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II 
I. Introduction 

This final evaluation report includes the assess-

ment of the first residency period, the field consulta-

tion'phase of the project, and the second residency 

period 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 Enforcement 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 an~ the project in 

its entirety. It should be noted that our process 

requires less scientific "objectivity" than most other 

project evaluations. It was our function to supply 

MBSC with ongoing information relevant to the different 

phases of their program. This supply of information 

enabled MBSC staff to make adjustments in strategy and 

focii of the program as it was developed and implemented. 

Therfore, it should be noted that our goals included 

not only the development of an objective evaluation, 
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but also the improvement 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 oppor-

tunities, 

E. specifies the resources requir.ed and the ways of 

generating them, 

F. selects the most viable alternative and designs an 

appropriate organizational and management system, 

G. implements, evaluates, and controls th!3 .s.olution. 

In order to accomplish the above seven foci 6f 

the program, MBSC presented a three phase project to 
! 

its client system. These three phases incltlded: 

A. The first phase of the program was an eleven day 
\ 

\ 
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residency workshop in Philadelphia. The foci the 

workshop were to present speakers and discussion. 

groups' in order to introduce the participants to the 

concept of st~ategic management, to help participants 

develop strategy for dealing with "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 staff. The field con-

sultation effort was to reinforce le~~ningspresent-

'.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 back home systems. 

c. The third and fina1'phase of the project was a one 

week residency workshop hald in Philadelphia. The 

purpose of the second residency period was to rein-

force learnings. aC,crued. ,dur,in,g the first two phases 

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

ipants problems and issues they were having as they 

attempted to implement the new technologies and 

methodologies they had developed. This final phase 
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of the program in one sense was an e~ding, in another 

sense it was merely a conti~uance of an on-going pro-

cess. 

In some ways the major evaluation effort was con-

ductedduring,the first residency period. The reasons 

for this are clear given the goals of the evaluation 

~lement of the project. We must 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 being implemented. Therefore, to have 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

cipants were asked to rate the principal speaket for 

that day. The other half were asked to rate the work 

group activities. The Wharton staff then used.this 

information to make day-to-day program revisions. The 

evaluators used 'this information to help generate areas 

of concern and,'>specific questions for the residency 

evaluation. The results of these daily questionnaires 

" , 
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are not discussed in this report as their basic function 

was not evaluation but feedback to staff~ 

On the last day of the program a group interview 

was conducted with one quarter of the participants. The 

interview was structured around a hypothetical situation. 

The interviewees 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 qu~s-

tionnaire was distributed to all participants. This 

included open-ended, Likert-type, ,descriptor differen-

tials, and scaled items. The items represented e,ight 

areas of program assessment, including: 

A. participants' analysis as to how well the objectives 

stated by the Whar~on. st-C;l;f.we~e met, 

B. participants' judgment of the quality of the program, 

c. participants' projections, based on the first resi-

dency experience, of the field and follow-up phases 

of the program, 
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D. participants' assessment of their own personal learn-

ing, 

E. participants' expectationsqf the likelihood of insti-

tutional improvement as a result of the program, 

F. participants' perceptions of their own potency in 

their resp~ctive organizations, 

G. participants' reactions to the arrangements for the 

conference, 

H. participants' overall sense of quality and activi~y 

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 eight areas of program assess-

mente 

B. Participant suggestions from the intervie\.'l~. 

c. Evaluation interim suggestions. 

D. Evaluation progress Report. 

E •. Appendices --- collated and categorized reports of 

raW data. 

The final report being presented here will be pre-

• ,.. 
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mised almost entirely on a questionnaire mailed to part-

icipants and colleagues of participant~ a month after the 

completion of the second residency phase of the project. 

~his 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, 

B. participants' judgment as to the quality of the pro-

gram, i.e. their evaluation of the program, 

C. particip~nts' assessment of their own personal learn-

ing and the project's impact on them personally, 

D. participants' assessment of the impact the project 

had through them on their organizations, 

E. participants' perception of their own potency in their 

respective organizations, 

F. participants' reaction to the arrangements for both 

residency phases of the project~ 

G. participants' overall sense of quality, activity and 

personal impact of the entire project, 

H. Particip~nts' colleagues' analysis as to how well the 

objectives stated by the Wharton Staff were met, 
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1. Participants' colleagues I perceptions of insti tution-

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 respective 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 o 
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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 

stated by the MBSC staff were met. 

Approximately 25% of the questionnaire items were 

designed to determine 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 C!l'lmost 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. 

1. 100% of the participants believed that they now 

possessed a better understanding of current 

management techniques. 

. .2.. 100% of the participant,s fel, t, .1:.}:1at . they were 

better able to select management tools appr6-

priate to their personal situation. 

3. 88% of the participants believed that the pro-

gram aided their understanding of the appropriate 
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balance between crisis management and strategic 

management capabilities. (The remaining 12% were 

neutral in response to this area.) 

4. 92% of the participants feel that they have devel-

oped new insights into the particular managerial 

problems they encounter in a people processing 

organization. (4% neutral response; 4% disagree.) 

S. 48% of the respondents believe that they have 

gained a more effective way of dealing with exter-

al expectations of their performance. (politicians, 

community, etc.) (48% neutral~ 4% disagree.) 

6. 80% of the respondents believe that the program 

helped increase their understanding of the plan-

ning process in corrections., (16% neutral, 4% 

disagree.) 

7. 84% of the participants believe that the program 

increased their awareness of the appropriate con-
~;:;/ 

ditions for the use of participative de,~ision 

making. (8% neutral response: 4% no response.) 

8. 96% of the respondents believed that their abili-

ty to identify and formulate problems has been 

improved. (4% neutral.) 

• .. 
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9. 48% of the respondents do not believe that the 

relationship of the correctional system to the 

Judicial system was adequately explored. (40% 

neutral; 12% disagree.) 

10. 44% of the participants believe that the relation-

ship of the correctional system to the Pol~tical 

system was adequately explored. (20% neutral res-

ponse; 36% disag~ee). 

11. 40% of the respondents believe that the relation-

ship of the correctional system to the community 

was not adequately explored. (36% neutral; 24% 

disagree. ) 

12. We. should also note from the op~n ended questions 

that participants were able .to restate clearly the 

primary goals of the second workshop and were able 

to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the evalua-

.tion team that for them the workshop met those 

B. Another area of concern dealt with our desire to know 

how participants would assess various elements rele-

vant to the quality of the program. In some ways these 

items deal with feelings about different elements of the 
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program. But more importantly they are usu3.1ly indi-

cators of whether or not people will leave a program 

~nd xeturn back to their home institutions and recom-

mend the program to their colleagues. The responses 

in the area of program evaluation include: 

1. 96% of the participants believe that the resources 

they encountered throughout the project were rele-

vant to the ~eal situations with which correction 

managers are confronted. (4% neutral.) 

\2. 80% of the respondents believe that the presenta-

tions were specific or translatable to the correc-

tions setting. (16% neutral; 4% no response.) 

3. 88% feel that presenters and facilitators were 
," 

open to learning fr6~ the expertise of partici-

pants during the workshops. (12% neutral.) 

4. 96% of the participants feel that the program staff 

were responsive to the expressed needs and the sug-

gestions of the participants. (4% disagree.) 

5.60% believe thatdiscussio~ groups .helped them in 

their problem fo'rmulation and strategy development. 

(16% neutral; 24% disagree.) 

6. 76% of the participants believe that the selection 

• • 
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process resulted in an appropriate group of part-

icipant&. (12% neutral: -8% disagree: 4% no res-

ponse. ) 

7. 76% of ('1e respond fits feel that the program addres-

sed ·the needs they personally brought to the work-

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

8. 60% of the participants believe that contact with 

them prior to the second residency workshop was 

adequate. (20% neutral; 12% disagree; 8% no re~-

ponse. ) 

9. 92% of the respondents found the one week second 

residency progra~ to be a rewarding experienc~. 

(4% neutral: 4% no response.) 

