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Memorandum
To: Rep. Brian Porter, Chair
House Judiciary Committee
Prom: Rep. EA W illisrM/~~
Date: April 10,1995
RE: CSHB 2 (STA) - An Act providing for incarceration of certain

nonviolent offenders in boot camps operated by the Department of
Corrections; making prisoners who complete the boot camp program eligible
for discretionary parole; allowing the Department of Corrections to contract
with a person for a boot camp program; creating the Boot Camp Advisory
Board in the Department of Corrections; and providing for an effective date.

As | indicated in my earlier memo, a new fiscal note from the Department of
Corrections was anticipated concerning the captioned hill.

Attached is the new revised fiscal note for CSHB 2 (STA). The explanation in
the "analysis" section of the revised fiscal note explains the differences

between this fiscal note and the one dated 1/23/95.

Thank you for your assistance.
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AMEND VIRMT

TO: CSHB 2(STA)

Page 1, line 3, following "eligible for":
Insen "furloughs and"

Page 2, following line 2.
Insen a new bill section to read:
+ Sec. 3. AS 33.30.111 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:
(9) A prisoner who has successfully completed the boot camp program under
AS 33.30.182 is eligible for a prerelease furlough under this section under regulations
adopted by the commissioner under AS 33.30.101 regardless of whether the prisoner
has served the ponion of the term required under (d) of this section."

Renumber the following bill sections accordingly.
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for discretionary parole; allowing the Department of Corrections to contract
with a person for a boot camp program; creating the Boot Camp Advisory
Board in the Department of Corrections; and providing for an effective date.
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Thank you for scheduling the captioned matter for a hearing before the
House Judiciary Committee.

Attached are the following:
a. Sponsor Statement

b. Sectional Analysis for CSHB 2 (STA), prepared by the Division of
Legal Services.

C. Current fiscal notes on CSHB 2 (STA). The Department of
Corrections has advised me that it is working on an updated fiscal note and |
will provide the committee a copy of that as soon as it is available.

d. Draft amendment to CSHB 2 (STA), which has been requested by
the Department of Corrections. The amendment would give the Department
another tool it needs to make the program successful. Under the current
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version of the bill, a person who successfully completes the boot camp
program might have to wait three or four months for the next Parole Board
hearing. Without this amendment, which permits a prerelease furlough for
individuals who successfully complete the boot camp program, this person
might have to be placed back into the general prison population to await a
hearing. In my opinon, this would not be beneficial to the person involved
or the program. Jerry Shriner from the Department of Corrections will be at
the committee meeting to answer any questions on this amendment as well
as other items that may concern the committee.

e. Legislative Research Report entitled "Boot Camps for Young
Offenders"

f. "Boot Camp Prisons Thrive" from Corrections Compendium,
January 1991.

g. 1991 Shock Incarceration Survey with article

h. "Boot Camp Survey: Rehabilitation. Recidivism Reduction
Outrank Punishment as Main Goals" from Corrections Today.

I. "Boot Camp Prisons in 1993" from National Institute of Justice
Journal, November 1993.

J. "Report to Joint Commission on Finance" (Wisconsin), pages 3
and 4, August 31,1994.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
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In 1993, lintroduced legislation relating to boot camps for nonviolent,
first-time adult offenders. The bill before you is an updated and refined
version of that bill. It includes the ideas of those interested in the boot camp
concept and addresses the needs of the Department of Corrections with regard
to this proposed program.

| feel that placing nonviolent, first-time felony or misdemeanor
offenders in a prison setting is not the best way to accomplish rehabilitation of
the offender. Providing an alternative to prison time and an opportunity to
learn discipline and acceptable behavior will offer these offenders a chance to
avoid further encounters with the law.

The bill before you would offer the boot camp as an alternative
program for first-time convicted felons or misdemeanants under the age of
26. Individuals convicted of crimes such as homicide, assault, kidnapping,
sexual offenses, and offenses involving the use of a deadly weapon would not
be eligible for this option. The emphasis here is on nonviolent first-time
offenders.

At least 24 states opc ute boot camp programs. As can be expected, each
state offers the program to different groups. For example, in 1993 Virginia's
program was limited to nonviolent male felony offenders 24 years of age or
under and did not allow felons convicted of murder, manslaughter,
kidnapping, sexual assault, etc., to participate in the program. Massachusetts'
program, in 1993, was for male offenders under the age of 40.

| have submitted to the committee various articles and studies
concerning boot camp programs. | believe that a boot camp program could
help us address many problems from prison overcrowding to recidivism
rates. A boot camp program has the potential of providing us with many
long-term benefits. Jwould urge positive consideration of this bill.

O a pmalonmooedp*ov
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FAX §907) 465-2029 130Seward Street. Suite 409
Wail Stop 3101 Juneau. Alaska 99801-2105
MEMORANDUM April 6, 1995
SUBJECT: Sectional Summary of CSHB 2 (STA)

(Work Order No. 9-LS0016\G)

TO: Representative Ed Willis
Attn: Janet Seitz

FROM: Jerry Luckhaupt'~r
Legislative Counse'f

You have requested a sectional summary of the above-described bill. As a preliminary matter,
note that a sectional summary ofa bill should not be considered an authoritative interpretation
of the bill - the bill itself is the best statement of its contents.

Section 1 of the bill provides that a prisoner who successfully completes the boot camp is
eligible for discretionary parole notwithstanding any other statute that might restrict the

prisoner's eligibility.

Section 2 of the bill amends AS 33.16.100 by adding a new subsection (e) that provides that
a prisoner who is eligible for discretionary parole under sec. 1 ofthe bill may be released on
parole when the prisoner successfully completes the boot camp program.

Section 3 of the bill is the statutory "meat" of the hill. It creates:

AS 33.30.182 which establishes a boot camp program as a correctional facility' of the
state; describes what the boot camp program involves (militarily styled discipline and physical
training, counseling, training); requires the boot camp program to be designed so as to be
completed within 150 days; requires prisoners who fail the program to be reassigned to other
correctional institutions; requires the commissioner to adopt regulations; allows the
commissioner to contract for an alternative boot camp program; and requires the
commissioner to report to the legislature.

AS 33,30 183 limits the prisoners eligible for assignment to the boot camp program
to those prisoners who are under 26 years of age, are selected by the commissioner, who are
sentenced to a term of imprisonment of at least 150 days, have not previously participated in
a boot camp program, and who did not violate AS 11.41," AS 11.46.300,AS 11.46.400,"

1 Cnmcs against persons, including, e.g..murder, manslaughter, assnult, sexual assault, and sexual abuse.



Representative | i Willis
ril 6, 199
Page 2
AS 11.55.300," AS 11.56.810,5 AS 11.61.100," AS 11.61.190,7 AS 11.61.195" or

AS 11.61.240*
AS 33,30.184 creates a boot camp advisory board.

Section 5 of the bill provides an effective date.

GPL.klb
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...contin
(-.co J%%%Iary in the first degree.

5 Arson in the first degree.

" Escape in the first degree.

g Terroristic llircatening.

& Riot.

1 Misconduct involving weapons in the first degree.

* Misconduct involving weapons in the second degree.

@ Criminal possession of explosives.



3iir version: CSH3 2(STA)

FISCAL NOTE (H) Publish Date: 3/24/95
STATE OF ALASKA
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: Oept. Affected: Corrections
Title: An Act relatina to the creation of a ooot camo  BRU: ail
with in the DOC Component: all
Sponsor: Reo. Wiil.s
Requester: Reo. Willis COMPONENT SERIAL NO.
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 | FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 |
PERSONAL SERVICES | | |
TRAVEL | | |
CONTRACTUAL |
SUPPLIES | i |
EQUIPMENT | | |
LAND & STRUCTURES T |
GRANTS, CLAIMS T [

MISCELLANEOUS o 2.062.3 2.062.3 1 2.062.3 2.062.3 2.062.3
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 20623 2.062.3 ] 2.062.3 2.062.3 2.062.3
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES [ 5.000.0 |
;CHANGE IN REVENUES | )
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of (Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 5.000.0 2.062.3 2.062.3 2.062.3 2.062.3 2.062.3
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

[other

TOTAL 5.000.0 2.062.3 2,062.3 2.062.3 2,062.3 2.062.3

Estimate of any current year (FY95) cost: §. 0.0

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME

| TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

This bill would add a section (2) to AS 12.55.086 allowing the court to make successful completion of a boot
program a condition of probation and would require DOC to provide such a program. The court could require
the defendant to reimburse a portion of the cost of the program. The bill also provides for the commissioner to
select participants in a boot camp program and provides a selection criteria.

Section 3 of the bill provides for eligibility for discretionary parole eligibility for those who successfully complete
the boot camp program.

Section 4 provides for certain conditions and standards for the operation of the boot camp and directs the
commissioner to adopt regulations to implement and administer the program. This section further provides for
the establishment of an advisory board to review and advise the commissioner. CONTINUED ON ATTACHED
PAGES:

Prepared by: Jerry Shriner Phone:  4-65-5582
Division: Comm. Office Date: 1/20/95

Approved by Commissioner: h . O I' Date: 1" Z-f'TA
Agency: Department of Corrections A

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office

(Rev 10/94) 95fisno.xIs/08R lof 2



FISCAL NOTE
HB2
Januar>" 2 1. 1995

The number of defendants who would be sentenced to complete a Boot Camp program under AS
12.55.085 is as impossible to predict as the persuasive abilities of both prosecutors and defense attorneys
and to the sentencing philosophy of individual judges in individual cases. The effect of any new
sentencing option is unpredictable. Some who, with out the provisions of this bill, would have  n
sentenced to probation alone or to a short jail term might now serve more jail time. It seems less likeK
that sentences imposed under the proposed provisions would be any shorter than under the existine
language. Discretionary parole eligibility would not affect this group and thus longer sentences would
not be mitigated.

Further, perception of the program by the defendant may effect the action of both prosecutors and
defense attorneys in ways unpredictable to the Department of Corrections.

Further analysis of the anticipated number ofdefendants to be impacted will be necessary from the
Department of Law, the Public Defender Agency and the Court System in order to gage the resources the
Department of Corrections would need to develop in order to meet its obligations. It should be noted
that under this provision the Department would be required to construct, staff and operate a boot camp
immediately and operate it regardless of the number of prisoners available to the program.

Prisoners could also be selected and assigned to the boot camp program from that portion of the prison
population described in AS 33.30.183 (2). Analysis of the prison population reveals that 245 inmates
meet the criteria under the provisions o f this bill. Without the design o f the facility from which a boot
camp program would be aperrcd. construction cost, much less staffing patterns and operation costs

cannot be calculated.

Recent estimates ofthe cost ofconstruction ofa prison facility in Alaska range from S190,000 to
S160,000 per prison bed capacity. Assuming that a fifty bed facility was deemed suitable and assuming
the facility was built to house medium to minimum custody prisoners with highly structured activities
and for relatively short sentences the lower cost figure is used. Because all prison facilities are at or over
capacity and will continue to be even with the transfer of prisoners out o f state, there is no possibility of
reducing costs by restructuring the current functioning ofan existing institution.

Capital cost are calculated to be $100,000 X 50 = $5,000,000 based on the above assumptions.

The best estimate for operating costs is the average operating cost based on FY 94 operation of the
current prison system which is calculated to be SI 13 per day per prison bed. The Department is
analyzing the cost data of a boot camp recently operated forjuveniles. Preliminary repons indicate that
operating cost will exceed the average cost.

For current purposes the average per bed cost is used to calculate annual program cost as follows:
S113.00(per day cost) X 365 (days peryear) X 50 (program capacity) =52,062>250

These operating costs would not become effective until the faci'.ity was built and operational. Likewise
staffing o f such a program cannot be stated with precision until a final design of both the facility and the
program functions are set. It is likely that such a program would require ten to twelve new correctional
officers, two to three program staff, a probation officer, an administrative officer, one medical staffand a
facility superintendent, for a total of sixteen to nineteen new positions.

Page 2 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision O a te :

Biil Version:
(H) Publish Date:

Dept. Affected:

Title: *...allowing certain offengers...to complete a ‘8RU: _ Prosecution
boot camp program...* Component: All
Soonsor: Representative Will"-

Requester: Representative Willis COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

Expenditures/Revenues
OPERATING EXPENDITURES

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPUES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING

FY 90

0.0
| CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
CHANGE IN REVENUES

FUND SOURCE

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHTIA

Other
TOTAL

Extirpate of any currant year (FY95) cost: *

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS:

0.0

(Artach a separate page if necessary)

(Thousands of Dollars)

FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(Thousands of Dollars)
oo 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CSH3 2(sta)
3/2 4/95

Oeoartment of law

0085-0090

FY 01

0.0

0.0

0.0

This bill amends AS 12.86 and AS 33.30 to provide for incarceration of a nonviolent offender in boot camps
operated by the Department of Corrections, if the offender is otherwise eligible for a suspended imposition of

sentence.

Consequently, the bill will not have a fiscal impact on the Department of Law.

rrrepr

Prepared by: Rictard I. Peques, Director

Division:

Approved by Commissioner:
Agency:

Administrative Services OfaisiQrr /7
LXT

Bruce M. Botelho. AttOfPey General
Department o! Law

Phone: 465-3672
oate: _ 1/24/95
Date: 1/24/95

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION Ct(%PIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For further distribution informaoon, call

(Rev 10/94) 95fisno.xI3/TIBR

a Governor'* LapsJadve Office

Page 1 of 1

This is a sentencing aftemative that would be available to courts after the conviction of a defendant.



