	
	PROBLEMS
	PRODUCT
	OUTCOME

	Catawba
	scarce resources and rapidly increasing demands
	overwhelmed staff and prisoners, distracted from any but basic coping tasks
	implementation neglected
pushed to the sidelines

	
	lack of support from staff other than teaching staff
	chronic resource and supervisory problems
	

	Drake
	the teaching staff embittered and isolated
	use of programs to create order violates institutional norms about the importance of solidarity
	implementation abandoned

enrollment low

attempts to enrich enrollment met with hostility

	
	prisoners unwilling to sign up for or unaware of programs’ existence


	correctional staff refuse to assist and sometimes actively stymie program staff and activities
	

	Evergreen
	once enrolled, prisoners asked to do very little;

staff cut corners
	learning difficult if not impossible. 


	implementation subverted: 

programs exist, but their rehabilitative purposes are vitiated in favor of other uses

	
	staff supports utility of programs, but as serving institutional needs
	programs are modified in ways that make them more useful to the prison, but less useful for rehab
	

	
	programs did not satisfy institutional needs of staff and prisoners and/or violated institutional values


Lessons:

( there is no “cure all” solution – each of these programs failed in distinct different ways.

( the different kinds of failures suggest that we have to see programs in conjunction with prisons – to examine how the context of programs affects their fate.

( implementation is impossible by focusing on easy solutions (leadership, funding, training)

( solution: we must connect existing elements in the organizational context to the implementation of programs: remake them so that their implementation satisfies the needs of staff and prisoners, and identify ways in which prison values and rehab values can be made consistent.

	
	Characteristics
	Product
	Outcome

	Antelope Valley
	staff more educated

few violent prisoners

substantial number of black staff
	emphasis on “marrying” prisoners with programs
	- high participation

- participation is self-sustaining cycle

- institutional values! (partly due to prison’s history)

	
	informality and ease between staff and prisoners
	willingness to use communication as way of resolving conflict 
	

	Beaverton
	staff less educated

most prisoners violent background
	shared pragmatism: both believe prisoners are better off when keeping busy
	programs satisfy institutional needs, preserving their rehabilitative potential

	
	prisoners neither disrespectful nor familiar with staff, neither “messes” with the other
	diversity and benefits of programs provide incentives for participation
	

	
	· both the staff and prisoners  believed that prison programs fulfilled their institutional needs, and they identified the rehabilitative goals of the program with the prison’s goals

· managed to weave policy goals together with institutional practices so that both complement each other. didn’t allow problems (staff hostility, institutional demands, scare resources) to derail the implementation of rehabilitative policies.




Lessons:

( participation in programs: mixture of motives - staving off boredom and increasing one’s skills (although for programs to interest prisoners, they must actually keep prisoners busy)

( success is achieved when programs meet institutional needs that staff and prisoners experience & when institutional values are consistent with programs
Importance of Successful implementation
· do even successfully implemented programs “work”?

· Q: in which way do the attributes of successful implementation (participation in programs as response to institutional needs) might serve to undercut, or advance, the mission of the programs themselves?

· A: implementation must be evaluated for the way in which itself becomes a part of the treatment. 

· prisoners participate in programs because they can satisfy institutional needs 

(other analysts argue that voluntary participation is the only way to ensure an efficient and humane use of resources)
· voluntary programs (vs. mandatory)
positive:

· voluntary participation is efficient because it directs resources to people who are interested in program itself rather than in side-payments or penalties

· voluntary participation is humane because it does not coerce people with few resources and few alternatives into participating in something they may not believe in or feel they need

· “will + skill”: prisoners provide the will to change, and specific skills are then made available to them

negative
· possibility that the prisoners are motivated, but do not find that the programs in question provide what they need
· no positive way to acknowledge or make use of institutional incentives or participation

· can work to marginalize the staff’s concern for program quality and participation

Conclusion

· the fate of programs is a byproduct of other struggles and accommodations 

· policymakers need to take seriously the role of staff and policy targets in making the reforms that are thrust upon them

· must think of programs as the focus of the more general needs and values of prisoners and staff, their attempts to cope with the constraints and scarcities of a difficult life, and the way that programs fit into those coping mechanisms

· policy needs to be a “joint project” – incorporating aims and instruments specified by policymakers, also incorporating the preconceptions and interests of the world in which staff and target groups must operate.

Questions

1. Lin claims that many programs are subverted rather than implemented successfully, but this is hard to recognize – these programs usually have a large number of programs available, and on surface appear to satisfy all conditions of “successful” programs. Does this (and the conclusion of the study) mean that we can’t develop even a vague guideline on basic requirements of factors of successful programs? How useful is this then in building new or improving old programs? 

2. Lin argues that we can “create” both the will and skill – that by encompassing development (prisoners shielded from links to release dates or “good time”), we can create the will. Is this realistic? Is there cause to believe we can create programs which will ‘guarantee’ rehabilitation of prisoners, i.e. their eventual return to society?

3. How applicable are Lin’s conclusions to prisons in general? (Even though the five prisons she examined had differences, they were mostly medium-security, roughly similar prisons) And more generally, how applicable are the conclusions to social policy in general?

4. Are there any assumptions in Lin’s study which automatically exclude other factors which might be important in determining program success? (change in prison management, shifts in trends - racial, violent nature etc). How do we account for all of the factors which determine outcomes of social policies?