10. 60% believe that the pu~poses and goals of the' 

"Back Home" field consultation pJ:lase of the pro-

gram were clear to them. (16% neutral; 20% d.is-

agree: 4% no response.) 

11. 72% of the-participants believe that-the purposes 

and goals of the one week spring residency program 

were clear to them. (20% neutral: 8% disagree.) 

12. 88%'of the participants believe that there was a 

satisfactory dialogue between staff and participants. 

" 

! 

,~ 
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(8% nel.:l'tra 1: 4% disagree.) 

13. aO% 0:£ t.he respondents feel that the. MBSC staff 

fn:,aaticedtheir management model in the planning 

f.md implementation of the entire program. (8% neu-

trol; 8% disagree: 4% no response.~ 

In add.ition to the above per.centages we may note the 

£o1:1.owing areaa which wer:e discussed by participants. 

participants did not express any strong feelings that 

thorO was any great omission from the program. Some 

PQliqvc: that. the pxogram would have benefitted from 

gl:oatQ,r specificity in areas of problem identifica-

tion and problem specialization. Some believe that 

more c<;\se studies would have been beneficial. Some 

beliav& that more frequent overviews of the entire 

project would have been helpful. In general however, 

no one area stood out singularly as a severe omission. 

The 6~me type" of analysis appears to be true in terms 

of the elements of the programparticipantsU"ke to 

8eo expanded. Apparently the responses in this area 

indicate that personal preference rather than pro-

9t'illMl~tic concerns dictated response. For example, 

_tOUIS of expansion desire lly the participants inclu-

. .. 
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ded the following: increased use of case studies, a 

good cost benefit analysis presentation, more of Eric 

Trist - on any subject, more time on the planning 

process, etc. 

Participants believe that the discussion gtoups 

in the second workshop were of benefit to them. They 

were rated anywhere from very helpful to excellent o 

They were also seen as an improvement 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 presentations during th7 

entire conference as excellen~, good, excellent, very 

good, some of the best that I've seen, the first two 

weeks outstanding third week not as good b~t still 

interesting. 

c. Participants' assessment of their own personal learn-

ing and the projec,ts' impact on them personally •. 

It is difficult to diff~rentiate 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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ctl<l!lmplc, if the, workshop in fact, has a dramatic effect 

Cit dramatic impact on an individual it is likely through 

that :i.ndividual,if he holds a key position in his 

orgnn,ization, to impact the organization. Therefore, 

theare8 of personal impact and the next area which 

\+I,ill deal with perceived organizational impact should 

at the vety least be seen as highly correlative items. 

Possib).;y, given sufficient time, they may be in fact 

one item. within this framework let us now examine 

that information which we believe at the present time 

responds to personal impact. 

1. 92% of the participants believe that the project 

had an impact on them as they returned to their 

agencies or organizations. ,(4% neutral; 4% no 

response. ) 

2. 68% of the participants believe that other workshop 

pa,l';ticipants learned from their person~l expertise. 

(32% neutral.) 

3. 88% of the respondents 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-

, .. ' 
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creased learning or help during the back home field 

consultation phase of the program. (36% neutral; 

4% disagree; 8% no response.) 

5. 92% of the respondents feel that they received 

increased learning or help during the one week res-

idency program in the spring. (4% neutral; 4% no 

response.) 

6. 84% of the respondents suggested that they would 

maintain professional contact with some of the-

participants they met during the workshop. (12% 

neutral: 4% disagree.) 

The establishfuent of an infbrmal 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. 

D. participants' assessment of the ~~pact the project had 

through them on their organizations. 

As stated in theprior,,/section, it is somewhat 
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difficult to sort out the differences between personal 

impact clod ot7ganizat.ional impact.· However, in this 

section of the repo.rt we will aga in try to make that 

<li£ltinction even though it is a .fineone.!nthis 

'S<lc!tio.n of the roport we will look at those items which 

we boli¢ve are present and fU.ture indicators of the 

:tmpa.ct the MBse program will have on participants I 

organizDtions. Key information in this area includes: 

~ 1. 80% of the participBnts believe that they are able 

to identify clear applications of the ideas presen-

ted throughout theMBSC project to issues in their 

own o.rganiza.tions or systems. (12% neutral.) 

2. 64% of the participants were able to develop a 

clear st.rategy for use in their organization or 

system~ (24% neutr~l: 12% disagree.) 

3 •. 44" of the xespondents say that the problem issue 

that they brought to the first workshop was ade­

quately dealt with and resolved in their back 

home 8gency.(28% neutral; 24% disagree: 4% no 

response. ) ...• '.,: .. , 
).!. 

4. 96% of the respondents intend ox hav~ already 

8hatf)droatol:'ia1s and/or le.arni095 with members of 

• . ' 
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their organization or system. (4% neutral.) 

5. 84% of the responde~ts 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-

xeady had a positive impact as a result of their 

experience in the MBSC program on their back home 

agency or organization. (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 organizational bng-range p~anning, 

better undexstanding 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 communication in organ-

izations. 
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E. participants' perception of their own potency in their 

respective organizations. 

One central issue that·must always be asked in a 

questionnaire of this type deals with the ptency of an 

individual in his back home agency or organizationo By 

potency we refer to the participants' perception of his 

position in the power,§ystem in his agency or institu-

tion. A participant recognizing his level of 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 impa~t his system. In 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.) 

F. Participan1l:.s· reaction to the a.r.~·tangements for both 

residency phases of the project. 
...,'!, 

Part,i,cipants generally felt quite satisfied with 
;'~i,' 

t.he physical arrangements for the program. In this 

rog8t'q: 
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1. 60% feel that advance information was satisfactory. 

(20% neutral: 11% disagree: 4% no response.) 

2. 84% believe that instructional 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.) 

G. participants' overall sense 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). This 

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 assessment). These are 

summed for each person and ~ay be averaged to deter-
\ 

mine a group mean: in this case 3.2. 

In addition, this instrument is scored for impact, 

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

bas been directly affected by his experience in the 
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course. The entire 7esponse is read and then rated 

on a four-point sgaJe, according to the following 
{( 

criteria: '" 
~~"'=-\~ 

1. No impact: the focus is entirely on description of 

the course, not on how the participant was affected 

by it. 

2. Inferred impact: the student mentions some of his 

personal 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 growth, 

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. In previous research,)this instrument 

(item #lS) was used in isolation, not as a part of a 

• .' 
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part of a larger testing mechanism. 

The final instrumental analysis consisted of a 

series of descriptor differentials (e.g. Old •••• New). 

An examination of the weighted end of these scales 

" creates a descriptive tone for the re~idency program. 

This tone allows for a participan't "gestalt" concep-

tual framework to be presented. The weighted descrip-

tors ,}ere:: 

1. New 

2. stimulating 

3. Involved 

4. Useful 

S. 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 relation-

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. (10% neutral.) 

2. 58% of the colleagues felt that the participant 

gained a more realistic way of dealing with e~ternal 
. 

expectations of his performance (politicians, com-

munity, etc.) (36% neutral:, 4% disagree.) 

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

helped increase the participants' understand,ing 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 voluntary 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 a,s history and experimentor bias. 

• . 
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the planning process in corrections. (19% neutral: 

4.5% disagree.) 

4. 72% of the collegial gro~p felt that the MBSC pro-

gram improved the participants' ability to identify 

and formulate problems. (26% J"l~utral: 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 progr~m 

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. In 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 
.'1,- •• , 



-26-

• . 

C''\ 
~l -27-

his organization or system. (42% neutral or no J. Participants' colleagues' perception of the partici-

opinion; 8.5% disagree.) 

2. 60% of the colloague group felt that the partici-

pant from their organizLtion was now able to dev-

olop a clear st~ategy for use in his organization 

01;' system. (38% neutral.) 

3. 50% of the colleague group believed that the problem 

issue hh¢. participa,ntbrought to the fir,st \o,orkshop 

was adequat'71y de,:alt with and r~solved in the back 

home Bgency or institution. (41% neutral; 5.5% 

di.so.gl: ee. ) 

4. 77% of the colleague group stated that participants 

shared, materials and/or learnings with members of 

his hack home organi.zation or system. (13% neutral: 

10% Ois(19ro.e.) 

5. 80% of the collegial group believed that the parti­

cipant; in t.heMBSC prog.rarn had ,a positive impact on 

his back home agency or organization as a result of 

tha~ program. (14% neutral: 4.5% disagree.) 

There appears to be little question from the 

above dat,a that, participants were seen.as having 

i.mpact on their organizations in various ways. This 

1$ It olear strength of. the MBse program .. 

il 

pants' potency in their respective organizations. 

As we suggested under the section marked Partici-

pant potency it is critical that the group attending 

the MBse program be one which would not only learn a 

model of strategic management but would have the abil-

ity to implant such a model in their organization or 

system. This ability infers a 'certain degree of po-

tancy within that system. Participants themselves, 

as you may recall, believed that they have such po-

tency. The colleagu~s of those participants db not 

disagree with them. 80% of that collegial group pelieved 

that the participant from their back home agency or 

institution had the power to create change. 14% of this 

group responded neutrally and 4.5% disagreed. In rela-

tionship to the participant group this· is an inc,rease 

in the neutral area and a decrease in the disagreement 

area. 

III. Sununary, .Conclusions and Recommendations of the Evaluation 

Team. 

It should be noted that the positively oriented data 

generated by the interim evaluation and recorded in the 

, 1 
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inter.lnl rcpox't has been upheld and substaintiated by the 

final ovaluation data and report. The evaluation team 

Wi.')S (,xt.t'cmaly impr.e!3Sed 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 

Mlnagemont and B~havioral Science Center has done anything 

but; the;, highost quality work. 

one mu.st;, remember that final questionnaires were 

tlubmi·t.t·cd by 25 participants. Of this group it is likely 

th()t seVtlr~l people did not attend the second workshop 

ra~idcney program (several so indica~ed on their question­

naires). Given these conditions it is possible but ,very 

unl.i,koly that the data is slightly biased. The evalua-

tornhaliove that such biases are 'balanced and therefore 

neutralized so as not ~o effect the results and recom-

mendationa of this report. 

We believe that. for the most part the data stand on 

its own and the summaries presented above should help 
, ' 

any .reader isolate ver:y quickly the areas of most signif-

iCi\Jlt strength of the program. However, we believe one 

aroa of .trength must .be. highlighted if the MaSCis being 

cotu,idctedfor .dditonal 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 flU1ctioning 

of the small discussion groups/work groups. During the 

. hiatus between residency periods M?SC staff prepared 

themselves adequately in this area so as to improve 
"~I, 

this functioning by the second residency period. As 'the 

National Institute of Corrections considers MBSC for:ad-

ditional program areas we suggest that the MBSC ability 

to develop and increase 'their skills in needed areas will 

be a critically important positive fa~tor. 

In the original meeting between the evaluation team 

and personnel from the National Institute of Corrections 

the evaluators were asked to perform two primary e~alua-

tion functions. They were:" 

A. To determine the degree to which the Management and 

Behavioral Sciences Center performed and achieved the 

goals and objectives they presented in their proposal 

for a conference focusing on strategic management in 

corrections; and 
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11. l'1efylt!re ~.sk(:d to recommen4 given our evaluation of 

the p~ogram and our assessment/analysis of data sup-

pl,i,(td by participants, whether o.r not MBSC would be 

a pc.al.tive c<lndidute to receive another grant for 

~uloth(u;, program in strategic management. 

WobQli.evethat we are prepared at this point to 

anUWGr eacb of these: 

A. It is our avaluation'that almost universally the MBSC 
, 

ptoguum achi~ved to a high de9ree the objectives set 

for.th in. their proposa ls. 

B. Giww the inherent quality of the program, the compe-

cenoy of the staff, excellence of most of the spe:akers, 

and roost importantly of all, satisfaction on the part 

ofptu:ticipants arid their agencies, we believe as 

ovaluatora we would thoroughly endorse the MBSC re-

pe.ating this pr.ogram with only slight variations or 

The only remain.ingspecific recommendation that the 
.. 
cw~luation team would li.ke to offer if the MBSC is 

awatded another program is a most difficult one to im-

pl.mont On their part or anyone. t s part. It is recognized 

by the evaluation team that a primary goal of programs 

• .. 
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such as this by the National Institute of Corrections 

hope to attract the highest level of personnel in correc-

tional institutions or agencie~. 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 increased and methodologies will be 

discovered to insure that the level of participants in-
. .i/" 

cludes those with the greatest likelihood of having posi-

tive impact in creating positive change when they ret'urned 
(~" 

to their institutions or agencies. It should be noted ~hat 

a converse theory holds that it is wiser to train personnel 

immediately beneath top management. In political syptems, 

top management changes regularly --- their trained sub-

ordinates could maintain a system of management. In 

order to achieve this we would suggest the MBSC con~ider 

other options of training which do not necessarily .include 

lengthy residency periods. Hist:orically, we have discov-

erf,d that those in position of great power have as their 

least resourceful area .their ownper~onal time. Most 

leaders at this level find it extremely difficult to 

attend a two week or twelve day training program. We 

would also strongly reconunend within this framework that, 
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if at all possible, tJ:aining be designed that would not 

r(:tnovl! such people from their institutions at all. Such Appendix A. Likert and open-ended questions 
-~.~ 

training should strongly he considered. 

xv. Eva l.uat:i.of) - Next Steps 

The only remaining elements of. the evaluatipn project 

are two prelentations of the final data and evaluation re-

(':oJM1(Jlndation.s in Washington, D. C. anq Harrisburg, Pennsyl-
',"',)" 

vania. 
~' 

.:l 
, ''-'1' 

c 

( '""'\ " ,1. ,_./ 

o 



-- ~--

:) '.,#'!t"'\. 

f\ .-TABLE 1: Ob ctives ?, .. ' \.., ... 
(X = participant Mean) 

~ 

STRONGLY NO OPINION STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE DISAGREE 

1. I increased my under- X=1.48 13 12 0 0 0 
standing of some current 
management techniques. 

2. I feel I will be better X=1.70 8 17 0 0 0 
able to select manage-
ment tools appropriate "";.:. 

to my situation~~ 

3. The program aided my X=1.72 9 13 3 0 0 
understanding of the 
appropriate balance be-
tween crisis manage-
ment and strategic man-

I agement capabilities. w 
w 
I 

4. I have developed new X=1.70 11 12 1 1 0 
... insights into the par-

ticular managerial pro-
blems encountered in a 
people processing or-
gani.zation. 

6. I have gained a more X=2.S6 0 12 12 1 0 
effective .. -lay of deal-
ing with external ex-
pectations of my per-
formance (po 1i tic ians, 
community, etc. ) 

B. The program helped in- X=2.10 4 16 4 1 0 
crease my understanding 
of the planning process 
in corrections. 

-- ---- --------' 
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9 TABLE ~ (Cont inued) (~ 

(X ~ par~icipant 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 18 1 0 0 
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 
adequately explored. 

I 

The 'relationship of the 
w 

12. X=3.04 0 11 5 6 3 .;:,. 
I 

cor~ectional 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., 
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TABL~ 1: (Continued) 

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

(7) change in Home organization 
RBview of the strategical management process and develop stra­

tegies for change. 
FOCllS in on specific tools and problems in change. 
To learn to affect change at home, to share experiences of 

home phase. 
This 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. 

(7) As a Follow-Op to Phase I 
To correlate the theory of Phase I with the application of 

Phase 11. 
FollOw up on first: implementation of new ideas and concepts 

acquired during first session. l"urther develop and work 
on field problems. Evaluate learnings and information. 
Share feelings over results of first two weeks. 

pulling togcthe.r of field experience into a more definitive 
diroction and purpose. 

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

Follow up field exper ience and relate management concepts moz'e 
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 
etnphasis" e.g. problem solving. 

(7) 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 information 

between participants, application of knowledge. 
1) '1'0 report on field assignment, 2) To compare field experiences 

with other participants, 3) To receive critique of field 
exper ience from staff and paI:'-l'icipants. . ... :-

More dialogue and more discussion informally. 
Plltticipant exchang.e of our initial problem issues: discuss 

and evaluate problems encountered in effecting changes in 
our organizations: revision of applying first residency 
theories. 

(', 
........ ' 
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TABLE 1: (Continued) 

1)'1'0 discuss the management problems of "back homen period, 
2) to explore methods of change, 3) dialogue between 
staff and participants. 

To provide 1) additional assistance with the field problem 
and its resolution, 2) additional learnings in strategic 
management. 

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

(1) A more definitiv~ iocus on individual problems. 

(1) Unable to attend. 

(1) Somewhat unclear. 

(1) Blank. 

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

(9) Reactions to workshop 
It crystallized for 'me the task I \'las facing. It also was 

reassuring and a stimulus to "go ahead" in spite of the 
problems involved in pulling 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. 

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 goals were found i,n the second work-

shop. \ 
,., 1 ! 

(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. 
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TABLE 1: (Continued) 

(3) opportunities for Lectures 
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 l~aders to use 
for illustration. Some of the presentors (Miller 
Tristen) would have been more stimulating in first 
phase, but they ~ 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 quite well, I would have appreciated a more 
. concentrated educational experience at the second work­

shop, more mateira1 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 

solutions??? 

(1) Did not attend second session. 

(4) Blank. 

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

(8) Problem solving Learnings' 
Better understanding of problems and under~tanding of other 

agencies and jurisdictions. 
Self-confidence and awareness that I am in touch with the l.'ea 1 

.. problems of institutions in corrections and can lead in­
telligently in positive directions. 

Organization/decision levels based on information requireq, 
the necessity to precisely state a problem (objective), 
importance of top management involvement in planning. 

Find the real problem. 
1) problem indentification, 2) the planning process in a 

public organization, 3) other states have similar prob-:­
lems with some creative approaches to solutions. 

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 m~thod 
and style to the agency seems critical. 
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TABLE 2: proJect Evaluat~on 

'':' 

(X = participant 1:1ean ) 

STRONGLY NO OPINION STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE DISAGREE 

,,.' 7. The resources encoun- X=4.16 0 0 1 15 9 
teredin this program 
were not relevant to 
the real situations 
with which correction 
managers are confronted. 

21. I feel that presenta- X=1.96 6 14 3 1 0 
tions were specific or 
translatable to the 
correction setting_ 

22. I feel that presentors X=1.88 7 15 2 1 0 
and facilitators were I 
open to learning from w 

\.0 

my expertise during I 

·this workshop_ 

23. The program staff were X=2.80 10 14 0 1 0 
responsive to the ex-
pressed needs and sug-
gestions of the part-
icipants. 

24. The discussion groups X=3.52 0 6 '4 11 4 
did not help me i,n prob-
lem formulation and .. 
strategy development. 

25. The selection pro~ess .X=2.17 4 15 3 1 1 
resulted in an appro-
priate group of part-~ 
icipants. 
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26. The program addressed 
the needs I personally 
broQght to the work­
shops. 

X=2.28 

28. I feel that contact with X=2.39 
participants prioF to 
the second workshop was 
adequate. 

31. I found the one-week X=1.71 
residency program a re-
warding experience. 

33. The goals and purposes 
of the "back-home" 
phase o.f the program 
were clear to me. 

X=2.S0 

34. The goals and purposes X=2.24 
of the one-week resi-
dency program in the 
spring were clear to me. 

36. There was a satisfac- X=1.80 
tory dialogue between 
staff and participants. 

37. I feel the Wharton ~. X=1.96 
Staff practices their 
management model in the 
planning and imp lemen-
tat ion of this program. 

TABLE 2 (~'htinued) 
eX = parti~ipant Mean) 

STRONGLY 
AGREE 

3 

2 

8 

4' 

3 

9 

7 

AGREE 

16 

13 

15 

11 

15 

13 

13 

NO OPINION 
NEUTRAL 

3 

5 

1 

4 

5 

2 

2 

DISAGREE 

2 

3 

o 

3 

2 

1 

2 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

1 

o 

o 

2 

o 

o 

o 

•• 

I 
~ 
o 
I 
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}~$'},t:tdto't s.p<~cificl.ty 
1"IH:tl;fi 'iI(H:!! n09te~t()mi(Jg,ions which 1 can think; of. Perhaps 

aorn~ v/(.)'):)I;: .on ident.ify,ing and dcfin,ing problems to be 
~/o.rkc:(,lcm before the Itlorkshop so that we were really 

"" ,p.t~~nd ...... ~ .. woxk on a specific problem when we arrived. 
!J,pt~(,d,!,ic l;l'r(.ibl(rm ,tt.dcnti:f:ication. . 
!;pt'~~ii £ lc work on specific problcmB~n first session. 
SI)t~tf .t~l i za t ;ton. 
Leek of Specificity. 
GO/lJ(.int;t'O(luotion to the t .. ask at hand. Many times .I 'co~ldn' t 

. f;f(;!Q tho" ,forest fot' the trccs ll
• If I had an overV1ew 

. fromthoba9:l.nn.ing it would have been helpful. 
A 9000. C(Hlt-bcnGfit. analysis pt7sentation.. ..' 
Moro tGchnique. for implementat10n of management strateg1es. 

HOtt~Qontnct w.ithAuthoritativeIndividuals . 
Start with practical correctional field experience. 
It t~o111d }u~ve us¢d mote than one visit from MBSC. staff: . 
;rh(;t l~\ck of l?!).rtl.oj.pation by the appropr iate state off1c1a.ls, 

who :a:t.e empowered to make change. . 
I b(ili()ve ;tt would h(~lp if more people ftom correct10ns 

(h;i,gh6t c;:.\libar· rn~lOa9crs) cou ld participate as instructors •. 

N'(,~t.:'d lot C~HHl Studios 
l~~ek of foote c",se studies: with discuss ion and reconunendations. 

\'lo lHlds<:;)IlIQbut could have done many more. 
t>10:1;CUtle o.f ¢ilsostudy method. 

l~t~i,~d tor moro Group \i10I:'K . ...) 
XI1dt"1'HH'Hl(!Jnt Or Sllw)ll g:roup study following presentat10ns 

du:ri.09 f'il~s t rcsidency. 
I didn l t toel there was any gte.at omissions. .I would have 

likQdmotc tl.me em communications, int~r-perso~al. re­
lations, negotiating. perhaps resolut10n (med1at10~) . 
of (lisp~lte,s or grievances could be considered an om1SS10n. 

(1) P-lU\gC of corrections. 

(1) Vicd.tfttion to faciliti,es. 

(1) X c~n·t think of any. 

(1,) Noattong opinion. 

• . 

o 
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TABLE 2: (Continued) 

6. What part of the program would you have liked .expanded? 

(8) Problem Solving Techniques 
Small groups working on individual problems. 
Conununications, problem solving. 
Increase time that staff spent with individuals in getting 

problems in focus. 
Specific work on specific problems in the first session. 
Spe6ific attention to specifying problem solving. 
Concentration of participants working in the same areas of 

corrections. 
.. 

(4) Expanding Phases of program . 
None. 1 feel that the total program was well organized and 

maximum material covered in the allotted time. 
.I do not believe you can expand th'e residency programs beyond 

their present level. The home agency visit should be 
expanded significantly or eliminated. 

All of it. 
Second residential phase. 

(3) Speakers 
More of Eric Trist - on any subject. 
The presentation by people like Wolfgang and others who have 

field experience, research and yet retain a rather 
pragmatic approach to the management of organization. 

More of the better speakers, they were excellent. 

(3) Discussion 
Monitored group discussion based on concepts presented by 

social scientists. 
Discussion. 
In the first two weeks, attempt to have concepts linked by 

example, discussion or role playing that have proved to 
be successful. 

(2) Plarining Techniques 
More time on. the planning process. 
More emphasis on the corporate planning procE7ss. 

(2) Case Studies 
Use of the case study method. 
Past case studies that have proven to be successful. 

(2) Str··ategie·s, 
Formal class presentations and discussions of strategies in 

management (process and application). 
More techniqaes for implementation of management strategies. 

(1) A good cost benefit'analysis. 
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8~ nOW!i1t.~:'iJ?IC;Hl ~b)'~ tc., use the resoutcesofthe permanent staff 
during thu program? 

(6) ReUQUrCOI Not Fullu Used 
Cbnit mako many claims in this area. Usually waited for them 

to take th~ initiative. 
;l~O lH')Jltf) ()G9.r(,H~. It was my impression that they could have 

boon m()ra aa.aertive in t:his area. Some I believe, were 
a li'ttle (11001:1" 

501'tl"~what ns intc.rt.ctors. I don't think I used them as much 
aa I wiehod I could have. 

at~ff m~rtlb(u;'$ wore all bt'ight, friendly and knowledgeable, 
but t~u~ribly on.ive abou.t cO.tractions and problems 
poculiar to oorrectional management. 

AebuDlly I made little use of the permanent staff except at 
. . t:.imcia tOI;H,H}'ktheiX: reaction to some of my ideas. 
Littlo outside of normal workshops. 

(6) lnaivldual confexencos. 
I h~d Bovaral individual conferences and benefitted greatly 

fl"orn (lfloh. 
l)im:u"$~('ld. itema with all $taff daily. They were extremely 

help'fu.l. 
Visit clari£ied i'luos. 
li'lOid visit WlH~ accomplished. 
Du~in9 the first phase and field phase Tom Burns and Mr. 

Fletcher con$u.ltedwith me to a considerable degree. 
l' \..u~od th.om 'by nsldng direct questions and by getting from 

thorn tlnGWo.(s from other agencies. 

(6) I\ll'oblam Solving 
H~ll')~Q to define nnd solve problems I was confronting. 
1) Di80u8sion ~f field problem to redefine it, 2) to direct' 

rne to lIddi,tonal readings on a problem, 3) used them as 
lIOutC03 of infotmation, guides and experts. 

1) 'l'ofurthar ~efine problem areas, 2) to assess organizational 
ptQhlomn. 

DiIH~\Uud.on of problom areas. 
.nothtOtml)l and informal discussions of problem project. 
(tiled .ta.!! fot fip~cific problem solVing assistance. 

(4) programa l)nd Groups 
,.hlCh 1n:lotmal ditH~ussion. 1. presented real problems, they 

•. . 

( 

\ 
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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 facilitat.e, the group was fragmented in my opinion, 
professionally. 

They put on excellent training programs for some of my staff 
and myself and gave me some person.al 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. Of what benefit were the on-going discussion groups in the 
.second workshop? 

(6) Meeting Individual Needs' 
Very helpful. I was able to pick and chose my way knowing 

little more about where I was going and why. 
Excellent. Permitted more latitude considering needs of the 

members of the group. 
About 85% ef~ective. 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 fo!r me. 

(4) 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. 

Shating 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. 

(3) Improvement Over First Phase 
Seemed to make more sense than the first time around. 
Very much improved over first workshop. 
Better than fi.rst in' that the subject matter to which we re­

lated the concepts was more directly corrections. 
" 
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{lJ J .. U,(,~,ti(Jn ;lO;"p/~!~i£icrropic$ 
G~ud j~cao on ~Ltatagics of change managemcnt_ 
VtJxy ) ittlc: C'XCI,'>pt the group woxking on force field analysis 

!;lhic),WZlU v(,!ryhelpful to me. 
X" th~ tiltie lyle hila the group discussions helped incorporate 

tho l(~at'liii19 l' 'nas trying to get out of the foxmal 
pr(Ju(;ntatlclna. 

!;)} 11tc,Iblt'm f;olving 
lJirniLutl i:JUt (wme Zlssiatance to problem solving. 
Ht~ll//·d t~o cluri:£y' problems of field application for some. 

Mixing of discussion groups began to provide for a 
~P:Ci'lt;;.C.t "tH: t-woJ:K;l.ng 11 pos sibil it ies. 

'1'<':1 hrlng into !tay "rea.l life H management problems for dis­
CUB!iion. • 

(l.) I:lr~H~U,m\l tlpplicntd,on coul.d be discussed to a degree. 

(1) ('(Jnldn it ~t, {.(JiHl. 

10. }l€.,1W vnmld Y()U ch<n:'i.1c:t~c,ri.zc the theory presentations during the 
C(}fli t-)~ en (~iJ? 

(:2 0) PtH'l H, i v 11) l~v tfl U <:1. t ion 
on <~Clod ~ 
.f;x{'oll.{l'o t. 
VPi:Y <1(~od. 
Rxeallent - sama of the bast that I've seen. 
f~>woll.ont- ",'oro )<.,howledgeable and able to present subject 

mDttcr in an interesting manner. 
V~t;y f~O\lfHl, apl,licahleand. useful. 
1'htt)' WQt;'o thought provoking and were good vehicles for the 

9touP to start with. 
J)tl'ilH;lntedc:l.oas.;ly, helped to provide a good foundation for 

la~rnin9 nnd npplying information. 
£x.cl)llcnt ovcrl~ll. . Those rated poorly on the daily eval-

\u\tions should be cor;rected. 
E.Xc(1tll,~nt:" concise, conceptually sound, understandable. 
exc~~ll~nt, :l;ol.evnnt, applic"ble. 
MitittfL\tlgful to cortcctions programs. 
Rnlll)v~Hlt, on f:atget, timely and up-to-date concepts on 

modern m~11H19Qment techniques. 
t"irilt two WIi.'(t:k.$ - outstanding. Third week not as good, but 

$ti.ll inf~eresting. 

.. . 
\ 

(5) 
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TABLE 2: (Continued) 

F6r 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 o 

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 

ju~tice field which were essentially a waste of time. 
Good - need 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 
strategyo 

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. 



t'~'\ TABLE 3: -. rsonal Impact -":->, •• 
~'. 'I ~ (X = part';icipant Mean) .. 

STRONGLY NO OPINION STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE DISAGREE 

s. I believe that this pro- X=1.S3 5 IS 1 0 0 
9ram had an impact on me 
when I returned to my 
agency or organization. 

IS. I feel that other work- X=2.24 2 15 . S 0 0 
shop participants 
learned from my personal 
expertise. 

·19. I feel that I learned X=1.92 6 16 2 1 0 
from the personal exper-
tise of the other work-
shop participants. 

I 

30. I received increased X=2.35 3 10 9 1 0 I~ 

" learnings or help during I 

the back home phase of 
the program. 

32. I received increased X=1.9S 5 15 2 1 0 
learnings or help during 
the one-weeK re$i~ency . 
program in the spring_ 

35. I believe that I"will X=2.02 5 16 3 1 0 
maintain professional 
contacts with some of 
the participants I 
have met. 
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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. ~nly after second program did I put the plan to 
work. 

(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 months. 

(4) Measure~ in Hours per Week 
One and one half hours per week. 
Approximately four pours. p~x: we.ek. 
Four hours a week. 
Two to three days per week. 

(2) Percentages of Time 
40% 
95% 

(1) Blank. 
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'rABLE 4: (Continued) 

3. '-that benefits has your agency gained from your att.endance in 
this program? 

(9) Leadership and Management Skills 
More dynamic and aggressive leadership • 
Input of sound management concepts at executive level 

staffing of regional planning. 
I have influenced our long range planning process construc­

tively in ways I would not have without the training. 
I am better organizing my approach to problem solving. 
I am doing a better job in communication. 

I think I have a better grasp of some management skills. In­
formation from other participants is valuable. Develop 
broader network with other correctional managers. 

An ability to deal effectively within the new management struc­
ture of an independent, our planning process developed 
through this program in a logical answer to social 
service chaos • 

My increased knowledge as reflected in my job performance. 
Hopefully I manage better. 
Assisted me as an administrator. 
Less disorganized efforts from my unit o 

(6) Planning Skills 
Greater use by me of need to plan rather than react. Under­

standing of sustematic.look at problem as sJ~ptoms of 
more basic issues. 

I believe I have more self-awareness and can be more objective 
in planning. 

My having a broader concept of planning and management. 
I'm utilizing some of the knowledge acquired, especially ref. 

planning to'change. The quality of my work has improved. 
I am able to bring back new ideas of planning and I hope this 

knowledge wili bring abou~ some needed change in programso 
A clearer definition of the planning process. 

(2) Budgeting 
1) New budget procedures., 2) .systematic meeting with choice 

of probation officers, 3) new ideas give,n to all P.O.' s. 
Change has occurred in the agency's method of budgeting and 

in the idea o~ sharing ideas ("net working"). 

(2) Understanding Change 
I have developed a better understanding of how change occurs 

and have managed to give a better relationship in dealing 
with nine representatives • 

l)-A little more self confidence in this ~dministrator's ability 
to change organization, 2) a bett~r sense of the role of 
planning in organization. 
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11. Htf!<i d,nl Yt:1tl.r w{n;;j~!.lwp d5~H,:uSi':don 9tOU.ps help you in problem 
:h,.u:fTmLtt Uln it/Hl ~d;.nlt.(.gy dev(;!lol~mt;mt? 

ao Hl'lp ,t$x.CivltJ(~dby (Wi;',lUPS 
1 .l..l~(n.'iw.id l;i,.U:,',La Jwlp fl~om tho disc\lSsion groups. I did 

feHlflulato tJprobl.(\-tn ns zuch. 

il'ht t tll~icuu/~ltm groupf~ \<,I(~x;a not of much help to me. 
rkr t t P;' {Nt t 1. y. 
~NIHy Y.Wrtiof 1 tt;t;l'~ OJ; no holp. 
Alu'~HiH no hn11'). . 
£:l;fthi~\lm}::Q . ~x(~J,~llerl t f others poor. 
Y{~t~ ~ 

( J) j,t· .1'" ; I. ' ,1:~ .,Hl;a 1'19 t}~ pnc.'X:,t3 ·"~~:xp(!r;l.cmcn$ 
tHt¥tHld nmch v;.,luabto in fOl;mt:rcion from Californ ia partici­

pant, B180 lontned a great deal from Chuck Doyle and 
,jl'.t;'o nk ,f'ar tow. 

'1\) m.H'iH'~l.h"iJt't·o the ~rl:O~lp W,Hl llseful, depending on who was 
dOin9 tho talkil)9. \~ith$ome poople reluctant to 
(tl t}{;{HJ!1 nl'l)tthing 'bocautHl they had an answer to every 
l)tt)bl(inu~ ,t<JO::0 listening by groups should be emphasized. 

l1tt t-X ,ij: h~l,lHHI v(n:y littlQ in formill session - they seemed to 
~(',Hik tho q:uie.k nf't~.1\~·~u:: to what ~or me was a complex 
problem. St~ffwaa excellent in this area. 

JhU)~.~tU,t~U1C(t thllt tht! l)l':oblamswere common and not something 
1 h3d·9 tlHlal!r1tad o~t ones that were unique to our 
hurtitu t j .. oo ... 

Sh~l';tng of a:imtl~u: ~>(petiencQsby others in same position. 
,1\11 p~ttiQiIHultu w().re interus.ted lothe problems and had 

ind1vld\u'l1 ,(:xp~ti('t.~ces which could be related to my 
pr~bl •• and .trat.gios. 

(4) A\tQr.n~ttvt\!l Solutions 
.hl1IM~d t.h:t'ough ott'h:~rpntt.;i,.¢ipant$ develop and capahilit.ies to 

p~obltlUl flolv~. . 
1)'- l"4d(ltln9 how ~itnili\r}l~oblems were solved in, their respec­

t lV~~9,~ncl'~~", 

,,' 
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TABLE 4: (Continued) 

Got a broader perspective regarding my specific manugeriul 
problems, and got a great number of ulternative 
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. 

(3) Clarification of Ideas 
Heiped 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 clearly formulated with a "Force Field Analysis." 

(2) Sounding Board for Ideas 
Served as an excellent sounding board for a forthcoming 

management change. 
As a sounding board for what I had done already. 

(2) 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? 

1) None 
2) Inferred 
3) Limited 
4) sustained 

Blank 

-3 
o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

* Course Description 

IMPACT 

EVALUATIVE WNE 

Participants 
3 
9 
6 
5 
2 

32 

X 2 

Participants 
1 
4 
2 
4 
6 
2 
3 
3 
2 

25 

X 3.2 

* For mO.re .information about the administr.ation, 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 Jerom~ S.Allender, Journal of Higher 

. Education, Vol. XLV, No.6, June, 1974, pp. 450-457. 
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O:itli1t,'t :t(JfHH (m {"l':wh()£ th(4fH~>.ule5 belo~Jplea$e circle the number that 
h~~t. );~pn.~f,.tlntt.t Y(Jur ;£oali.rH3D and/or tcactions to the entire I1BSC 
pt'Qqt~tn" 

o 1 1 9 10 3 
S.lJ.;t~;9 <I;i~~.<Jr:I',\W'''\~'~ f'1-.:~'t~~¥~.~~)wa."""'~~~ .~. ~~ _ ......... _____ .-__ ~ ________ _::.;N:..::e:..:;..w 

j~~~.~f"'~,llt,~~~~.4t::.'.W"'l.,"'::W;I"i\W._f~w,A'tI~~~~~ ....... ~>""".-...:.4-, ______ .::.5:...--____ --.::6:...-_~ __ _..:..7 

o 4 4 7 6 

3 1 2 
!.~~~,..;~;~£¥.*~~.~,,~., .\''t(~t.t.o;.:.:w·~M~~~l~~.~~~''''''''''''_' _ ......... ,. __________________ -..;;::..;;;..;:..;;;.=.;;. 

lt1t. .. ~~~-;;..It~~.~,-~,,j<,~~_MlI*M:~,.~~~~M\.~_._.,-._""'\WOI';;;,~_,_ .. _ ... -.;~ __ ...".--...!.4-_----=5-____ --=~ __ ....,... _ ___:. 

':) 1 2 2 0 0 
Frustrated 

6 7 
fStlt!·~ti(~d "\Si.·~.m..·m,,:M,':~;:_f_,·,'{ot';" ~:~,!;'~"rt~$)10~·'"~.~_ .. ..,.._. __ -....,.... ...... , _____ __" _________ _:...:;.:;:.:::...=-::.:::.::.=. 
,1 .•. ...... -L._'''''._ .. __ ~ ___ ,~_~ _. __ 4,.:.., _____ ....;5=--_____ =-_____ ..;.. 

10 1 
napDy 

6 7 

.79 2 1 1 0 
Passive A£ti,:t! ~_~ .~~~>_ .. __ f"'_, .. -I-M .... "~ ...... _______________________ ..:..:::.::.::::.=..:..=. 

6 7 .. 1 ..' ". " 2· _ ." .. _3 . 
~s-. .. I' ..... ;:.~iI,.'l., .. ~ d srtt..... --... 4 5 .. r~ 

o 0 o 3 7 7 7 
J1~b..~ ........ , '" . "'G.' _ •• _ Organize~ 

~~.:i~1I1'11'li:l A*,,,,,,,,C ~q"""",,, • __ 4 5 6 7 
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• , TABLE 7 (Continued) 

( < 

3 7 5 5 3 1 0 
Advance information Advance information 
satisfactory unsatisfactor~ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6 10 5 2 0 1 0 
Instructional Instructional 
materials materials 
satisfactory unsatisfactory 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 1 0 0 1 
Treatment 

by staff 

3 4 5 
unsatisfactory 

6 7 .. 

~ 
~ 

I 
I 
~ 
ti 
~ 
~ 

'J 
~ ." 11 /~ ;i 
;~ ~., 
.' 

tl I .~ J , t .. 

I " 



.., r· ti."j .'TA!lLE s::: Object.iv~s as Se-en ,- l' P~t'e lcipa.'"\t:s ~ COll~&9U~S 
tx.; Collt;Nl.guaMean:} 

1. % £ .. 1 h. vill be bet:- X-1..90 
tu able to aelect man-
agement tools app.ropri-
ate to his situation. 

3. He haa gained a more X-2.2a 
realistic way of deal-
ing with external ex-
pecta tions of his per-
formance (politicians, 
community, etc.) 

4. The program helped in- X=.2.l0 
crease his unde.rstand-
Lng of the planning 
process in corrections. 

5. The program improved' x=2.l0 
his ability to identi-
fy and formulate ' 
problems. 

STRC'!;GLY j{O CPtNION 
AGftEi:' .AGREE NEU~~u... :!JIS .. ~~-S 

,14 47 1 o 

12 28 2S 3 

1.2 14 30 3 

.13' 36 18 1 

.""""" 

' •. 
S'l'RQ1:GLY 
DIS.M.';R£S: 

o 

0 

0 

0 

l"" 
").0,.- .. ," 

TABLE 9: Personal Impact.; .. ~ Seen by participants' Colleagues 
(X = ;"~011ea9J:le Mean) 

r~ 

2. I believe that this pro- X=1.65 
gram had an impact on htm 
when he returned to the 
agency or organization. 

STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE 

31 31 

, 

NO OPINION 
NEUTRAL 

5 

DISAGREE 

1 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

o 

• 

I 
VI 
co 
I 

.;.,. 

• ","I 
'-l 
I 

.-

.. 

AI 
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TABLE 10: (Continued) 

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

(1E,) corrununication Skills 
Sharing of ideals. 
Sharing problems and suggestions for coping with others to 

gain nevI viewpoints. This program provided him with an 
attitude of wanting to overcome and fight well entren­
ched civil servants with an attitude of maintaining the 
status quo • 

He has drawn out a picture (chart) which specifically 
shows each function of the Court as well as each em­
ployee and this was never done before and has helped 
very much in clarifying the Court system. 

Has ability to share with others information received. 
He was very capable as an administrator before his atten­

dance at the confer2nce. He no~ appears more concerned 
with "clearly conununicating his ideas" and "encollraging 
expression of true feelings" by his co-\vOrkel's. 

Communication has improved and divergency between disci­
plines have been lessened. 

Mr. Ezell has been able to bring the correctional and case 
management staff together so that they can begin to 
hear each other and listen to each other. Also, he has 
been soliciting staff rp.sponse to upper management 
decisions. 

He has gained broader perspective, particularly in inter­
personal relationships, subordinate relationships. More 
relaxed ~s an administrator. 

No discernable impact or benefit. The evaluatee - our chief 
administrator ~ does net engage in participatory policy 
making nOre share information with staff to any extent. 
Therefore it is very difficult to assess the benefits of 
MBSC. 

The sharing of information. 
The sharing of information of course content. 
Closer relations and involvement in planning procedures. 

Better communication. 
Approaches t~ problems and communicntion to staff has im­

proved. 
Colleague is now available to staff. Is more frank and more 

accepting of staff suggestions and/or criticisms. Has 
instituted a positive procedure for delegating responsi­
bility and authority. 

He has become more open with staff and is communicating 
better on all levels to the point that comments have 
been' made regarding his change in mcf;hods of communi-
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cation with staff by staff. 
Somewhat better communication. 

(13) Management Skills 

(8) 

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 much 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. 
Probably because I did not receive very much infor­
mation regarding the program~ 

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

It gave him the opportunity to identify advanced techniques 
in manigement 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 operations. 

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 ~ools 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 humanistic side of 
management, I feel this thrust will benefit our agency. 

.A mo~~ .9pen.minded and observant leader. progressive views 
and willingness to implement effec~ive program changes. 

A broader understanding of subordinate managers and that 
interdepartmental problems may have legitimate resistance 
within the whole. 

Problem Solving Skills 
·I feel he has improved in his ability to focus and stick 

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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subsequent one (lay's session \vith openmindedness and 
a desire to work toward systematic solutions to prob­
lems. 

He has been able to more effectively come to grips with 
those problecs in his are~ 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 depar.tments 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 man,agement problems. 
He now has more confidence in applying techniques to 
both short and long range management problems, and 
developed skills necessary to lead a mor.e 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 

stra'tegies that \1e were unaw.are of prior to his atten-
dance to this course. 
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tfhllf 1)t()~1riatfj h;.,ttJ h<,lr) (!x~allcnt bcmafltsb~cauae he has gained 
·cOn! ld~ttle,~ .in IJh".mrllng, progxamrningand decision making. 
U~ hbr;r'~fj.l1y ta.k(!U1 hold (].£ central office operations 
lltJd '1 CX!~~;,>ct it toba, mor'e ad.ministratively efficient 
in vt<:'w o.l!our 1<'Jfl9 xan90 plans. 

It f~,;)r(t X'{dfJX(!{'l ,l.'l.ttitudo in dealing with people - less 
l.tlclltHHi tQ i>t:como: H~11)t:t9htJI. A better understanding 
of t.h~ plium:1ng rjt'O~(;iI$~. 

(4) UtMhl~ loComtn<;nt 
l:t i~ flot avi(:hJtlt at this po,tnt. My undcIstanding is that 

he ruaelvcd considerable guidance and understanding in 
(~hf:1 ·It:rt+'iJ o!l:'HHlg(lt;: propo.ration. A.lthough he is my im­
Jfi~t.HA1:tit.!l tillJP(~rior; he furnished pratically no feedback 
f)n }H,;J r(lC(l'n~~ HnSC exparirmca to me. What lit tIe r 
knQWc.m~Ua8 tl";'(,to·ult of his request to complete this 
qU01iniQHna.irQ~ Ny imp;rossion is that he ,feels he 
b($JHJtit;t,,~d COftl:f:td,(.!):tl.bly tlnd \"ou.ld highly reconunend it 
to OtJH'jt:,~, •. 

1 qM a littla proau~d to rnswex this questionnaire. I knew 
h~tit tV'mh~d :'ltld I Wlla ~IW;:u:e of what the course was about 
btltl urn nomflwhat, no,utral. on the total. aspects since 
X ,tt'il.:\ llYi'\tn nob sure of the course impact. 

1 do not hftvO diroct contQct with fm and therefore am in no 
l~t,l i l i Ofl to tiI\)(llutl t.e the impact of the MBse program on 
him. 

\Jn~·~·lO~.t'~1t t,hitl tittle. 

U) lJn~1.tit'Jtandih9 of Chtmge<1" 
U~w(lyramde.Qtow~td C1H,Ulgtl. 

"ht~ i~~n <;u:n 0,1£ "Hlny chtu\gGs. 'l'h~lt any program which 
pn>vid.G~ ·ll. ~lre~ltel: unda.c'standing and ability to cope 
with t).,\.H!hprobloms is lxrund to be beneficial to any 
(;geney ~nd it$ ,it\dividual members. 
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rrHE P;fI-IYN GI~OU1") 
Nay 21, 1975 

Dear Non-participant: 

One of the things which we want to know al~ut the 
recent MBSC (Hharton) program in \."hich your colleague 
participated is its impact "back home". You are in a 
position to help us assess that. please fill out the 
attached questionnaire. 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 •. 

\.;rw/ap 

;, 

'-

Sincerely, 

William Wilkinsky 
Final Evaluation Team 

" 

, ,.~. --,'-"r_-~' ._"_' ___ ---.JI 
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In the F?~Ce to .the left of each of the following items 
please pl~ce th~ number that best represents your 
reaction to each ~tatement. please use the follo\\ling 
scale: 

1 = strongly agree 
2 = agree 
3 = neutral or no opinion 
4 = disC".l.gree 
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, community, etc.) 

4. The program helped increase his understand.ing of the planning 
process in corrections. 

5. The program improved his ability to identify and formulate 
problems. 

.~ 

6. I can identify clear applications of the ideas presented to 
issues in his organization or system. 

7. He was:' able t:o develop a clear strategy for use in his 
organiza,tion' or system. 

,. '\. , .' 

8. I bel:teve 'the problem issue he brought to the first workshop 
was adequately dealt with and resolved back home. 

g.He shar'ed materials and/oJ:' learnings with members of his 
organization or system. 

10. In his back home agency or organization I feel he had the 
power to create change. 

11. In his back home agency or organization I feel he had positive 
impact as a result of his experience iri the MBSC program. 

12. What benefits has your agency gained from his attendance' in this 
program? __________________________________________________________ ___ 



r 

pattieipant Final EVDluation Questionnaire 
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THE ATHYN GROUP 
May 21, 1975 

Dear participant: 

Enclosed in this mailing are the following items: 
a) "pa.rticipant' s Final Evaluation Questionnaire", 
b) a large envelope addressed to The Athyn Group, 
c) 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. If it is your,wish, d~stribute the ten non-partici­
pant's questionnaires and letters to ten 'randomly 
chosen persons in your work setting who have been 
in a pos"ition to observe you a significant amount 
of time during the MBSC (Wharton) program. 

3. If you do 2 above, colle~t the questionnaires 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. Rathe~ they will be compared to 
the responses of all participants treated 
as a group. 

4. Mail the large envelope as soon as possible and 
not later than June .§.. 

Than~ you, y~~y ~chl 

Sincerely yours, 

William Wilkinsky 
The Athyn Group 

Evaluation Team 

P.s. If you have any questions, call The Athyn Group. 
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Directions: In the space to the left of each of the following itc~s 
ple~se place the number that b8St represents your re~ction 
to each statement. Please u~e the following scale: 

1. 

2. 

3. --
4. --
5. --
6. --
7. --. --

B. 

9. -
10. --
11. 

12. --
13. 

14. 

15. 

---- 16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

1 = strongly agree 
2 = agree 
3 = neutral or no opinion 
4 c: disagree 
5 = stror.gly disagree 

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, co~nunity, etc.) 
The resources encountered in. this program. \oJere 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 pres.ented 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 pa~ticipants learned from my 
personal expertise. 
I feel that I learned from the personal expertise of the other 
workshop participants. 
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3: WI :,t'.:)t,r;;l 0,:;" no o1Jinion 
4 11<, d It.i)'J' r ,~!) 
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1 .f~H!l tlwt It:t''tt'rling1l' from the conference will help me to be 
ltt~~';Jf.:"hi!r :1 n my own system. 
I ffJtI' 1, 'thAt !n"(.~!;"·Httltiong wet\e Spf3Cific o,r translatable to 
lho c~rr~~tiDn nULting_ 
1. (<',(;1'1 tJtd,t; J.'U"(H!rmte,r~ ~:fl1d facilitators were open to learnii1g 
{r~}m Jtly {~y.rw)·t.,i(H':: <.luring the \lJorK.5hop. 
'HiM lu'(~;Jr;lrf\ !'~t.Hf! wf.n:o rc;!:)potlsive to the ~xpressed needs and 
f~WJ~Jl,::f.l~ 1 em£l () (Use pn:t't . .icip~mtS'_ 
It'ht.:t tHl;,t.!~Wt::1(;)tl g,t"OU};Hl dld not help me in problem formulation 
;;twJ b(,rtlt(:~lY dcv!'!lol}fi\CHlt ~ 
tfh¥Jl ~(ll(u:ll,on prOc(%g~ .r(;~sultcd in an appropriate. group of 
p"tt .teip rl!,),t.g . ., 

'i'h~ ptfHJt'iun a·,Utt'NHH·d. tho needs I personally brought to the 
~nlt'kfdl(:}pn ~ 

In my l,HU::-k hon\{l\ HgNlCy or orgaoi:tl'lt.:.ion .1 .feel I have the 
IHJwf*rt Q Gt'Ctlt<.z Ch~,H1ge. 

:r .if"(11 tlhlt.Ct'r)t.nct with p~rti(;ipants prior to the second 
wurk::thoJ> VM~J:iHJ{·(!Uote. 
'In lfiy thH~y.ht)mo, LHJemcy or organizl)t.ion I feel I have had a 
pI.'fd. Vlv(~ hhPPlCt: {;O a ,rc,sult: of my experience in the MDSC 
l'J: t)U:r tim" 
In'!'t.''~·iv'~itSnC'rt:'';~!HJd lotn:nings 01: help during the back home 
ph.~HH,t ()f' t hi) P):Otl1~~lm. 

t {(HHHl Uw otH~""w(}uk t"oshl!mcy pr'ogram a rewarding experience. 
1 r(H;-<f'd,vmJ lIlCI:(hH~nd j,enrnings or help during the one-week 
n·!.dtlt~nt.·Y l')rC)~Jl."t1m in tho up,ring. 
"}'hi)·UO;:lltl ;'1nd p\l.l:pOS~S of the "back-home'l phase of the program 
wnro cluat to mQ. 
'thtl ~o{\l~ ~\ml Putl')osns of the. ol'lC'~,-weekresidencl' prog.ram in 
the _pring wure clear to me. 
X lH)tli<~vQ' t,)Utt 1: will maintain professiQnal contacts with 
~~Ht\(t of tlH,~ 'ptH:'t::iei,I.H)ntG I have. met. 
',t'h~lrC) \.lh.tl: fa .tl~tifffllctory dialogue between staff and participants. 
:t t:caltho \-lhtu:toh staff practices their management model in 
thQ pl~nnin9 und ilttplomtmtation of this program. 

~ • ~ [l. .., ~ .. 
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~ 1. \':h<1t did you understa!1d to be the goals of the second \'ior)~~lhop? 

2 •. In what ways did the seQ)nd workshop meet these goals? (In what 
ways did it not?) 

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

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

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

6. What part of the program would you have liked expanded? 

7. What were the most important learnings or insight.s you gained 
during the program? 

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

--------------------~~~~~~------------------"~~---

9. Of what benefit were the on-going discussion groups in the second 
workshop? ~,~. __________ _ 

10. How would you characterize the theory presentations during the 

conference? ________ ------------------------~---------------------

" 
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;:'.::!U in 

:t! t;(:.rHi'tl;,,!rl:'. it~ :lour Ot",FH'lizat:ton told you. that they had the opportu­
rdktt.t} •. ~l tN!d i*,' f:;tn'i:tt:*gic }>1i'mtf:J(Jmontw'or'kshop run by the i'ihartbn 
~;~h(#ot ;~IHl llr.;:k{~d\;</}H~t it had Locm like for you., v.'hat would you 

1.t.io';,;, 
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Directio:1s! On 0~ch of the scales below plea~e circle the 
numberthat'best represonts your feelings ond/or 
reactions to the entire·MBSC program. 

New 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

stimulat~i~n~gL-____________________________ . __________ ~ ______ ~D~u~l~l 
1 2 3 4 567 

General specifi.,£ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Involved' Detached 
~1~~~~-2--------3---------4~--------~5~------~6~ 7 

Useful Useless 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

satisfied Frustrated 
1 2 3 4 s 6 7 

Angr~YL-________________________ ~ ______ ~~ ______ ~~~.~H~a~p~n~y 
1 2 3 4 567 

Active 
1 2 

HaEhazard 
1 2 

Advance in forma t ion 
satisfactory 
1 2 

Instructional 
materials 
satisfactory 
'1"' 2 

Treatment 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 , "4""'" 

, -.-

-a 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Passive 
7 

orga!}izc:.:d 
6 7 

Advance information 
unsatisfactoxy 

6 7 

Instructional 
materials 

unsatisfactoFY 
6 ? 

Treatment 

..... ~ ... ,0 .••• _ 
by staff 
satisfactory 
1 2 3 4 5 

by staff 
unsatisfactory 

6 7----~'··· 
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