STATE OF ALASKA

FISCAL NOTE Bll Version: CSHB 2(STA)
(H Publish Date:  3/24/95

1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Data:

Department Affected: Administration

Title: 'An Ac: al'owmq couns

lo recuirecenaincllencersas a BRU: P'jblic Defender Anencv

special condition of probation toconcgteabool camp....' Component: Public Defender Agency

Soonsor: Reo Willis
Requestor: Reo Wills

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 1631

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
i OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 | FY 99 FY 00 1 FY 01

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES (

FUND SOURCE:

1 |

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0

(Thousands of Oollarsl

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHTIA

OTHER

TOTAL

................... QQ 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0

Estimate of any current year (FY 95) cost: S none

FULL-TIME

PART-TIME
TFMPORARY

Aoproved by Commissioner:

0 0

oo o
OO O
o
oo

Mari< Bover , ,,

Agency. Department o( Administration L Oate:

PREPARER TO PROVIOE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR"™S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

e

For lunher distribution information, call the Governors Legislative Office
Page |

0

0

ol |
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FISCAL NOTE Jiil Vereicfi:_csK5 2(sta)
STATE OF ALASKA (H) Publish Date:  3/24/95
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Data: 0«ol. AHociod: Alaska Court System
Titia: An Act relatjng to boot camps for SFttJ: TriaJ Court3
nonviolent offenders Componantr.

Sponsor Reo. Willis
flequ*stor COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 768

EXPQVCXTURES'HEVENUES (Thousands of Dollars',.

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96 FY 97 | FY 98 FY 99 FYO00
PERSONAL SERVICES | | !

TRAVEL 1
CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND 4 STRUCTURES

GRANTS 4 CLAIMS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 O«a oo 0.0 O« oo

FY 01

B S SN
- - —_— bk B b — —

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGEINRBVQUUES ()
FUND SOUFCE (Thousands of Dxilan)
1

1002 Federal Recelots

1003 GF Malch

1004 GF 0.0 0.0 0.0
1005 GF/Program Recalpta 1

1006 GF/MHT1A 1 1 i
Otner i i
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Go

POSmONS

FULL-TIME 1 uy
PART-TIME |

TEMPOFIARY 1

Estimate of current year (FY 95) cost J None

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page If necessary)

No fiscal Impact.

Prepared by: C. S. Christensen Ill. Staff Counsel 7 M Z Z Phone: 264-3228
Agency: Alaska Court System Date: 02/01/95

Approved Dy: Arthur H. Snowden, Il, Administrative Director SI C U C L""‘
Agency: Alaska Court System Date: 0C/01/95

0y PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
[
Rev 1/95 Page 1of 1
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FISCAL NOTE ¢ 053 2(sta)

Bl Version:

STATE OF ALASKA
(H) Pjciish vre: 3/24/95

1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: Oeot. Affected: p,ihlir Falory

Title:  "An art illnwmp --ni'*s -n -pp.Ar** ~"<fain Alasxa State
aff.enriefs. *n cnmnlefe a soot nmn arncrem.-*  Comoonent: LrAthiTxnr?

Soonscr; a °<imepnr.TT've>  W'llic

Requestor:  Reoresentativo Willis COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0799

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars) (inflation not includeol

OPERATING FY 96 FY 97 pY 98 FY 99 Fy 00 FY 01

PERSONAL SERVICES i i 1
travel 1
CCNTRACTUAL 1 1 1

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND 4 STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING -0-

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES -0- -0- -0-

CHANGE N REVENUES ( | -0 -

Rcvwiua CocM

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receiots
1003 GF Match 1
1004 GF
1005 GF/Procram Receiots
1006 GF/MHTIA
Other
TOTAL -0-
Estimate of curtent yoer (FY 95) impact: S -0-
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 1
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY 0 0

ANALYSIS: (Attach a seoarate page if necessary.)
No significant imoact on the Alaska State Troooers.

7AP-Sr;qi

Prepared 8y: Nanns T Allan
m /0d/qc;

Division:

Aoproved by Commissioner:
Ronald L Qtre_ Peat, of Pufilic Safety

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTP BUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For further distribution iiformation call the Governor's Legislative Office
Page 1of 1
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February il. 199"

MEMORANDUM

Reoresentative Ed Willis

FROM: Patricia Young
Legisiative An

RE: Boot Camps for Young Offenders
Research Request 93.100

You asked for information about boot camps for young offenders. Specifically, you wished
to know the age of participants, the type of cranes represented, the length of sentence, and
the number of offenders typically in the programs. You were particuiariy interested in boot
camp programs running in Virginia, Massachusetts, and Cuyahoga County, Ohio.

According to a 3a€ Layhe G, “prison Soot Camps: Policy Considerations and
Options,” (Denver: National Conference of State Legislatures, March 1991; attached) boor
camps are generally miliiary-style programs requiring team cooperation for highly
disciplined drills, marching, and labor. Most such programs are designed for non-
violent first-rime felony offenders with relatively short sentences. Typically they are
designed for young adults between the ages of 17 and 25, require a certain degree of
physical and mental fitness, last from 60 to 180 days, and represent an alternative to
incarceration. Although few data exist to evaluate the effectiveness of boot camD programs,
particuiariy their long-term effectiveness, they are popular: at least 24 states currently

operate such programs.

Despite their similarities, boot camp programs vary in structure and focus. A brief
comparison of the programs in Virginia, Massachusetts, and Cuyahoga County, Ohio,

illustrate some of the differences.

The Virginia Program

The Virginia program appears to be the most standard among the three. At its inception-
mid-.April of 1991-eligibility was limited to nonvioient, maie feiony offenders between the
ages of 18 and 24 years at the time of sentencing. (Last year the age restriction was changed



Representative Willis
February 11, 1993
Page 2

to 24 years or under at e time of conviction, with no minimum age iimit.) Misdemeanants
are ineligible, as are felons convicted of murder, manslaughter, kidnapping, sexuai assault,
maiicious wounding, robbery, or any attempt to commit any of these crimes. CamD canacity
is 100 participants, and piatoons of 30 to 45 individuals enter each month. To date. 522

participants have gone through the Virginia program.

The program is voiuntary’s lasts 90 aavsxand reeresems a condition of suDerviseri grocation
in lieu of a penitentiary sentence. The primary emphasis is on discipline. Corrections
officers invoived in the boot camp program receive U.S. Marine Corps training as drill
officers, and an offender's soie contact for the first two weeks of the program is with the

drill officer.

Following the two-week orientation come program components involving iabor, generai
education, substance abuse education, life skills development, vocational assessment and
some social education/ Although participants are not taught vocation skills as such, manna!
1abor is beiieved to help them develop a work ethic. The camp is locaied on a 2.000-acre
farm, so offenders are empioyed as farm iaoorers. Labor for community projects, such as
painting schoois and cleaning suite parks, is aiso required. All participants are evaluated as
to their level of education: those who test at beiow grade 12.9 are enrolled in the Adult
Basic Education (ABE) or Generai Education Development (GED) program, regardless of
whether they have high school diplomas; those who test at or above grade 12.9 are used as
tutors. Upon completion of the entire boot camp program, participants may invite family
and friends to a full graduation ceremony. Participants are on probation following
graduation for at least one year, the first 90 days of which are intensive supervision.

According to Drew Malloy, program director, Virginia's boot camp program is a five-year
pilot program funded by the state iegisiarure. Resuits have so far been oositive. with a
recidivism rate of 15 percent for the first 18 months. Admittedly, however, this is a very
short time to accurately gauge the effectiveness of a program, and the recidivism rate is
expected to increase over time. Nevertheless, Mr. Malloy anticipates funding for the

program beyond the aemonstrauon period.

The Massachusetts Program

The Massachusetts boot camp program, which began operation in August of 1992. is for
maie offenders under the age of "0. Tea O’Donnell, Department of Corrections project
analyst with the program, describes it as originally designed for individuals convicted of
misdemeanors and less serious feionies as a short, intense alternative to jail or probation,
requiring a high level of offender involvement. It is a four-month program with a capacity
of 256 participants. Approximately 50 offenders have graduated from the proeram to date.



Representative Willis
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Eligibility criteria for the Massachusetts boot camp program inciude that a participant 1)
must be under 0 years of age; 2) may have prior convictions if his history is non-vioient;
3) must have a sentence that is for no more than 18 months: 4) must not have received a
mandator/ sentence for violation of a drag law; 5) must not have been convicted of a crime
against a person (with the exception of assauit and battery); o) must be medically and
psychologically fit to participate; 7) must have no history of escape mom a secure parameter
nor any escapes within the past three years: and 8) musr volunteer for the program.

According_to Mr. O’Donnell *because die srogram canacity has et to be rilled, the ordinal
criterion of "no history of escape” was relaxed to its current form. .Another proposed
amendment would eliminate the criterion concerning prior convictions and shirt the focus

more to the present conviction.

The program, described by Mr. O’Donnell as having a "marine drill camp atmosohere,"
includes education, work, counseling. life skills, and team building components. Following
graduation, participants are in paroie status for an amount of time based on the duration of
the original sentence. .Aftercare paroie requirements may inciude components such as
contacting paroie officers, maintaining jobs, and attending counseling sessions.

The Ohio Program—Cuvahoga Counrv

Uniiice the boot camp programs in Virginia and Massachusetts. Cuyahoga County’s program
is for juveniies between the ages of 14 and 17 who have been convicted of felonies and
sentenced to state institutions for approximately 6 to 12 months. Participants must be
mentaily and physically capable and have not been convicted of aggravated murder, murder,
rape, manslaughter, kidnapping, sexuai asiauit, aggravated arson, criminai enticement, or

corruption of a minor.

This is a nonvoiuntary, (@-aav residential program followed by six to nine months of highly
structured aftercare. Parncipams are randomiv seiected but generally willing to Darticinaie.
Ten are admitted at the beginning of each month, and ten are released at the end of each
month. The maximum capacity is 30 participants at any given time. To date, 111 youth
have entered the program. Althougn discipline is a pan of the program’s structure, it is
based more on the Outward Bound, challenge education model than a military ore.
Furthermore, the program'’s substance is primarily treatment for the juveniie and reunification
with the family and community. Other components inciude substance abuse education,
generai education, life skills development, and basic job acquisition and retention skills.



Representative Willis

February li. 1993
p2oe 4

ine Ohio program began in April of 1992 with a federal srant aom the U.S. Justice

Department tor an 18-month project to be evaluated by the National Institute of Justice.
Recidivism data will not be available until 1994. According to Tim Howard, oroiect

director, the unusually strong emphasis on the aftercare component should resuit in low
recidivism rates.

More detailed information on each of these programs is being sent and will be forwarded
to you upon arrival. | hope this information is useful. 1f you have auestions. piease iet me

know.

Attachment
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INTRODUCTION

A new breed  correctional facility has evoived cut of concerns over increased dreg crime
and prison overcrowding, and the belie: that traditional prisons often fail to rehabilitate offenders.
In addition, there has been growing poibiic sentiment that offenders be heid accountable for their
crimes and that serious offenders serve longer sentences. This has added to prison crowding and
motivated state pcucymakers tc search for intermediate sanctions for less-serious offenders.

Boot camps-aisc known as shock incarceration, speciai alternative incarceration cr
regimented inmate discipiine-are miiitary-styie facilities distinguished by reveille, cicse-crcer
drills, marching ang, demanding physical requirement Participants are usually young adult
offer®e®s with nc®Cricr incarceration who are servin%ime for their firs: non-vioien: felony
conviction. Onencers attend a boot camp program for a shorter duration than a standard prison
sentence, 50 to 180 days depending on the state program, and then ordinarily are released cn
paroie for an additional year or more. Beet camps are politically popular because the public sees
the programs as "tough on crime." Correcticr.s officials often like the programs because the

stringent ruies ar.c schedules provide a mere controlled environment for offenders than standard

incarceration. 1

LEGISLATIVE AGTTVTTT

Boct camps for young acuit offenders now operate in at least 23 states, and another seven
states are in the process of setting up boot camp programs.

Oklahoma and Georgia opened the first beet camp programs in 1SS3. Most states e ith
programs have added them just since 1987, and considerable legislative activity has occurred since
1989. Sixteen states enacted enabling legislation in the 1989 cr 1990 sessions: Arkansas,
Colorado, Connecticut. Illinois, Lnciana, Kansas, Missouri Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico,
Ohio, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, Wisconsin and Wyoming. Eight states—Alabama, Arizona,
ricrida, Georgia. Louisiana, Michigan, New York and South Carolina-enacted enabling
legislation between 1983 and 1989. At least five states - Idaho, Maryland, Mississipoi, North
Carolina and Oklahoma-cperate boot camps under department of corrections regulatory
authorin’. At least one county, Los Angeles, is operating a one-year oiiot projecufrigure 1)

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

Prison-bound orprobedon-bound offenders.
Perhaps the central policy issue to be addressed in considering cr expanding beet camp

programs is whether the program will be used, to divert prison-bound offenders or as a mere
intensive, punitive form of probation.

In at least 19 states, statutes speedy boot camps as an alternative for prison-bound offenders,
with the intent of providing snorter more intensive terms in a boot camD for some offenders who
wouid have served a longer prison term. In most states that statutorily divert prison-bcund
offenders to boot camp, me length oi the original sentence is not speckled by statute. In states
that do designate original sentence length for program eiigibiiiry, the offender may be tracing a
sentence as short as three years for six months in a bcoc camp (New York) or a sentence as long as

15 years for 120 days in a boot camp (Alabama).(Appendix A)

In at least five states, probation-bound offenders are targeted by stature in order to orevide
beet camps as a sentencing option for offenders for whom straight probation was considered toe
lenient. Probation-bound offenders are diverted into the boot camp program by the sentencing
udge. 3oth Connecticut and Georgia statutes allow the court to use boot camp as a condition of
probation, and .Arizona uses it as a condition of intensive probation.(Appencix A)

-NCSL State Leaisiative Reocr. - 1



Tennessee is :he only state found to have two separate statutes: cue targets priscn-bcur.c
cffer.cers and ‘'he other targets probation-bound offenders. Theoretically, prison-bound and
probation-bound ofencers couid ser-'e side-by-side in die same boot camps. As yet. however, no
procation-bour.d offenders have been sent to Tennessee's boot samp, according tc the decartmen:

of corrections.

Ten states give the court primary discretion to determine whether otherwise prison-bound or
probation-bound offenders are sentenced to boot camps. Often, offenders sentenced to boo:
camps by a judge must also then be screened and :_cspted by the Department of Corrections

(DOC).(Appeacix A)

In about 12 states, the department of corrections has considerable discretion for diverting
prison-sentenced inmates Into boot camps. In six of these states, the DOC’s discretion is
somewhat diiuted because the court maintains jurisdiction and ccntmues to oversee and review the
offender's case throughout the program.(Appenriix A)

large: offender:
Most states specify that participants in boot camps be non-violent feicr.y offenders who have

.never ser/ed time In a prison. A majority of the states target a specific age group either by statute
or by DOC pciicy, the most common range being from 17 to 25 years of age. New Mexico ar.d
Wisconsin targe: certain drug offenders for the program. Several states statutorily exclude certain
crimes such as murder, first degree rape, firs; degree kidnapping, first degree robber/, capital or
Life felonies, sex offenses, child abuse or child sexual abuse. Many state laws require that offenders
be physically anc mentally it. At least five states have boot camps for women.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

The most frequently stated goals of boot camps are to reduce prison overcrowding, deter
offenders from crime, rehabilitate young aduit offenders and reduce corrections costs.

deducing Prison Overcrowding
Several states have authorized boot camps, whth reduction of prison overcrowding 2s a goal

of the program. In .Arkansas, offenders are evaluated according to a set of guidelines adopted by
the 3Gard of Correction, under statutory ianguage which says the program is "designed to reduce
inmate population by diverting eiigfcie offenders from long-term incarceration.” (Ark. Scat. Ann.
12-25-701 to 12-25-705 (1989)) The Florida law indicates that "Due to severe priscn

overcrowding, the Legislature declares the construction of a basic training program facility is
necessary to aid in alleviating an emergenc/ situation." (Fla. Scat. .Ann. 958.04 (Wesr-1990))

However, an analysis done by Abe Associates, Inc. for the National Institute of Justice (NU),
of the U.S. Deoartment of Justice in 1989 said that in comparing maximum annual cagaciry in bocc
camgs in a numoer of,states to-total Qnson)populati'on, the potential effect of boot camps on prison
overcrowaing is small. 3oot camp capacity as a percent of pnson population ranged from 11
percent in Fiorica to 115 percent in Mississippi according to the NU analysis. 3oot camps
averaged about 4.7 percent of total prison populations in the states examined. Current seieeue.o
criteria for participants wouid, therefore, limit the number of faculties needed to a relatively small

number.(l,p.12)

Deterrence and Rehabiiiianon
Another commoniy stated purpose of boot campr is to deter offenders from committing

additional crimes by giving them a "taste” of prison. This may be particularly true where beet
camps are used as a more punitive form of probation. Many boot camps operate within a
conventional state prison, but panicipants are separated from the general population. This gives
offenders a "dose, sobering exposure to the realities of prison life, but without subjecting them tc
abuse, exploitation or corruption by hardened criminals,” according to the NU study, (l.p-xi)
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Physical exercise combined with drills and discipline is seen as having rehabilitative vide by
some policymakers ar.c program —ar.agers. Shock incarceration, according to Dcr.aic J. Her.gesh,
director of Sp-ciai Alternatives Incarceration in Michigan, teaches inmates 'self-esteem, self-
discipiine, sel'-respcnsibiiiry and how to work...more importantly [the program] push[es: these
indivicoals tc achieve at levels that they never knew they conic achieve at before.'(2.nd)

Seme programs have added ccrdidence-buiiding exercises, and several require partidnants
to quit smoking. Norm Carolina indudes a Ropes Challenge program, which works Erst on
building group skills such as getting a team ever a 12 feet wall then on individual confidence
building such as walking a balance beam suspended 30 fee: in the air. In Louisiana, program
participants in the Orleans Parish are abie tc run 12 miles upon completion cf the

program.;] 1,p.23)

Most programs do not reiy soieiy cm military drills for their rehabilitation, many also induce
drug and alcohol counseling, reality therapy, individual counseling, literacy training and other pre-
release programs. In New York, offenders are piaced in a therapeutic community emphasising
community living and socialisation skiiis.(l,p_5) Education aiseis empnasized in the New York
program, with offenders required to spend 12 hours per week in dasses. A 1990 report of the New
York State Department of Correctional Services. Division of Program Planning, Research and
Evaluation, said the academic achievement of boot camp panidpants is somewhat iess than
inmates in comparison New York facilities, but boot camp inmates both star, with mere skill
deficiencies and spend iess time in the program.(4,pp-35-2¢c) A[though many states' boo: same
programs offer education, at least rvc s*ates offer no adult basic education because of the
difOcuiiy in doing sc. in any meaningful way in the short period of time offenders are in the beet

camp program.(\p.27)

At least 10 state statutes specify that offenders receive drug and alcohol education or
treatment in bccc camps. .As mentioned earlier, in New Mexico anc Wisconsin certain drug
offenders are targeted for the program, in Tennessee, however, some drug offenders are

stacutoriiy exduded.

Some states provide considerable pre-release assistance and direction. For example, in
Maryland, paroie agents visit the offenders before they are released, examine their heme
environments and make arrangements for offenders to meet with job placement assistance
counselors. In at least one state, DCC officials recommend to the sentencing judge that drug
offenders be required to attend out-patient drug counseling upGn release, and in a few other states
the statute specifies that drag offenders be sent to drug treatment cr educational programs upon
release. Two states-Indiana and Wisccnsm-statutoriiy require drug treatment upon release from

3001 CuiiiC.

Cos:Issues
Many boot camps are set up on the grounds of existing correctional facilities and share

kitchen, medical anc administrative services, contributing to cost-efficient start-up. However, per
diem costs may be as much or more than standard prison because of higher staff tc inmate

ratios.(l,p.16)

Tne 1989 NU study indicated that cost sayings come primarily from the snorter terms
participants serve. For states to save money, the researchers conclude, they must admit inmates
who otherwise would have served longer prison terms. Florida data show mat time served in boot
camps is about 215 days shorter than what participants wcuid have spent ir. prison, suggesring
savings to the state., T.p.22) In New York, a 1990 report by the Depanment of Correctional
Services research division estimated mat despite higher per diem casts than other prison facilities,
a total savings of 255.5 million was realized for 1,158 boot camu oarticioants. This induces an
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estimated 536.5 million saved ir. capital construcion anc 519.0 million saved in care and custody
costs, mostly because inmates were housed for a shorter time,(4,pp.33-3-)

A 19C report by the South Carolina State Reorganization Commission for the state
legislature examined the criminal histories of the offenders in the boot camo program to
determine how many offenders were acrualiy being diverted from prison and whether any
offenders were being diverted from probation. Of the 664 offenders who were placed in the boot
camp program between Juiy 1987 and January 1989, 244 were diverted from prison and -20 were
diverted from probation. Stll, the net cost savings of diverting 244 offenders from prison, after
taking into account the costs added by placing 420 prcbatian-bcund offenders into boot camcs. was

determined to be S14 million.

None of the cos: anaiyses known have attempted to compute the return-to-crime factor into
costs. Perhaps eventually, fiscal studies will combine recidivism data with cos: data and analysis of

who is being diverted into boot camp programs.

EVALUATIONS AND OUTCOMES

Whether or not boot camps meet the intended objective of rehabilitation of the offender is
also an important policy consideration. To date, however, most outcome anaiyses are either

anecdotal short-term or inconclusive.

Studies by the National Lnstirute of Justice (NU) of the U.S. Department of Justice in 1989
and the U.S. Government Accounting Office (GAO) in 1988 conduced that available data are not
sufficient to support the theory mat boot camps reduce recidivism, overcrowding or prison

costs.(i,2J5)(i,p))'

The NU study looked at redcivism raies for graduates of boot camps in Georgia and
Okiahoma and found them to be about the same as those of offenders released from prison. In
fact the Georgia DOC found that after a three year follow-up, 3S 5 percent of the offenders who
participated in boot camp returned to prison, compared to 28 percent recidivism of released prison
Inmates. Oklahoma found that almost half the boot camp graduates had returned to prison
compared to 28 percent in a comparison group of prison inmates over a29-mrr.ch period.(1,p.4)

A few states aiso have tradted the return to crime or subsequent incart ‘ration of boot camp
participants. Tie Florida Department of Corrections released a study in 1989 of their program
showing that boot camp graduates had a re-incarceration rate of .5 3 percent versus 7.75 percent
for a comparison group; however, the study oniy contained data for a 13-month pericd.(3,p.u)

A 1990 report of the South Carolina State Reorganisation Commission showed thar among
437 boot camp participants, lo percent have had a subsequent conviction or had their probation
revoked for a technical violation. Of these convicbons and violations, 97 percent occurred during
the fys 12 months after comDietina boot camg. The most recent studyxbased on 1984 data;of
recidivism for ail peopie released (induding all crimes and criminal histories) in that state showed

a 16 percent redcivism rate for one vear.(6,p.24)

Tne New York Department of Correctional Services research division report of 1990 an the
state’'s Shock program said, ’Despite being incarcerated for shorter periods of time, the Shcex
graduates appear to be returning at a rate similar to a selected comparable group of inmates—'
But the report aiso notes that Shock graduates come back for offenses less serious than the
comparison goug, and more often for rule violations rather than for convictions on new
crimes.(4,pJI-52) Georgia, Louisiana and New York are currently conducing studies and several
other states have indicaied they will be tracking redcivism rates as well
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Several states require the department of corrections (DOC) to report to the legislature on
the progress c. the boo: camp programs. Ir. Coicradc. for example, the DOC is to provide a
report that induces such mfcrmartcr. as: whether offenders are being diverted from probation or
prison, whether oed space is being saved, anc whether me recidivism rate for graduates of the
program are equal :c or lower than mat of similar offenders committed to the DOC.

The National Institute of Justice currently isworking cn a muiii-site survey to evaluate sever,
hoc: camp programs. The evaluation will address selection decisions, community supervision upon
release, program characteristics zr.c program location: however, the outcome of the study is not

ectec to be decisive. The studv should be released bv early next vear.

The Bureau of Justice .Assistance has offered funds to states for boot camp start-up arc
demonstration. New York and Texas have grants to implement ahc evaluate effectiveness of boot

camps targeted for drug offendsrs.(7,p.47)

FEDERAL IN7ZRZST .AND INCZN71VZS

Tiue >711 of the federai Crime Control Act of 1990 authorizes 5220 million for
"correctional options,” Inducing, "four grants in each fiscal year, in various geographical areas
throughout the united States, tc public agencies for correctional options (including the cos: of
construction) that provide alternatives to traditional modes of incarceration anc offenders reiease
programs.” Programs must provide appropriate inter/ention fcr young offenders; security and
disctpiine; services such as counseling, drug treatment, education and job training; reduction In
criminal recidivism; reduction in correctional costs; and development of industrial and ser/ice
skills. .Also available are grants to public agencies to ‘establish, operate, and supper: beet camp

prisons."

Priority is riven tc applicants who show potential for developing or testing innovation
alternatives, as well as these that demonstrate overall quality and programming In a boot camp
program. States operating ever capacity in correctional facilities are aiso given priority. The law
aiso identifies military facilities that may be used as sites for correctional programs funded under

this chapter.

As of Januarv 1991 funds for these manis were not vet atrarooriated. The Federai Crime
Control Ac: of 1990 aiso authorizes the .-ederal Bureau of Prisons to use shock incarceration (boot
camp) programs. Title XXX specifies miiirary-styie regimented training, disctpiine and iabor, and
aiso requries that appropriate job training, education and drug anc alcohol counseling be in piace.
As ye: there are no boot camp facilities operating fcr federai offenders.(8)

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency ?reven::cn*(CJJDP), in conjunction with the
Bureau of Justice Assistance, will develop and test up to three boot camps for juvenile offenders,
with awards tc be made In April 1991 for 13-month test sites. In addition, the National Institute of
Justice will fur.c an Independent evaluation of the OJJD? programs, aiso to begin In 1991

CONCLUSION

The icity goals of reducing p.ison overcrowding, controlling corrections costs and providing
for criminal deterrence and rehabilitation are only marginally achievable through boot camp

prison programs.

By shortening the period of incarceration for prison-bound offenders, boot camps can have a
minimai effect on prison overcrowding and costs. However, cos: sayings tend to bo elusive in
programs requiring soeciai start-uo and operational costs, ye: which targe: iess than 5 percer.c of
the prison population. I is important to note mat programs which target only probation-bound
offenders are not iikeiv to realize cos: sa' inzs nor do they have ar.v effect on orison occuiations.
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increases justice-system costs —ay in far. result from sending probation-bound offenders :c boot

Real savings, of course, can be realised if beet camp programs are successful in redeem
subsequent criminal behavior in participants. As vet, however, long-term, comprehensiv
recidivism evaluations are absent from an evaluation of whether boot camps are gocc ociirv.
Uitimately, an objective analysis of programs' rehabilitative value compared to or in combination
¥vi_t|h drug treatment, work and education programs, likely will be key to determining success cr
ailure.

In current practice, boot camps do respond tc the need for intermediate sanctions tougher
than probation and winch depart significantly from traditional prison by stressing offender
accountability and change. corrections ieader has said boot camps are the *Srs: sexy idea™
corrections has had in almost two decades, and therefore shouic be given time to develop and be
reined. Others have warned that miiitar/ drills without attention to the social ills of illiteracy;
unemployment and drug abuse are a wasted effort.

As with most state initiatives, considerable variation is seen in how states have designed ar.c

operated coc: camp programs. Their experiences, as highlighted in this document, can begin to
guide coiicvmakers' decisions on future use of boot camcs as a sentencing ootion.

-NC3L State Legislative Report - 6



REFERENCES

Shock Ir.czrcErc.~cr.: An Overview of Leesrir.p Propremc. Washington. D.C.: National L.stitute
of Justice. U.S. Department of Justice, Jure 1989.

2. US. Congress, House Comntittse or. the Judiciary. Shock Inccrzercder. Ac: of 1990, 10is;
Ceng. 2d sess.. 1993,

3. 3oc: CaroLvciuzricn. Florida: Decartment of Corrections. March 1989,

4)  JTis Second Annuo! Repor :0 he Lef-icmre: Shock. Inccrceradon ir. New York Score: The
Coreckon: Lcperier.es. Albany, N.Y.: Department of Corrections. January 1990.

if  Prison Lcoc Cerr.ps: Too Ler'y oo Msecure Lffezdver.ecs. Washington, D.C..  United States
Cenerai Accounting Office. September 19SS,

Ar. Lvziuedor. of the Ornr.ibuc Crirninc! Jucrice Improvements Ac: of 198c. Columbia. SC.
-ate Reorganization Commission. March 1990.

7.;  Doris Dayton Mackenzie. ‘Beet Camp Prisons: Components, Evaluations and Empirical
Issues." FsderziRrobcdon, September 1990.

0.j US. Congress, Crime Cor.rciAc: of 1990, Chapter B, Section old (a) (1-3), 1Glst Cong. 2d

-NCSL State Leaisiative Reoort - 7



w

<

Figure 1.

Boot Camp/Shock Incarceration facility Use in the States
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; by rise Warnock
No. CJ-GOi

I?W<5L issues Ir. Srir.f: e

Desil com:: fwmw a.~ 1 Hoc! camp prisons, aiso known u>rshuck incarceration' otic ‘jgiceiai alternative incarccratum’

niiiitsty-intt fssffitic:
rrmifrfrnj driil;, misT.mn?,
zr.rfichor

3m i comps .T.oy offer
iducar.cuy, irj*'alcohd
:otmi:hhg. sr.s irtenvr:

Ilm i tempi .ve usuallyfor

program;, arc .eniiif.irv-eivic ctrrec.ionsi facilities 'vrich provide, shorter terms ir. a hirhiy
regimented, Jiscipiir.arv sciiing iii.eiy to inciude rrciiie. drills anc maisking, physical' exercise,
and labor. Demanding physical drills and exercises are 'be mcsi prominent sr.; unique realere:
ol these programs. Community :;-ivicn ittbor ahu is required in most cases.

See: tamp correctional faciiities often inciude urug/sicoiic: counseling. reality there:™,
individual cnutisailng, cduentio-;, and prc-re.ie.asa procrami, New York includes a therapeutic
community thnt er.ipltatmcs community living :nc socialization skiiis. Waiie see:: stores .-Jaim
success with educe:ion picasacif, at ieast fvn o/fw :0 aduit basic education because of ‘he
difficulty in doing so duri.nr the ii.ott period of lime offr.r.dr.re ire in the prey am.

Most Hoot MRjp/sitcv:!: incarceration programs ore designed fcr young, odui; offenders (osuaiiy
17-11 years, although some states lio.v no ay,: limit} convicted cf non-violent crimes.

yowi; r-iuit: with
ewmtiwin for -tea-violent
crime:  Participants are usually firs; cr tec.md-time felony offender: with tin jstu-". incerceratinnr..
whose :error.; olTex>.c corm.-s i .eietivcly stmrt icntcree. Offenders with menial or pnysier|
impairment: arc rxciucad. .~ ions! flvo. state: have hoo; eemp prngraiv.s for wumuc. Some
state: sue: . Louisiana, New York, and Vugiuia use ixx'l camps mahiv s. an alternative
ninier.rt for offenders otherwise Ixmnd for prison. Other stales such ax Arizona. Connecticut,
and Georgia structure ixxjt eamjy. as intensive pieLation urograms.
fi£2S C~-mx
frr-rxincnts i.nit the programs as ¢ tough Detractors express concern tliat the boot
intermediate sanction tha; provide-, camp programs foster physical prowess
Lneapacitr.tion arid offender account- arid aggression in the name of discipline
ability. They say iht: short 'chuck’ and at the expense, cf proDl-zm soiving and
program aimed at young adult offenders skiu aevetopme::..
car. deter future criminal activity hy
instilling discipline and self conlr-J.
Pew data exist to xnnpnr! cr disprove either of the opposing views on boat camp/shock
incarceration programs. However, prciiniinaiy evaluations have been done, noted below, in
Florida, Georgia, and Oklahoma.
: Beet Cjiir.p/t-hix*!: it.cunvrultan rwcfllty 11Sc In i jtniri
N
g
¢ f&n |_-vtM<nrtlisK<;jUkw Il ini? cr j«0 kuiob;J:|
Eb r-"Uir.cirpvuriuo prior (c ISf! (5)
—d Suer; tictniM utAtinr™ r» w -ii tmesniy \J)
D\i Covnty-inrrl omir*™
f o HkJ.-snmljS»Te ikSM,-niTifir *ipiiN
JUo. laaKaniM*" MiI'-xr- xe-Uai.- m'V*-i<e'urvton OC. A uji ro/fricr, Hz. 2rxr.ctru df et 11+ \rax]
iu NCSLO
it Hnibnol Canteranea af Sfci* lvrjlsialvrti 2h<« Wo.nt.mion irrl<*
'S Liwll ‘ol'l fiJ Nivlil I 1 SV

| Alf'iSIf, Brittiflli



" Holes ojk'vic time type 1At lets; 23 Stoics ¢.:r-nl)y op.'Tute so:z: type of bool crimp facility. Oklahoma andGeorgia

dfiw.u rimn  opened (l:e first inn! camp nioyrams in J983. Mori states with programs added .ben: sine: :9b?.

Sixteen Mateo enacted euiilwimj icgi' lutior. ir. (he Ji'tlv o 17X1 sc.-Lous: A;i.ar.sss, Colorado,

Connecticut, lllinois, Indinnn, Kan:.;/., Missouri, Mevans, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Ohio,

Tennessee. Texas, Viigiuia, Wiseorv,;-, and Wyoming. Fight states-AJabarr.a. Arizona, i-loria‘a,

Gceorgig. Louisiana. Michigan. Mew Yore, and South Ca.-oiina--cnactcc enabling legislation

; between 1953 and 195" At lees; fiv; slslos-Idaho, Maryland, Mississippi, Norih CA.ruiin:, and

I Oklahoma-operate hoot cnr.ips mevdcr department of corrections requlatory authority. At least

| one county, Loc Angeles, is operatim, a one-year piiot project.

Federal assistance ' The Bureau of Justice Assistance 1990 program piin offered funds to state departments of
cuircctions for hbeet comp oooi0odiration, training and technical assistance, as wcii as
: development and demenmraiicr. for juvenile ctTcr.ckrs. Title XV III of the federai Crime Controi
Act tif 1990 authorize.'. grants to slate and Ir.cai govcrnnicr.ts to dc-vclo« pricer, alternative.’,
. including hoot camp program.",, although fedora! fends- have not ye; beer appropriated.

The Federal Crime Coiilnd At-; of 1990 also ztkhcrit-tc.". the re dural Burc.r.n 0: Prisons 10 use
shock incarceration piogi'r.ms. As yet there arc no boot camp Aciiilies operating fo: f: i«rii

. offenders.

‘imdivism rate higherfor t A three-year iol'aw-un study by the (icorijia Department of Corrections found 2&5 percent of
crntt zntlume: than , offon'dcrs who participated in the btv.'i camp program returned to prison, compared ic- 30 percent
iticnsctiprison inmate: ir, ! jf released prison inmates. OkLhemfi found that over a 29-month period, aimcst half of the
two antes | boot camp graduates had returned to prison compared tc 22 percent in a comparison group of

J prison inmates.

Florida study shows bunt  'A Florida evaluation of post-rciuiur outcomes showed (he beet camp program graduates
csmp nradtictrs outpafenn  !performed,  over?!!, more, r.urrrsifeily than u matched group ofreleased prison inmates during a
mrii-nwl iiwintei tinn/it™— !'suii.smijiicnt rem.v.unity supervision period. Thesame repotl showed almost -Q percent of

community supervision ; participants entering Ihe program did not fini.il: it.

_ A National Institute of Justice (NU) report issued in 1957 agreed with an earlier United States
Ce:0 and t¥lJircommemi ~ Government Accounting Office rutin-: (hat said more evaluation is needed to judge whether
mnn' evaluation  programs w . operationally costwuT.-rti " and programmatically successful.

Ti:u N1J study also indicated that cos-L savings ie.\:!i primarily from (he siiortcr terms participants
serve. For states to save money requires admitting inmate: who otherwise w<ouid nave served

longer prison terms.

Selected References

Hoot Camp F.vtiiumian. Florida: Denunment ni* Cnrrceiicnr-, Muiel: i9» .\

Ha. Slat. Ann. 953.0-i (West 19H9), L\. Rev ."true Ann. An. SHI | it <74.4 (West 1990), N.Y. CcrrraLn.Law a.i. 2f.A
(McKinr.er/i 1990), V*. Code Ch. 12, Til. 19J An. VTit. i3.J Art. 5iS.1-v.i (1590)

Prison iUjot Camp:: Too Early to Measure Effcctiwr-rss. washington, FtC.: United 2utcr General Accounting CtrTrc.

. September 1988. _ o
Shnek incatecrruion: An Qwmritw o fExisting E. Arwns, washington, L\C\; Nulii:f:ii! Institute Of Justice. U.S. Department of

jiMiirc, June 1V39.
Hie Errand Annua! iier.mt t>die I7iihitun': Smirk Incan erotht: :n Vet" 'Sari: SIIK. “iie CilfrcctiO'ii b.'n.'cnence. Albany, N V.

Department oi Curr2tlOnj.Jaf.ssn-19
Virginia State Crime Cjniitti&uun. Shock tneanmimm. Rr.hn-.ond, Va. i990.

Contacts for Ftirllirr Information

Thu Durcau of Justice Assistance Derma flur.zcker

Corrections Branch NCSL
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W, .303/330-2200
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involuntary manslaughter had it
boar. committed by an adult. Hu
was sentenced tc three year.- de-
tention, the maximum penalty fcr
invclunlary manslaughter. Or.
anneal, the Court of Acocals fcr
the Eighth Circuit vacated the
sentence, finding that had E.L.C.
been an adult, the maximum sen-
tence he could have received
under the federal sentencing
guidelines would have beer. I:
months. The Eighth Circuit said
that in sentencing R.L.C. tu a
period of detention longer ihar.
that allowed under the guidelines,
the "riai court viciated a federai
statute providing that a juvenile
may net be scnrcnced.to 2 period
of detention that exceeds "the
maximum term of imprisonment
that would be authorized if the
juvenile had been tried end con-
victed as an adult.” The 9. S
Supreme Court affirmed.

Missing Children. The study of
legal harriers to using school.'.,
public service agencies and hospi-
tals to locate missing children is
one of several projects planned by
the U. S. Department of Justice's
Office of Juvenile and Dciin-
que.ney Prevention (OJJDP) for
its fiscal year 1992 programs to
assist missing children and thei;
famities (Federal RYSiCr, march
IK, 1992). The proposed priority
programs include a variety of
objectives, inducing using news-
paper dippings to compile statis-
tic; on non-family child molesta-
tion eases: developing sentencing
guidelines in parental abauctian
cases; and training public service
workers end mental health proles-
sionnis to work with families of
missing children. TfiC OJJDP wiii
accept puhiic comments on the
priorities through May IS, 1992.
Tnc Missing and Exploited Chi;-
dren's Program was established by

NC2AJITVENILEJUSTIQ

the Conare;.;; jr. the -9S4 Mining
Childrenb Assistance Act os Title
IV of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974, as amended. The OJJD? is
responsible for administering the
Missing and Exploited Children's
Program. Other proposed new
crograms inchnde conducting (bl-
’ow-up Lnterdev.c with families of
missing children :c determine the
lasting psycnoiGgioal effects of
family anc non-family abductions;
studying the justice system's proc-
essing of child maltreatment
cases; developing trainjng.ro help
law enforcement and mental
heuhh prcfecrionnls assis' tttmiiies
being reunited with their missing
children; developing interviewing
techniques fur sdoiesccnr-vK-jnis
of  r.iSi exploitation; developing
a gurue to »r.uu0 services and
compensation fcr missing and
exploited children and their fami-
lies; 2 symposium on international
child seductions; the development
of training, technical, and product
resources cr. the legs! obstacles of
returning parensaiiy abducted
children; developing a training
video for investigating missing and
exp-icited child coses; and funding
for states' missing children clear-
inghouses. Fcr mere information,
contact the Director, Missing and
Exploited Children's Program,
0JIDP, 623 Indiana Aw.. NW,
Washington. D C 20531; telL- (21-2)
616-2631,

In Cnllforniii. A state ttsscmbiy-
man has introduced legislation
that would ntske it a crime to
recruit youths under the age of IS
for criminal street gr.nzs by In::mi-
dattc-n or coerrion. The proposed
biii is believed to he the firs; leg*
isiation in the nation tc criminal-
iae youth gang recruitment. Sac-
ramcr.to -{{>offid::}: have nr.rib-
mod the racer.; growth ir. the

number of gangs and gang mem-
ber. to successful recruitment.
Sacramento Roiice Chief Jack.
Kearns, the prime sponsor of the
biii. sain forcing gang members tc
do their recruiting covertly would
cc.tr solicitation. Kearns esti-
mated that the current number of
gung members in Sacramento is
2 AC!, a signif;can; increase over
the 1.700 gang members hi [955.
'shat year, 1 state ;,.sk force cr:
genes and drugs found that chil-
dren as yaung as nincAtars-oic
were being recruited for street
gertgs, Kearns said, Boo Kilgore.
director of the Sacramento
Comity Prv.br tier. Department,
said the number of street gangs ir.
tnt county nas grove, trom ap-
proximately 25 in the :9S0s tc
between 50 and 60 today.

California Gov. ??.;e w'iison
on Feb. 2'|signed legislation ere-,
ating two _milits:y-s;vie “boot
camps" designed to deter nonvio-
lent, youth/vii, first-time offenders
from further criminal aetivjtv
through strict discipline and hard
work. The "Leadership, Esteem,
Ability, and Discipline Program
(LEAD)" camp:: wouid be alter-
natives to jaiis run by the Califor-
nia Youth Authority. Tnc pian
calls for cmahiishine one camp ir,
norths:California anc one in
southern California that each will
house no more than 60 youths
over the .IK of 16. Wards at die
cxpsiimentsi camps will he drilled
in irariitionzi military technique:,
including marching, rigorous exer-
cise, i?.b strict room, and dress in-
speclio»yi. Youths will be required
to wcerd: 16 hours per day, six-ami-
one-half day? per week, for four
months. .After release, from the
amps, wards will be enrolled in a
.siis-month parole program that in-



ci'jdcs drug testing, electronic
monitoring, and job placement.
The program will c::c in

unless it is extended by the Cali-
fornia legislature.

In Rhode island. Although vio-
lent Juvenile crime has decreased
in Rhode island, overall juvenile
criminal activity in the state has
increased, according to a recent
report of the Governor's Justice
Commission. The rerort, entitled

Juveniles in Rhode Island: A Dam
Analysis and Statistics! Stud¥
Concerning Key ir,formation o
Recent Years, links increased lev-
els of property crime among juve-
niles to increased numbers of
juvenile drug abuse atrests, and
attributes this relationship :c juve-
nile substance abusers’ need to
stcai or sell drugs to support iiicir

Y e

RCIA JUVENILE JUSTICE

drug addiction habits. I:i 29S9.
9,261 juveniles were arrestee, the
second highest icirai of juvenile
arrests since 1984. the report said.
For that same yea.;, violent juve-
nile crime arrests in the state
decreased by 16 percent from
2988 totals and comprised 9.4
percent oi al! juvenile arrests.
according to the report.; property
crimes made up the remaining
90.6 percent. Overall property
crimes decreased 20-30 percent
from 1937 to IPS?. Despite a
.dig::: decrease in 2?85\ juver.iie
drug abuse arrests I-svc remained
at ruiutivciy constant iovela in
recent years. Juvenile arson ar-
rests reached r.r ;iii-:ime high of
IO in 1929, the report states,
increasing nearly 1CO percent over
the annual average throughout the
2980s, the rex-n said. Vandalism

hiationui C.-iitiimi Justiea Asscciniion
Cipirol Street, N.W.. Suite 618

Washington. D.C 20002
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fts.
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and iarceny arrests have remained
a: increased levels me: recent
years with larceny being the seri-
ous crime that Rhode Islanc juve-
niles commit most frequently. Ac-
cording to tne report, juver.iie re-
cidivism rates progressively have
increased since 1934, when 526 ju-
veniles appeared twice before the
court, compared to 612 in 1539. it:
2984,188 juveniles appeared three
times before the cour: compared
to 231 ir. 1929. Tnc number of
juveniles placed on prchr.fion has
increased each year since 198-,
reaching a high of 2.043 in fiscal
year 1990. For mere infcrtnfitior.
c; r.copy of the report, comae: the
Gc-'crr.or’s Justice Commission.
Office of Substance Abuse. Stat's-
ticai Analysis Center, 222 Quaker
Lane, Warwick. Ri 02385: tei.
(401) 277-2620.

rlfsJ-Ctsja Mili
U. S. Pocta’™*
P-AID
rtocfevills, V.D
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sritution; and a chance to detour from a
future in crime.
Boot camp prisons in the United States

are proliferating. Finding them acceptably
Continued on race S

T HE LIFE IS RIGOROUS, the privi-

leges few. 3ut the rewards, for young
aon-vioient nrsi offenders, can be great:
camp instead of prison; 90 to 180 days of
concentrated effortinstead ofyears in anin-

New Study
by Richard Crane Shock Incarceration U.S. Incarceration
) Rate Leads The

Prison polygraph, World
permitted Numbers, Costs Page 13

Page 9 .

Program, Inter Alia
More case reports Requirements News briefs

Page 14

Page 2 Page 11
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'Boot Cam

p

Prisons Thrive

Continued Irom 'run: page

tough and tax-dollar considerate,
rtate legislatures and congress
rave established the military-like
programs in 27 U. S. systems, a
caw survey by Corrections
COMPENDIUM shows. Fourteen
more are considering the option.

The programs come by many
names: Special Alternative
incarceration Unit; 3asic Training
Program; IMPACT (Intensive Mo-
tivational Program or Alternative
Correctional Treatment); RID
(Regimented Inmate Discipline);
Challenge Incarceration and
others, as well as simply “Shoes
incarceration3or ‘500t Camp.”

The regimen of boot camp,
widely pubiicned by the media, is
familiar: Days mat start at 5—
even 4—a.m. Drill and push-ups
and obstacle courses. Insistent DIs
(drill instructors, in constant
persuasion. Harsh, summary
discipline for minor infractions.
Rigid dress code, inspected living
quarters that must be ship shape,
limited or no TV. Taps at 9 or 10

p.m.

ut not all prison boot camps
are alike. Though regi-

with mors than 12,000 graduating
from boot camps, according to the
COMPENDIUM survey.

Current programs can accomo-
date 4,782 inmates at a time,
ranging from 20 in Wyoming to
1,500 in New York. Programs
starting after Feb. 1, 1991, will add
another 254 to 404 slots.

Shock camp programs are
primarily designed for young, non-
violent offenders, 17 to 26 years of
age, who have never been incarcer-
ated. Some allow oiaer prisoners.
And not ail are limited to those
committing non-violent offenses.
Certain categories of prisoners,

Almost cdl require some
—and.somemany— hours of
drug treatment, education
andpsychologicalcounsel-
ing;othersplace thegreat-
est emphasis on the heavy
physical training and dis-
cipline.

however—as child abusers, sex
offenders, and murderers—are

menced and military inspired, the o
Hhary nspt yUsually ineligible for the pro-

differ considerably in emphasis

and the programs they oner.
Almost ail require some—ana
some many—hours of drug treat-
ment, education and psychological
counseling; others place the
greatest emphasis on the heavy
physical training and discipline.

One of the most crucial aspects
or the programs—follow-up sup-
port in the community—also

varies considerably from one sys-
tem to another.

Since their start, dose to 16,000
offenders have completed shock

incarceration programs in the U.S.

grams.

Drug offenders make up many
of the training squads.

Eight states—Colorado, Kansas,
Louisiana, Michigan, Mississippi,
New Hampshire, New York ana
South Carolina—include women in
their piograms, the COMPEN-
DIUM survey shows. Other states
and the Federal Rureau of Prisons
provide programs oniy for men.

Courts assign defendants to the
camps in 12 systems, corrections
departments in 11, and both may
ir. :Ive. If direct from the courts,

the penalty is generally instead of
a sentence to prison, with a

sentence pending if training is act
complete. From prison, boot camp
completion shortens prison terms.

Almost ail are used for offend-

ers convicted of felony offenses
carrying a sentence of one year cr

longer in prison.

ether boot camps are suc-
cesses depends on the

definition of success. For most, it
IS too soon to know their long-term

effect on preventing recidivism—
surely the ultimate goal—but
early studies indicate that they dc
provide as much or more deter-
rence in a short time as a longer
time in prison dues for similar
offenders.

Idaho, however, with a shock
program since 1974 (and some of
the components of a boot camp
since *.988), has had the longest—
and a very positive—experience
with shock incarceration.

“Without the program, we
estimate our prison population
would be more than double,3 said
Deputy Warden Dean Allen at the
North Idaho Correctional Institu-
tion, where the shock operation is
located. (See box on page 8)

One state, Alabama, where
participation in the program is
mandated, reports that after two
years, their recidivism rate is ar.
astonishing 3.S5 percent!

Texas, where the boot camp
started two years ago, has had a
success rate of 89 percent versus
approximately 55 percent among
regular prison parolees.

4s for success in the program
itself, for those who started the
boot camps, the sum/ey found
completion rates ranging from
47.6 percent in Florida to 97
percent in Georgia.

The boot camps have other
immediate pluses:

» The emphasis is on change.
Almost all offer more counseling
and education than the offenders
would get in the genera] prison
population.



Inmares msrcn snarply at Summit, New

» For young first hue incarcsrees,
they are almost aiways safer than
prison. There are no experienced
cons to school them.in. crime or
press them for sexuai favors.
There's more scan on hand, more
activities, no idle time.

» The demanding exercise and
regular meais improve health and
stamina The inmates learn what
it’s like to get up in the morning
and be active all day.

* They also leam what it's like to
be drug-free in an environment
that demands a lot from them.

» Ana while the per diem cost is
often the same cr more than for

rime behind bars, :he brevity of

the program means less spent on
the individual “'ecruit.”

n a 25-month review of its pro-
gram, the Florida Department

of Corrections esrimacea a savings
of 39,759 inmate days - conserva-
tively estimated at a cost savings

of SI. 15 million. “The cost of 300t
Camp represents perhaps its most
successful aspect...the program is
effectively reducing prison rime,"”

the DOC report said.

Of the 27 systems authorizing

Marjorie Marlette is editor of
Corroctrr"?r*ovDcvnrrru

—Phoxi czunasy New YorxSa:0, DOCS Tacjy
Yorx Shock Camp.

boot camps, eight are starting
operation in 1991—Connecticut,
Virginia, Wisconsin and the
Federal Bureau ofPrisons in
January; Kansas and Nevada in

uThe cost ofBoot Camp
representsperhaps itsmost
successfulaspect....thepro-
is effectively reducing

tim e."

gram
prison

February; Colorado in March and
Pennsylvania later in the year.
Ohio aiso hopes to start a camp
this year.

Idaho’s is the oldest shock
incarceration program. Georgia's,
begun in 1983, and Oklahomas.
1984, are the oiaest boot camps.

Other states with boot camps
are Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas,
Florida, Illinois, Louisiana, Mary-
land. Michigan, Mississippi, New
Hampshire, New York, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Tennes-
see, Texas and Wyoming.

lowa has a shock probation
program in which the judge can
remove certain inmates from
prison within 90 days of confine-
ment depending on how well they
do in prison during that time. Ohio
* chork ™Tiriia » QoA

Ccsz of the programs range
from S21 per diem in Alabama
(compared to 327 in regular
prison;, tc 567.79 in Connecticut
(compared to 356.91 in prricu,.
Some departments gave the same
casts for boot camp and prison,
and many had no figures avail-
able.

Offenders participate in the
camps voluntarily in 20 systems:
are mandated in seven. In 15
systems, the programs are located
in a separate camp or facility,
while 10 systems house them in a
prison. Three systems do boch.

Reasons given for inmates act
finishing the training inciude poor
attitude and behavior adjustment,
lack of seif-disripiine and motiva-
tion, and disciplinary problems.
They may also be medically
disauaiifed, or new detainers may
make mem ineligible.

roblems facing the individual
programs inciude difficulties
mwith inadequate or no funding;
pressure to keep beds full that
does not allow good group intake;
not enough beds for the program,
and lack of follow-up supervision.

One state reported a problem
with corrections dislike of the
program, and another said star:
selection was difficult because of
the need to assign only those
individuals who had demonstrates
leadership qualities and received
favorable psychological testing.

For some, media access had to
be limited for a time in order not
to disrupt the program, but
mostly, the interest ofthe press
was considered a benefit.

New York, with the largest
number of boot camp programs,
has recently started an intensive
“shock parole” program to conrinui
support services for the graduates
when they return to the streets.
Two paroie officers work as a team
to superrise 30 parolees. In ocher
systems, post-reiease superrision
may be through regular or inten-
sive prcoarion or parole.

Much has been written about



ldaho®"s shock

progranm

hcck incarceration got an eariy
start in Irianc. Authorised by
the State Legislature in 1S70 and
incremented in 1974. the North idaho
Correctional Institution (NIC!) started
itsshort-term treatment program for
offenders a decace before ether
states pioneered the coot camo form
of shock imprisonment.

S

Idaho 3 program, modified tc acd
coot camo driils two years age. new
has 16 years of cceraiionai exoeri-
erca and, says Decuty Warcen Dean
Allen, "T/e thinkwe Tehavingamajor
impact."

He estimates that the state3
prison population “/ouid be more
than double”Wwrihcut the program.

NICI is located on an old -military
air force base in the rolling hills of
nonhem ldano. Jucges send tetany
offenders there tor evaluation and

riskassessment, but retain jurisdic—

tion for up to six months.

To be eligible, 'he offenders must
be tried as an acuft, but the age
otherwise is open. The youngest
has been 15, the oldest 32. Males

impacts number

-sal] as the popular press. Noe
aver/one is enthusiastic about the

new sanction.

A mong those who urge caution

in developing the programs,
toe concern most often heard is
bat they will “widen the net" to
:onrine people who would other-
evise be placed on regular proba-
tion, not just those heading for
prison. (Some criminal justice
itnciais view this as a positive,
however.)

In the N 1) Reports for Novem-
oer/December, 1990, Doris Layton
MacXenzie also notes another
guestion raised by research as
"vhecher the boot camp atmos-
tnere enhances the effect of

incarceration

convicted of all felonies exceot Mur —
der 1 are eligible, but these with
previous prison time are not recom—
mended. The length of sentence must
be aminimum of 1 year.

The program lasts four months,
with an additional 60 cays optional.

Of those who participate, about
32 percent are then released on
probation, with the other 13 per—
cent retained in prison, Allen said.

Of those released, about 17 or
18 percent come back- 11 per—
cent on technical violations, 5
percent on new crimes.

If offenders complete both the
NICI program and prccation suc—
cessfully, the original charges against
themcan be reduced tomisdemean —
ors.

Traditionally, the courts have sent
up to 50 or 51 percent of these sen—
tenced to prison throucn the pro—
gram. Now, 53.3 percentarecoming
through it Allen said.

NICI costs less than ether fecili—
ties- about 315 to S2G a day com —

treatment or whether an intensive
treament program alone would
have the same effect."

(Dr. MacXenzie, an associate
professor at the University of
Maryland, is a visiting senior
research associate of the National
Institute u Justice (NIJ).)

Other concerns have been
raised elsewhere:

mDo boot camps have a potential
for deterioration of standards and
abuse of offenders?

mDo they discriminate if programs
are not offered for the physically
handicapped offender? In those
states without programs for
women?

In prison

pared to 324 elsewhere- and the
cost savings are showing," he said.

The program ordinarilycan handle
160 atone time, buthas been averag—
ing 230 the pastyear, AJlen said. “For
the short duration, p-ecpiecan put up
with some inconveniences, can crowd
a irttde, he noted.

3y March of 1990 mere than 5,000
inmates had gene through the pro—
gram.

Participation is vciuntary, anc in—
cludes drug/alcchcl treatment, Iiter—
acy and GSD classes, and personal
counseling, with the overall empha—
sis on self-esteem issues.

Allen, who worked at the state’s
penitentiary before coming to the North
Icaho institution, finds the sncck
aoproach exciting.

“Here," he said, “Chance not
only is expected, it3 demanded,
ft'sa whole different emphasis and
atmosphere than most prison set—
tings."

* Couid discipline without suffi-

cient due process lead to liability
questions?

he National Institute of

Justice (N1)), is planning to
do a multi-site study of Shock In-
carceration to be released late in
1991,

In earlier research, N 1J’s inten-
sive study of the Louisiana shock
incarceration program found that
shock incarceration programs by
themselves may not significantly
affect offender behavior or reduce
recidivism. Treatment, education,
and rehabilitation programs are
also needed and may strengthen
program impact, the study said.

Continuedonaaael0
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Boot Camp
Continued from page 3

The Corrections COMPEN-
DIUM survey found that 25 of the
bcez camps include or wiil inciude
dr.ig'alcohol treatment programs,
2t infer counseling, and 23 educa-
tion. Ail 27 also have work pro-
grams. Emphasis on the programs
may vary, but once assigned, par-
r.cipation is mandatory.

In New York, while the recidi-
vism rate is nearly the same for
snook graduates and a comparable
group released from prison, the
reasons for return are different,
chock inmates come back more
often for technical violations, less
tor :nmes than those released
from prison.

Also, the academic programs are

Prisons

Thrive

showing good resuits. With educa-
tion classes mandatory, math and
reading levels are being raised and
many are passing C-ED (high
school equivalency) exams, the
New York DOC reported.

In internews and letters to
staff, some former trainees recall
graduation as the high point of
their lives.

They found pride and new
friends in the program, they said.
Though more counseling and
vocational education wouid be a
good idea, they considered boot
camp a very positive experience.

Noc many “graduatesl wouid
say that about their stint in
traditional orison, Pi

Ccnecucns CCMPE.NDIUM .amialv 591
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TABU: Z.  OUWACTSSSTTIC; Of ZBOXZ . AlCEUT.CH PSOCXANS, 101

Wom-i/Pav Qrvoted tc:  oa. rreatnen o Selease
Drua Education Scoetision

State PJ Wort ~ VEd  fenac. Ed. (Hours/Vee-c)

icP 2 7 5 2 15 Comoination (A.5) Phasec

AlaCwna ~ — — - - Treatment (15-21) Incens ive

Arfcanta* 3 4 0 25 15 Corainaticn (125) Hooerace

Arizona 4 5 0 13+ 13* Ecucacioo (3.3) Intensive

florida 4 i 0 13 0 Ccmination (1.3) Mooerate

Georgia 2 3 0 3 Education (5) Varies

Icaho q r » * * Comoination (--) Varies

11%inois 55 55 1 1 1 Comoination (7.5)" Varies

tansas 2 6 0 f 1 Ecucacion (5) Varies

Louisiana T 35 0 4 15 Education (5)~ Intensive

Maryland 2 3 0 7 2 Comoination (215)a Intensive

Michigan 2 6 0 2 1 Education (3) Intensive

Mississippi T T ow T Comination (15-25) Varies

Mevada 15 6-3 0 « Cominacion (--) Varies

Mew Hampshire 2 7 2 25 25 Comination (4) Intensive

Maw Tors 3 0 0 56 e Treatment (18. 5) Intensive

Worth Carolina 4 10 0 3 5 Comination (7) Varies

Sklahcca 15 A <f 2 4 Comoination (76)d Varies

South Carolina h 751 0 omt Education (4)J Varies

‘ermessee 6 ) 0 “ de Combination (7) Varies

Taxas 1 7 0 2 1 Comination (8) Varies

Virginia 2 6 Wey T\ 3 Education (5) Intensive

Wisconsin 2 f 0 25-3  25-3 Treatment (18.5—20)W Intensive

Jyenins « 3 0 3 0 Comoination (21) Varies

I =nuiixr of hours/day three tioes per wees = physical traj nlncg ,

a » nay additionally include individual counseling on an'as needed" basis \Elg go _Vog E%T?ralilounoatmn
Ecxmatmn

¢ « 3 hours of total of 5are not "specifically related to suostance abuse’
: * total hours spent in drug treatment/ebuca.ion auring the entire program

e * total hours per week devoted to activity
m' does not include 9-12 hours per week of therapeutic connunity activities

; «3 hours/day for total of 2 weeks
a alhour per day five days a week not including hours/day onSaturday and Stnday

s rxjsber of hours/day five tines per week
;«* hours per week for total of 4 weeks/ indivicwalpsychotherapy ordrugcounseling offered on ‘as needed' basi

© *varies according to phase  of the program
¥ * _ offered on 'as needed* basis

~ based on individual needs assessment
-« varles, depending 0 mdmdua? needs an h of time in program Yootk "= vocational ajcation. marked 'tentative*
o re%abqt%tlongan education camme(ﬁj r&gfwurs/é g = Ho response (?hﬂs sectio 3

Source:  Daris |, Mackenme I Claire Souryal

rgf%nGra k Incarceratian Survey



Boot Camp

Evaluations, and

Prisons:

Empirical

Components.

lssues*™

By Doris Layton Mackenzie
Visiting Scientist, National Institute of Justice, Washington, DC

biiliiary-scyie boot camps, with their r.garous regimes and
amten conditions, bring ¢ tense of oraér anc_discipline lo
the Hues of youthful, non-uiaient first-time offenders_and
perhcce serve as a deterrent against future tnmts. .. .These
are_ the torts of alternative sanctions Ihct the criminc!
justice t¥sterr must explore if it 15 successfully going lo deter

and contain drug use.
—fictional Drag Cancvt Strate%
The White House. September 19

I N THE past few years ‘boot camp" prisons,
otherwise called shock incarceration pro-

grams, have proliferated throughout die na-
tion. At the end of 1989 there were at ieast 21
“pboot camp" prisons in'14 state correctional sys-
tems. Another 13 states were in the process of or
considering developing such programs. Thus, with-
in the next few years, over 50 percent of the
state correctional jurisdictions may. have boot
camp prisons for adult offenders. This does not
take into account the additional programs that
are being considered in city and county jurisdic-
tions or those being developed for juveniles.

Not only does it look like the number of pro-
grams will be auickiy growing, but also there is
interest in enlarging the purposes of these pro-
grams. There have been hearings in the U.S.
House and Senate on the topic of boot camp
prisons, and in the National Drug Control Strate-
gy the President recommended that the viability-
of boot camps as an alternative sanction for drug
offenders be examined.

Why have these programs attracted this kind of
attention? Some have said mat their popularity is
magnified because they are “media"” attractive.
Drill instructors yelling in the face of offenders
makes for good TV. There are other reasons given
for the popularity of these programs: The offend-
ers are receiving their “just deserts." Such pro-
grams show the public that the politicians are
being tough on crime. Offenders spend only a
short time in prisons, thus the programs repre-
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3enc a cose savings. Furthermore, according to
some, such treatment addresses the major prob-
lems of young offenders—a lack of discipline and
no respect for authority. The programs are rehab-
ilitative according to some, while others argue
that the programs act as a deterrent. Obviously
people expect different things from the programs.

There are enthusiastic advocates of tne pro-
grams and, conversely, there are equally enthu-
siastic opponents (Morash & Rucker, 1990: Secu-
rest, 1989). Some say the programs have the
potential for being rehabilitative CMacKennie, at
ai., 1989) others reject this possibility (Morash St
Rucker, 1990). We see two factors influencing
opinions about the program: (1) knowledge and
(2) philosophy. .Advocates and opponents frequent-
ly have a lack of knowledge about the specific
components of the programs and current evalua-
tion efforts.

Second, some issues discussed are empirical
whiie others are philosophical Frequently the two
are not separated in debates about the shock
programs (see, for instance, Morash & Rucker,
1990). Would offenders rather spend time in a
shock program r in a regular prison? Are shock
programs cost effective? Do shock programs widen
the net? Is there a sufficient number of appropri-
ate candidates for shock who are now incarcerat-
ed? These are examples of questions that can and
shouid be examined with empirical research. Oth-
er criticisms are philosophical, such as whether
shock programs fulfill the “real” purpose of
corrections. We can discuss the purpose of correc-
tions, but it cannot be empirically examined. Such
questions cannot be addressed through research.

This article is written to describe shock incar-
ceration programs and current evaluation efforts.
An attempt is made to identity the questions that
can be studied empirically and to describe the
results of some preliminary research examining

shock programs.

Survey of States

To learn more about shock incarceration pro-
grams, we surveyed all 50 state departments of
corrections. Programs were considered to be shock
incarceration only if they:

(1) were considered an alternative to a longer
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term in priaon;
(@ had a boot camp atmosphere, with strict
ruies and discipiine;

(3) required offenders to participate in milita-
ry drills and physical training, and,

(4) separaced offenders in the program from
ocher prison inmates.

Thus they were distinguished from eariier 3hock
probation, shock parole, and spiit-sentence pro-
grams that did not necsssariiy incorporate all
four of these components.

In January 1990, 14 states had one or more
shock incarceration programs: Alabama, Arizona,
Florida, Georgia, ldaho, Louisiana, Michigan,
Mississippi, New York, North Carolina, Oklaho-
ma, South Carolina, Tennessee, ana Texas. Ar-
kansas, California, Connecticut, Indiana, Kansas,
Maryland, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire,
New Jersey, New Mexico, North Carolina, Penn-
sylvania, Wisconsin, and Wyoming were either
considering initiating programs or were develop-
ing programs.'-

The second part of the survey was designed to
aiicit information about shock programs currently
operating (Mackenzie & Ballow, 1989). Most of
the 14 states reported that the programs were
designed for young, nonviolent offenders. Most
aiso said the majority of the participants in their
programs were convicted of nonvioient crimes and
were serving time on cheir first feiony conviction.
Only Michigan said participants in its program
were not mostly nonviolent offenders, and Alaba-
ma, ldaho, Louisiana, and Michigan shock partici-
pants were not necessarily convicted of their first
feiony. As shown in tabie 1, the shock programs
differ substantially in many other components. In
particular they differ in who is responsible for
placing offenders in the program, voluntary entry
or dropout, location of the program, and release
supervision. Ten programs were for males only,
three programs included males and femaies (Lou-
isiana, Mississippi. New York), and one 3tate had
separate male and female programs (South Caro-
lina).

Programs also differ greatly in the number of
hours devoted to physical training, work, educa-
tion, or counseling. Programs were classified by
us as high or low rehabilitation emphasis based
on the proportion of each day that was spent in
rehabilitation-type activities (including such activ-
ities as counseling, any type of treatment, educa-
tion, and vocational training activities) versus
time spent working. Here, we are distinguishing

rehabilitation activities from work and from phys-
icai training and drill.

In three state programs (Alabama, .Arizona, and
Mississippi) shock participants spend an amount
of time in rehabilitation activities equal to or
greater than the amount of time they spend
working. For example, Louisiana offenders spend
approximately 4.5 hours in rehabilitation activ-
ities, 4 hours working, and 4.5 hours in physical
training or drill

in the “low’ rehabilitation programs the paruc:-
pants spend one-half to one-quarter less time in
rehabilitation (e.g., in Michigan offenders spend
approximately 6 hours per day working, 2.5 hours
in rehabilitation activities, and 1.5 hours in phys-
ical training and drill). In comparison to offenders
in other programs, Georgia participants, who re-
ceive iess than M hour per day of rehabilitation,
spend the least amount of time in rehabilitation
activities. In Florida, also considered by us to be
a iow rehabilitation program, offenders spend Iri
hours a day in group counseling. Thus, with the
possible exception ox Georgia, offenders in all the
shock programs snend a fairly large amount of
time in rehsbiiitarion-cype activities, at least in
comparison to offenders serving time in a regular
prison.

Overall, the picture that arises in regard io
these programs is a common core based on the
military atmosphere, discipline, youthful offenders,
and an alternative to long-term incarceration, but
here the commonality ends. The differences that
do exist in programs might be expected to contri-
bute to differences in self-selection effects, net
widening, costs, deterrence, or rehabilitation of
the offenders.

Multi-Site Study

The shock incarceration programs differ dramat-
ically. Therefore, results of an evaluation based
on one shock incarceration program would no:
necsssariiy generalize to other programs. For this
reason we initiated a multi-site study of shock
incarceration programs. The major questions of
this research are: (1) Is shock incarceration suc-
cessful in fulfilling its goals, and (2) What par-
ticular components of shock programs lead to
success or failure in fulfilling program goals?
Evaluating programs in different states permits
ua to generalize findings from a program in one
location to other locations which vary in numer-
ous characteristics. Studying various programs
will permit an answer to the second question by .
enabling the researchers to begin to identify the
components of the shock programs which lead to
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specinc outcomes.
Site Selection.

Seven staces were asked to participate in the
multi-site study: Georgia (GA), New York (NY),
Oklahoma (OK), Florida (FL), Texas (TX). Louisi-
ana (LA), and South Carolina (SC).: The shock
programs in ail of these staces were similar in
the characteristics used to define programs as
shock incarceration (see above). Programs selected
to participate were similar in two other aspects:
(1) the characteristics of offenders admitted to the
program (most offenders were youthful, convicted
of non-vioient offenses, serving time on a first
felony conviction), and (2) the length of the pro-
gram (3 to 5 months). Since most shock programs
were similar in boot camp atmosphere, offender
characteristics, and program length, the selection
of programs similar in these aspects was expected
to maximize the generaiizsbiiity of the results.

However, the shock programs participating in
the multi-site evaluation varied in:

o Selection Dedsiods

 Community Supervision upon Release
e Program Characteristics

e Program Location

These characteristics were identified as factors
that might have a major influence on the attain-
ment of the goals of shock incarceration programs
as identified by Parent (1989) in the recent Na-
tional Institute of Justice Issues and Practices
report. Sites were specifically selected to vary on
these characteristics and taey varied as shown in
table 2.

Two of the states participating in the evalua-
tion, Texas and New York, are developing pro-
grams specifically designed to target drug offend-
ers. The Bureau of Justice Assistance, U.S. De-
partment of Justice, is sponsoring these as inno-
vative programs for drug offenders to begin exam-
ining whether such programs are effective meth-
ods of handling drug offenders.

For each of the four characteristics on which
sites varied (see above) specific hypotheses were
developed regarding program effects. Bach of
these is described below.

Selection Decisions. One might hypothesize
that the placement authority might have a major
impact on whether the program resuits in “net
widening." Widening the net occurs, at times,
when judges have a choice of placing offenders in

a program, such as shock incarceration, that is
intermediate between probation and prison. If
offenders who might normally be given a sentence
of probation are sent to the program, more of-
fenders Jerve time in. prison, hence the .“net” or
prison is widened. In such a case the prison pop-
ulation will not be reduced because onenaers sent

to the program are.drawn from the pooi of proba-
tioners rather than from the prison bound offend-
* Entry Decisions
€
e, L TX
* Release Supervision
LA NY
SC. OK. FL GA TX
+» Rehabilitation Focus
]
» \loluntary Entry
Y. GA
 FiL 1
» Voluntary Drop Out
S. , NY
» Located in Larger Prison
If the department of corrections makes the
placement decision rather than the judge, net
widening would not be expected to be as apt to
be chosen from the group of offenders who are
already prison bound
Whether net widening is a problem depends
ceration program was developed to give judges a
wider range of sentencing options, then net
widening would not be considered a problem. The
tion that is intermediate between probation and
prison. On the other hand, if prison crowding is a
problem and the program was developed to re-
sending more offenders to prison, presents a prob-
lem.
Net widening i3 U3ed here as en example to

ers.
F INCARCFRA-
[ e
N
Mte SIVe!
erate or
IXeQ:
& H

Yea

\

K%a: kﬁ SC, OK FL GA TX
occur because in this case the paradpants wouid
upon the goais of the program. If the shock incar-
judge may want to sentence offenders to an op-
duce the prison population, then net widening, by
demonstrate how components of a program may
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influence the effects of the program. Differences
in the effect of the s'nocx programs coulci be ex-
pected in other areas, based on the specific char-
acteristics of a program (e.g., number of drop-
outs, drag treatment, education or work).

Program Characteristics. Shock programs
vary in whether or not there is a strong empha-
sis on treatment such as education, counseling, or
vocational training during the time the offenders
are incarcerated. If one of the goals of the
programs is to change offenders, interest focuses
on the importance of treatment as a component of
shock programs (MacKenrie, et 3L, 1989). Three
sites participating in the multi-site study, New
York, Louisiana, and Okishoma, require offenders
to spend a large portion of each day in treatment
activities (see table 2). Offenders in the other
four sites spend much less time in treatment-cype
activities.

A second factor which may be potentially re-
habilitative or nave a major influence on program
success is the voluntary nature of participation.
Programs vary in whether offenders must Initially
volunteer to participate and in whether offenders
tan drop out once they enter the program. As
shown in table 2, in three programs offenders can
drop out at any time during the program, while
in the other four programs the offender cannot
voluntarily drop out. It is hypothesised that the
offenders' ability to choose to participate or to
remain in the program may influence how they
behave upon release. A high drop out rate may
aiso indicate the rigor of the program. An offend-
er who completes a tough program may have a
real sense of accomplishment in comparison to an
offender who completes a relatively easy program.

Release Supervision. It nas been proposed
that even if the shock programs change offenders
in a positive manner this change may not persist
after the period ox incarceration. Offenders spend
only a short period of time in the programs and
then are returned to their home environments.
The problems and difficulties of drugs, criminal
companions, lack of support groups, unemploy-
ment, etc., remain the same.

Programs such as those in Louisiana and New
York, that involve a period of intensive super-
vision after incarceration, may be more successful
in helping offenders make the transition from
shock incarceration to the community. The New
York Division of Parole has identified aftercare as
important for shock parolees and is incorporating
an-intensive 6-month period of supervision and
prog-aming for shock releasees. Employment with
pay, substance abuse counseling, offender support
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group meetings, and urine testing are some of the
components of the aftercare program.

Program Location. Another concern with
3nock programs has been with the staff mem-
bers—their attitudes toward the work and their
treatment of offenders. It was hypothesized that
the location of the program might have a major
impact on these factors. If a program is located
within a larger facility, staff members can be
transferred into or out of the programs depending
upon their interest and ability. Those that bum
out can be fairly easily transferred to another
area of the prison. This is not as easily done
when the program is located in a separate facii-
ty. In such situations staff training and selection
may become important factors influencing staff
and offender interactions.

Design of the Study

The participants in the multi-site study have
had two conferences to plan and coordinate their
research activities. At the first conference repre-
sentatives from each participating state described
the shock program and their evaluation efforts to
date. The research for the multi-site study was
planned, and it was decided to examine the pro-
grams in three areas: (1) a qualitative and de-
scriptive analysis: (2) offender change and com-
parisons and, (3) system changes (including costs
and benefits). The final products of the work will
be written reports for each state describing the
results of the evaluation and a report comparing
the results among the states.

During the first conference the qualitative and
descriptive analysis was planned, and the state
evaluators returned to their home state to com-
plete this portion of the study. Intensive inter-
views were conducted with staff, offenders serving
various sentences, and, where appropriate, judges.
Statistical data were collected from department
records to describe the shock programs and their
participants. This information was used to iden-
tify the goals of each program and the important
issues related to the program and it3 develop-

ment.

Gcais of Programs

Shown in table 3 are the goals of the seven
shock incarceration programs as identified from
interviews and department written material. The
goals can he classified inta four major areas:

e System Level
e Individual Level
e Pun'ic Relations
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The mos: consistency in the goals across the
seven states was in three system level changes:
(1) a reduction in prison crowding; (2) an alterna-
tive to long-term incarceration; and (3) cost sav-
ings. Oniy Texas reported a system level goal of
having a model program for the counties that
were developing programs.

The majority of the states aiso reponed individ-
ual level goais. For most, this meant a reduction
in criminal activity and some type of positive
change. Exactly what type of positive change was
expected was hard to define and varied by state.
In general, the changes related to increased re-
sponsibility, maturity, self control, communica-
rion/self disclosure, accountability, motivation, and
improved attitudes toward authority. A reduction
in drug use by the offenders was a goal of both
states ‘with shock programs for drug offenders.

Few states listed public relations as a goal. In
these states there was a concern for improving
the image of corrections and for public safety.

Only one state, Oklahoma, reported a goal of
shock incarceration as a tool for prison control
and management. The shock program was con-
sidered to be a clean, healthy, secure environment
in prison, promoting counseling activities, positive

offender-staff contact, and offender accountability,
Offenders in this program spend a high prctcr-
::on of their time in rehanimation activities.
Thus, it was assumed that the focus on offender
control was combined with the goai of developing
an environment promoting positive changes in the
offender rather than just managing the offenders
while they are incarcerated.

Preliminary Evaluations

Five states have examined eariv data from the
shock programs -within them jurisdictions: Florida,
Georgia, Louisiana, New York, and South Caroli-
na. The number of offenders who entered the
programs and how they 'eft the program are
shown in tabie 4. Note the differences ir. the
programs in the proportion of offenders who grad-
uate. in South Carolina and Georgia the propor-
tion of chose who leave the program without
graduating (in comparison to all who have :e:t
the program) is low, 5.3 percanc and 2.5 percent,
respectively (South Carolina Department of Cor-
rections, 1989; Georgia Department of Carrechons,
1989). In contrast, in Louisiana, New York, and
Florida a higher proportion of the offenders leave
prior to graduation, 39.1 percent, 41.9 percent,
and 40.7 percant, respectively (Azin, 1988; Florida
DeDarrmenc of Corrections, 1989; MacXenzie ec
aL,' 1989).

To our knowledge no state has completed an
analysis examining whether the shock programis)
have had an impact on prison crowding: However,
if the number graduating per year‘from a state
program is compared to the total number of
offenders in prison in the state it is obvious that
the numbers graduating make up a very small
proportion of the incarcerated population. Al-
though New York with 904 graduates in IS
months may have a large enough number of
graduates to have an impact on crowded prisons
(table 4), this is not the case in most states.

Of course whether the programs will have an
impact on prison crowding depends not only on
the number of graduates but aiso on whether me
offenders graduating from the program are drawn
from the population of probationers or prisoners.
Our assumption is that in states where placement
is determined by the department of corrections
the offenders in the program are those who wouid
usually be incarcerated. Again this suggests that
the New York program may have an impact on
prison crowding.

Evaluators in both New York and Florida havy
completed preliminary cost analyses of their pro-
grams. In both the cost of the program was es-
timated to be slightly higher than the cost of reg-
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uiar prison but the shorter period of incarceration
resuited in an overall cost savings (Aziz, 1988;
Florida Department of Corrections. 1989). In Flor-
ida this cost savings was estimated to be $1.1
million, and in New York the estimate was $5.1
million for the first 321 inmates. Although this
does not take into consideration the additional
cost of the aftercare program in New York, it
does appear to represent a relatively large cost
savings.

There is also some research on individual level
issues. Researchers in Louisiana found graduates
of -he shock programs had more positive social
attitudes than those who dropped out and a com-
parison group in a regular prison CMacKenme &
Shaw, 1990). The offenders felt positive about
their experience in the program and their future.
Inmates completing the shock program in New
York were found to have gained more or at least
as much in educational scores as comparison
groups who had been in Drison longer (Aziz,
1988).

The most often requested statistics are the
recidivism rates of graduates of these programs.
Some states have reported data on recidivism for
shock graduates and comparison groups. Few of
the researchers have completed statistical tests,
and they caution readers about drawing definitive
conclusions before more data can be tabulated.
Shown in tabie 5 are the estimated recidivism
rates of the early releasees from four shock pro-
grams. The return to prison rates for the shock
offenders were higher for the shock graduates in
Georgia (no significance tests), while in Florida
3nd New York the rates are lower or approxi-
mately the same. There are no significant dif-
ferences between shock graduates and a parole
comparison group on rearrests or failures in Loui-
siana, nor between shock graduates and proba-

tioners for rearrescs (MacKenzie, 1989). However,
the probationers failed (absconded, jailed, or re-
voked) less often than the shock graduates.

To our knowledge no empirical research has yet
been completed on puhiic attitudes toward these
programs. Anecdotally, from new reports and
interviews there is the appearance that the public
is supportive, but whether this support is because
of the punishment or therapeutic nature of the
programs is uncertain. Intensive interviews with
those who are associated in some way with the
programs have, in general, indicated positive
attitudes. Reportedly employers prefer to have
these offenders because they have good work
skills; parents and relatives appreciate the close
support and contact with parole agents; correc-
tions oScera like the discipline and close interac-
tion with the inmates; dropouts and returnees say
they would recommend that program for other
offenders. There is also little research on the
aspect of prison management or controL However,
there is little doubt after viewing these programs
that the staff members have more control of of-
fenders in the shock programs than they do of
offenders in a regular prison.

Summary

In this article the components of shock incar-
ceration programs were described. The survey of
state jurisdictions indicated that approximately 54
percent of the state jurisdictions may have shock
programs in the near future. Although the pro-
grams all emphasize strict rules and discipline
and require physical training and drills, they dif-
fer in other ways. These differences are expected
to result in differences in the success or failure of
programs in reaching their goais.

3oth the advocates and opponents of shock
incarceration programs are frequently uninformed
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TAELI 5 estimated recidivism rates of early releasees from shock incarceration
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about the components of these programs. Those
who view the program as a get-tough punishment
frequently dr not reaibe that many shock pro-
grams incorporate rehabilitation activities. What
is surprising about these programs is the support
and excitement of the staff and inmates. Even
those who violate parole and are returned to
prison after graduating from a program report
that the experience was vaiuabie. To our knowl-
edge it is very unusual for releasees from regular
prison to feel their rime in prison has been vaiu-
abie (Goodstem & Wright, 19S9).

At this point there is little empirical evidence
to help us make decisions about how successful
these programs are in reaching the identified
goals. Opponents of these programs frequently
cite problems that may occur such as scan abuse
of inmates or net widening. We have tried to
show how such issues are being (or could be)
empirically studied. It is our perspective that any
prison hoids the potential for abuse of inmates.
Whether abuse occurs can be studied and possibly
prevented.

Furthermore, can the boot camp atmosphere
(the punishment) be ..ombinea with rehabilitation
activities so that the result is a constructive pun-
ishment? Once the offender has received his or

T T
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L, U7 173
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98%eFI aé%e&ar % lg{/%éeftions, 1989 NY Division

her punishment (time in boot camp) will the
public be more -willing to fund aftercare programs
that help the offender during community super-
vision? Whether the punishment fulfills the pub-
lic's desire for retribution can be asked as an
empirical question.

These issues should be separated from philo-
sophical concerns such as whether nonviolent
offenders should ever be incarcerated.. One philo-
sophical issue that should be discussed regarding
these programs is whether the boot camp atmo-
sphere of these programs is a fair and just pun-
ishment. And. is this desire for retribution a
legitimate request that snouia be fulfilled? Or
should male-oriented programs such as boot
camps be replaced with more benevolent pro-
grams emphasising more “so-called female traits'
(e.g., sensitivity) {Morash & Rucker, 1990)" (Har-
ris, 1989).

Should these nonviolent offenders spend longer
periods of time in a regular prison where there
are few constructive activities available, or would
it be better to punish them for a short period of
time in a boot camp prison? Can this “punish-
ment" be combined with rehabilitation activities
to create a constructive punishment? These are
philosophical questions that should be discussed.
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Boot Camp Survey

Rehabilitation.

Outrank Punishment As Main

by Doris Layton MacKenzie. PhiD_
and Qaire C. Souryai

B 0at camp orisons continue to
grow ;n numoer and  size,

Since meir inception in 1982.
2™ 000t ccitid programs nave been
estaoiishec :n 22 states, incarcerating
close ;0 -.200 adjuoicatea aauits.
Tnese numcers ao not inciuae aauit
programs ooemtea ay cities or coun-
||%s. or programs aeveioped for juve-
niles.

The terminoiogy used :0 identify
aauit boot camp prisons is often con-
fusing. Whiie die :crm "boot camE
prison” is synonymous witn "shoc
Incarceration." some confuse snock
incarceration with snocx probation or
shock parole. The common thread of
ail tnree programs is ;nat offenders
spend a recuced penod of :ime in
pnson. in comras: to snccx orooation
or snock paroie. however, ooot camp
inmates are not mixea witn regular
ooouiation inmates. Tney live in sep-
arate housing and are reauired to par-

ticipate in miiitarv drills, pnvsical training, work ana fre-
quently treatment-onentca activities, wniie mis is not nec-

essarily true for offenders in shock probation or shock
parole programs.

Beyond the common core—a miiitarv atmosohere in-
volving drills, anvsical training and work— boot camp pris-
ons vary tremendously. Tncre are differences in daily
activities, the avenge number of days served, program size,
whether pamcioation is voluntary, release supervision and
eligibility catena. Tnese differences may stem from tne dis-
tinct correctional zeals eacn program staves to achieve.

Recidivism

Reduction
Goals

A'survey or boot camos in thn United States (ound mat administrators most often
named renaoilitation, recividLm reduction and drug education as their programs’ main

goals. Above, boot camo participants marcn in formation.

Program Goals

in a survey eariier this year at the University of Mary-
land. we asked hoot camp administrators now important 11
goals were to (hetr programs. For each goal, officials listed
whether it was very imponant. important, somewhat im-
portant. not ‘moonant or not a goal.

Tne goals most orten judged very important included re-
habilitation. recidivism reduction and drug education. Re-
ducing crowding, developing work skills ana providing a
safe pnson environment were generally considered imoonant



gcais. C Vd somewhai important were deterrence, ec
cation ana drug treatment. Gcai.s most olten ceiievea act
irrmortant or not a goal inctuaed punisnment anc vocational

ecucauon.

Despite the strenuous and diffi-
cult nature of boot camP pris-
ons. many states do not
consider punishment an im-
portant program goal.

It s interesting to note that despite tne strenuous ana dif-
ficult nature of ooot C3mp ’prisons, which is often empha-
sized ov politicians and p.a?;ed up by the media, many
suites a0 not' consider punishment an imponant program
goal, in fact, four states satd punishment is not a goal, threr
states reported it is a reiativeiy unimporiam goai ana six
states said it is a somewhai intDonant goal. Eigm states—
Georgta. Kansas. Michigan. Mississippl. new Hamosmre.
Nonn Carolina. South Caroiina and Virginia—did name
punisnment as an imponant goal.

Treatment and Rehabilitation

Eacn program's goais are clearly reflected in ine daiiy
schedule of activities. For examine. education and drug ed-
ucation are high priority goals in South Carolina's pro-
grams. inmates there spend four hours per day in
educational programs and three hours per week in arog edu-
cation. Drug treatment, in contrast, is not a nigh priority
goal and. therefore, little time is spent in treatment.

Sixteen states consider academic education an imporxant
or very imporxant program goai. Consequently, offenders in
these programs spend one to four hours per day in academic
programs. Vocational education, on the other hand, is rareiy
deemed an important goal. Oniv two states— iaaho and
Illinois— consider vocational education an important goal,
and neither devotes much time to it. Preliminary informa-
tion from Louisiana and New York suggests shock pro-
grams positively influence offenders" attitudes ana staff and
Inmate reiationsnips and may influence educational achieve-

ment.

Reducing Recidivism

All but three states rate recidivism reduction as an im-
portant or very, imDorxant goal. Differences in programs
seem to reflect the wav in which states intend to reauce re-
cidivism. Programs that focus on renabiiitation may. for ex-
ample. tarﬁ;et educational deficits as a key problem in
offenders' lives. 3y increasing offenders" educational lev-
els. tnese arograms may expect to reduce recidivism.

Continued nextpage
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Women inmates at New Yorx's Summit Shock Incarceration Facility do early-morning grouD eaercises. New York has the largest
Soot camo program in the nation with aoout 1500 inmates in five programs.

BOUT CAMP SURVEY
Continued

An alternate strategy is practiced by other programs,
sucn as Georgla's. Offenders in hoot camps tnere spend lit-
tle time in educational or treatment-oriented activities. 3v
requiring long hours of worx and physical training, the sate
may hooe ro affect me recidivism rate througn deterrence
ratner tnan rehaoiiitation. Consistent witn this perspective.
Georgia ranks punishment, reducing recidivism and deter-
rence as its most imponant program goals. In contrast, tne
goais of education, drug education and drug treatment are
all oeemed relatively unimportant.

At this point, no state nas reported a statistically signifi-
cant difference in recidivism when hoot camo graduates'
pertortnance is compared to tnat of simtiar offenders serv-
Ing different types or sentences. interes'ingiy. recent studies
0y tne corrections dcoanments in New York and Georgia—
two states that are opﬁosites intheir emphasis on
rehaoiiitation— conclude that boot camp releasees do “no
worse" than offenders who nad served a Ionger period of
time in orison. Although botn states found slightly lower re-
cidivism rates far boot camo participants, the differences
were not statistically significant. In omer words, (here was
little difference in recidivism aesoite New York's strong
empnasis on education, counseling and drug treatment an
Georgia\ strong emonasis on work. In both states. 20 to 20
oercent of boot camo graduates and comoanson grouos re-

turned to orison within the first year of community supervi-
sion.

AJ boot camp prisons report
having incorporated some sort
of dru% treatment and educa-
tion into their program plan.

Tne recidivism resuits are preliminary and should not be
considered conclusive at this point. New York has identi-
fied the transition to community life as a difficult period for
these offenders and has improved aftercare services during
community supervision. Georgia, on the other hand, has
proposed Increasing the rehaoilitation or educational com-
ponents of its boot camp programs.

Impact on Prison Crowding

For boot camps to successfullz reduce pnson crowding,
two conditions must be met— there must be a sufficient
numtier of eligible offenders entering and comolettng tne
programs and offenders must be drawn from a pooulapon of
rison-bound offenders, not mom (hose who wouid otherwise

sentenced to probation.
Continued an ozge 9*



SOOT CAMP SURVEY

Continued ircm aage 2

Mos; programs :0 oat: ao noi mcs: tne !irsé qualification—
moy simply arc too smail to affect crowding. Only two
states— New York (1j 00 ana Texas iHOO— nave more than
300 beds for ooot camD programs, which nonetneiess repre-
sents a small proportion or me totai prison beds.

Whether sates meet die second qualification may depend on
who decides which offenders arc placed in ooot camo programs.

AN

tionai onson. In tr.is scenario mere is a Signer precactiitv
mat entrants are drawn from arison-oounc a:fsnacrs. How-
ever. :ne size of these Iprograms, ana merefore tne imeae:
on crowding, may a limitcc oy restrictive eiigibiinv re-
quirements and htgr. taiiure or aropout rates

Types of Offenders

Whiie tne components ofsnocx programs anc tne emonasts
placed on treatment or rcnaoiiiiauon vary %uostanttally. me

3oot camps generally hold young, lirst-time, non-violent offenders ages 17 to 25. Higid discipline and attention to aetail are critical

elements of most programs.

Tnis differs from state to state, in Georgia and Arizona, for
example, jud?es sentence offencem dircctiy to boot camp pro-
grams. and if offenders arc denied entry or arc dismissed they

Most boot camp programs re-
strict participation to inmates

convicted of non-violent
offenses.

retum to the court for resentencing. With this decision-mak-
ing structure, it might be expected mat a higher proportion
of the boot camp entrants are selected from those who
wouid otherwise receive prooaticn.

in otner states, such as New York. Maryland or Tennes-
see. offenders are sentenced to the Department of Correc-
tions. which decides wno is eligible ana suitable for the
program: those considered unsuitable are sent to a tradi-

tyﬁes of offenders piaced in the programs are very similar.
Otfenders sentenced ;0 boot camp are generally young,
first-time, non-violent felons. Most states, for example, re-
strict ﬂartlupatlon to offenders between the ages of 17 and
2f. although a few nave maximum age limits of between 25
and 30 yean of age. Only three states alio u offenders over
30 to enter boot camp prisons: Alabama has no age iimtt
and Louisiana and Mississippi have age limits of 39 and 62.
respectively.

More man half of tne programs runner restrict panictpa-
tion to offenders convicted of non-vioiem offenses. Tne re-
maining 10 states report that both those convicted of vioieni
ana non-violent offenses are eligible for pantcipation. Pre-
liminary aara from me multi-site study reveals that desoue
violent otfendcrs’ potential eligibility, the majority of par-
ticipants are convicted ol'non-vioient offenses.

Restrictive eiigibiiitv criteria, particularly if offenaer;
are drawn from inose who are prison-bound, can severely
limit the number of available entrants. In resoonse to sucn
problems. Louisiana made its criteria less restrictive to till
oeas that initially nad been empty.



L Ig Offenders

The association beiween drugs ana crime is a strong one.
camcuiariy wnen young offenders arc involved. Not sur-
arismgiy. program evaluations reveai mat many ofiencers
in 0oot camps have drug prooiems. Officials in Mississippi
lor example, have lounc nai 90 10»5 percent of ineir pur-
licipanis are drug users. At leasi iour stales rcpon inai ineir
orograms were soecincally designee lor non-vioient. drug-

invoivea offenders.

For boot camps to reduce
Brlson crowding, there must
e a sufficient number of of-

fenders comﬁletlng the pro-

8rams. and they must be
rawn from a population of

prison-bound offenders.

In response 0 offenaers' needs, all bool camp prisons
- ereport having incorporated some son of drug treatment anc
education into tneir program plan, in fact, in nine states

drug treatment is a |eg€al program requirement. As mighi a

expected, tne ﬁarticu ar drug ircatment/eaucation strategy

adopted by eac pro?ram vanes constcerabiy.

Some programs focus soiciy on drug education, wniie
oiners emonasize treatment. More specifically, seven pro-
grams teach only drug +ducation. three programs empnasize
treatment and 13 programs combine treatment and educa-
tion in some fashion. Ir. our survey, most respondents rated
drugt education as a more important goai than drug treat-
ment.

An examinauon of the availability of and time spent in
specific components of drug treatment and education under-
scores this difference in emphasis. For exam’ole, in virtually
all programs inmates receive at least several hours of drug
education oer week. Tne avaiiabiiitv of individual psycho-
therapy. group psycnotnerapy. drug counseling and relapse
prevention training, however, was far more limited.

Other program differences inciude the numtaer of days
spent in drug treatment and education, which ranges from
12 to 180 days, whether the drug treatment and education
program is administered by program staff or an outside
agency and whetnerall inmates participate.

NIJ Study

Tne Nationai institute of Justice recently began a na-
tional hoot camt) stuov that focuses on two major questions;
Are ooot camps successfully fulfilling their goals, ana wnai
particular comDoncnts of hooi came programs lead to suc-
cess or failure? Tne evaluation will compare eight unique

Continued next page
OCTOBER 1991 CORRECTIONS TODAY



Shock incarceration Programs 1In U.S.,

BOOT CAMP SURVEY
Continued

sate programs for men in Ftorida. Geor?ia. [llinois, Louisi-
ana. Oklahoma. New York. South Carolina and Texas, and
one program for women in Okiahoma.

Tne participating programs were selected because they
varied in several ways, including selection decisions, com-
munity supervision upon release, Erogram.charactenstlcs
and program location. Researchers hope to isolate tne spe-
cific components of programs that leaa to the fulfillment of
program goais. Each participating %rogram IS evaiuaung its
own program and coordinaung this evaluation with the
other states so the methodology, data collected and data
analysts can be compared across States.

While it is clear that many offenders sentenced to bcot camps
need drug treatment and education, it is not ciear whether these
programs ate the most effective way to provide it Tne ILS. De-
Partment of Justice's 3urcau of Jusnce Assistance is currently
undln% four innovative cr enhanced boot ramp programs for
drug offenders in Texas. New York. Illinois and Oklahoma. Te
sires arc.parurlpa_r]n% in the NU's study. Results from tnese stud-
Ies snouid be avaiiaclc in 1992.

March T291
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Boot Camp Prisons

by Doris Layton MacKenzie. