g\ Y better on all levels t:_o the pou.xt that comme‘nts havc?
;%"j, o H8w 8 o ¥ g, “agumun TES cnuovwbd ’ been made regarding his change in methods of communi-
. DL R HAN0 HHWODN TMEEN HOo OO0 |
» . L] . f":
W P e (=)} ~t

£ 3




(13)

(8)

A more open minded and observant leader.
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TABLE 10: (Continued)
cation with staff by staff.
Somewhat better communication.

Management Skills

More insight into the area of management and personnel.

As a leader in the session I feel that his experience will
benefit us all. _

I believe that he feels more confident of his managerial
abilities. .

A little early to evaluate. Most certainly it is obvious
he had gained additional management tools. Thought
process and identity of problems inuch clearer.

I really don't know. In my opinion he was a top-notch
administrator when he went to Philly and he was top-.

notch when he came back. I have not seen any partic-
ular changes which I could attribute to the program.
pProbably because I did not receive very much infor-
mation regarding the program.

It is impossible for me to make the specific evaluatlons
requested as I have no idea what problem he brought to
the workshop, nor do I know what mertials the workshop
covered. During the period I have known him, he would
qualify as an excellent administrator, both before and
after attending the workshop.

It gave him the opportunity to identify advanced technigues
in management and to share these with fellow managers
at the session and at home office. A designated session
like this clears the air for a manager as he looks back
at his own operatiocons.,

A much better "handle" on how to better coordinate and im-
plement the efforts of our administration.

A better knowledge of managerial skills and the tools and
how to use them in our daily problems. '

Program made an excellent manager into an even better one.
Hope many others can have.

The program provided insight into the humanlstlc 51de of
management, I feel this thrust will benefit our agency.

Progressive views

and willingness to implement effective program changes.

" A broader understanding of subordinate managers and that

interdepartmental problems may have 1eglt1mate resistance
within the whole.

Problem Solv1ng Skills

‘I feel he has improved in his ability to focus and stlck

to the problem at thand.
One participant brought back an enthusiasm which was conta-
gious. As a result, leadership staff took part in a

(4)
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TABLE 10: (Continued)
subsequent one day's session with openmindedness and
a desire to work toward systematic solutions to prob-
lems.

He has been able to more effectively come to grips with
those problers in his area of responsibility, partic-
ularly budget matters, and in work towards develop-
ment of more concrete management skills at all levels

~ under his supervision.

Ability to identify problems and to break these problems
down for proper solutions. Charts have been drawn
as to work flow and indentification of bottlenecks.
Ability to pinpoint existing problems and change of
court attitude towards looking ahead as to where we
are going instead of the "what we are doing" attitude.

The program gave new insight into dealing with problems
and to effectively plan for a more efficient operation.

I feel he has been able to identify various problems in
the structure of our departments and in discussing
- these problems with the supervisors in our agency.

We were able to develop solutions to improve the
function of our organization.

He has improved consciousness of the problems of managing.

He provides greater supportive consultation, advise, etc.
to me .in carrying out my functions. George has re-
‘turned with greater certainty about his problem analy-
sis and solution skills. The impact and meaning of
this experience appears to be significant.

None, due to agency's refusal to clarify roles, duties
responsibilities and objectives of staff. Also, re-
fusal to deal with problems and issues at the meeting
he had in Columbia. Most important, I think the pro-
gram has value and application for this agency, but
staff are prohibited from utilizing newly acquired
training/knowledge in their job performance.

It expanded his overall professional knowledge and pre-
pared him for better handling of management problems.
He now has more confidence in applying techniques to
both short and long range management problems, and
developed skills necessary to lead a more varied group
- of employees in more complex tasks.

His perception in analyzing problems has ‘been broadened.

Planning Skills

More effective planning methods and ability to select
appropriate management tools.

There have been pragmatic applications of basic planning
strategies that we were unaware of prior to his atten-

dance to this course.
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The yfu@ am Bos hod excellent benefits because he has galnad
vont idanee iy planning, programming and decision making.
He hog really taken hold of central office operations
prd 1 expeet it to be more administratively efficient
in wiew of our long range plans.

A omore selaxed attitude in dealing with people - less
inclined to become "uptight”. A better understanding
of the planning process.

{4} Unable Lo Comment

1t g not evident at this point. My understanding is that
he reeeived considerable guidance and understanding in
the ares of budget preporation. Although he is my im-
mediate puperior, he furnished pratically no feedback
on hig recent MBSC expericence to me. What little I
know come as a result of his request to complete this
gquestionnaire. My impression is that he fcels he
benafitted conuiderably and would highly recommend it
to othars,.

I oam b little prossed to fuswer this questionnaire. I knew
he sttended and I was aware of what the course was about
it I am pomewhat neutral on the total aspects since
I renlly nm not sure of the course 1mpact.

1 49 pot have dircct contact with im and therefore am in no
position te evaluate the impact of the MBSC program on
him., «

Unelear at this time.

{2} Underatanding of Change.

Hew dynamics toward change.

This ig an era of many changes. fThat any program which
provides a greater understanding and ability to cope
with such problems is bound to be beneficial to any
agency and its individual members,

{2) Ko Comment.

{14) Blank.

*®
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STRONGLY
DISAGREE

Colleagues

DISAGREE

NO OPINION
11

NEUTRAL

.23

¥y as seen by Participants'
AGREE

(X = Colleague Mean)

32

STRONGLY
'AGREE

Participant Pote

X=1.76

TABLE 11

or organization I feel
he had the power to
create change.

“‘ﬂité’; :
10. In his béck'home agency
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THE ATHYN GROUP

May 21, 1975

Dear Non-participant:

One of the things which we want to know about the
recent MBSC (Wharton) program in which your colleague
participated is its impact "back home". You are in a
position to help us assess that. Please fill out the
attached guestionnaire. Be as candid as possible. All
your responses will be kept in strictest confidence.

Do not put your name on the questionnaire. Place it in

a sealed envelope before turning it in to the collection
point designated by your colleague. It will be forwarded
in its unopened and sealed condition to The Athyn Group.

Thanks for your cooperation.,

Sincerely,

William Wilkinsky
Final Evaluation Team

ww/ap

LI i Ly
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Y /
_: Directions: In the space to .the left of each of the folloflng xtems
: please place the number that best represents your
‘ reaction to cach statement. Please use the following
B scale:
1 = strongly agree
2 = agree
3 = neutral or no opinion
4 = disagree
5 = strongly disagree
1. I feel he will be better able to select management tools
appropriate to his situation.
2. I believe that this program had an impact on him when he
returned to the agency or organization.
3. He has gained a more realistic way of dealing with external
: - expectations of his performance (politicians, conmunity, etc.,)
e b R e e . , 4. The program helped increase his understanding of the planning
STPATRGIC MANAGEME Y1 T I T ‘
PNTRGTIC MANAGEMENT IN CORRECTIONS , process in corrections.
N PRIPICTIANT FINAL EVRLvATION 5. The program improved his ability to identify and formulate
i E problems.
5 g # v i e
QUES fIQhNAIRF 6. I can identify clear applications of the ideas presented to
issues in his organization or system.
7. He was’ - able to develop a clear strategy for use in his
organlzatlon or  system.,
. 8B. I believe the problem issue he brought to the first workshop
was adequately dealt with and resolved back home.
9. He shared materials and/or learnings with members of his
‘organization or system.
. . ______10. In his back home agency or organlzatlon I feel he had the
power to create change. ' e ‘
11.‘Inuhis back home agency or organization I feel he had positive

impact as a result of his experience in the MBSC program,

What benefits has your agency gained from his attendance in this

program?
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THE ATHYN GROUP

May 21, 1975

Dear Participant:

Enclosed in this mailing are the following items:
a) "Participant's Final Evaluation Questionnaire",
b) a large envelope addressed to The Athyn Group,
¢) 10 "Non-participant's Final Evaluation Questionnaires",
and d) 10 cover letters to non-participants. We would like
you to use these materials in the following ways:

1. Complete the "Participant's Final Evaluation
Questionnaire and place it in the large envelope.

2, 1If it is your wish, distribute the ten non-partici-
pant's questiénnaires'and letters to ten randomly
chosen persons in your work setting who have been
in a position to observe you a significant amount
of time during the MBSC (Wharton) program.

3. If you do 2 above, collect the guestionnaires of

‘ non-participants in sealed envelopes and place
them in the same envelope in which you put your
own questionnaire.

Note: Non-participant responses will not be keyed
to the responses of the participant they
observed. Rather they will be compared to
the responses of all participants treated
as a group.

4. Mail the large envelope as soon as ﬁbssible and
not later than June 6.

Thank you very much!

Sincerely yours,

William wilkinsky
The Athyn Group
Evaluation Team

P,S. If you have any questions,'call The Athyn Group.

e

Management Development 31229 Western Savings Bank Blda 63 Philadelphia. Pa 19107 12 (215) LO 7 5755
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PARTIOTEARL' B FINAL EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
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. Directions: 1In the space to the left of ecach of the following itoms

ETERTEGIC MANAGEMENT IN CORRECTIONS 6.

10.
11,
12,
13.

14.

l6.
17.
18.

19.

please place the number that bust represents vour reaction
to cach statement. Please use the following scale:

= strongly agree

agree

= neutral or no opinion
disagree

strongly disagree

fi ]

v W N =
|

i

I increased my understanding of some current management
techniques.

I feel I will be better able to select management. tools
appropriate to my situation.

The program aided my understanding of the appropriate balance
between crisis management and strategic management capabilities.
I have developed new insights into the particular managerial
problems encountered in a people processing organization.

I believe that this program had an impact on me when I returned
to my agency or organization.

I have gained a more effective way of dealing with external
expectations of my performance (politicians, community, etc.)
The resources encountered in this program were not relevant
to the real situations with which correction managers are
confronted.

The program helped increase my understanding of the planning
process in corrections.

The program did not increase my awareness of the appropriate
conditions for participative decision making.

The program improved my ability to identify and formulate
problems.

The relationship of the correctional system to the judicial
system was adequately explored.

The relationship of the correctional system to the political
system was adequately explored.

The relationship of the correction system to the community
was adequately explored.

I can identify clear applications of the ideas pressnted to
issues in my organization or system.

I was able "to develop a clear strategy for use in my organi-
zation or system.

I believe the problem issue I brought to the first workshop
was adequately dealt with and resolved back home.

I intend to share materials and/or learnings with members

of my organization or system.

I feel that other workshop participants learned from my
personal expertise.

I feel that I learned from the personal expertlse of the other
workshop participants.
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20, 1 feel that lensrnings from the conference will help me to be
# tepcher in omy own system,

21. 1 foal that presentntions were specific or translatable to

the gorvection pelting.

1 fegl thet presenters ond facilitators were open to learning

fyaan tmy wrvpertise during the workshop,

43, Mhe progrom staff were rewponsive to the expressed needs and
sapiest jong of the participants.,

4. thoe disgunsion groups did not help me in problem formulation

and strategy development,

The seleetion process resulted in an appropriate group cf

porticipants,

The program addressed the needs I personally brought to the

wor Kehops.,

In my Bagk home agency or organization I feel I have the

power to create change.

28, 1 feel that contoct with participants prior to the second
warhshop was sdoguote. ‘

inomy back home sgency or organization I feel I have had a

panitive lnpact as a result of my experience in the MBSC

Jer e,

I recedved incressed learnings or help during the back home

phake of the program.

i1, 1 found the one-woek rasmdmncy program a rewarding experience,

$2. T received incroased learnings or help during the one-week
reaidenyy program in the spring,

3. The goals and purposes of the "bach home" phase of the program
ware olear Lo me.

. The goals and purposes of the one-week resxdency program in
the sapring were clear to me.

35, T believe that I will maintain professional contacts with

some of the participants I have met.
There was o satisfactory dialogue between staff and participants.
3. T teol the Wharton Staff practices their management model in

the planning snd implementation of this pregram,

e®

9.

10.

i
i

i =72 -

¥

what Gid you understand to be the gecals of the second worke hop?

- In what ways did the secind workshop meet these goals? (In what

ways did it not?)

What benefits has your agency gained from your attendance in this
program?

How much time between residency programs did you spend working on
your field problem?

What do you feel was the greatest omission from the program?

What part of the program would you have liked expanded?

What were the most important learnings or insights you gained
during the program?

How were you able to use the resources of the permanent staff during
the program?

0f what benefit were the on-going discussion groups in the second
workshop?

How would you characterize the theory presentations during the
conference?
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‘vDi;ections:
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Oon cach of the scales below please circle the

number that best represenis your feelings and/or
recactions to the entire MBSC program.

‘old

New

1 2

Stimulating

6 7

Dull

1 ‘ 2

General

6 7

Specific

1 2

Involved -

6 7

Detached

1l 2

Useful

6 7

Useless

1 2

Satisfied

6 7

vFrustrated

1 2

Angry

6 7

Hapoy

1 2

Active

6 7

Passive

1 2

Haphazard

3 Kl

Organized

1 T2

advance information
satisfactory

6 7

Advance information

1 2

Instructional
materials
satisfactory

unsatisfactoxy
6 7

Instructional
materials
unsatisfactory

91 )

Treatment
by staff
satisfactory

6 7

Treatment
by staff
unsatisfactory

l 2

SN

6 7
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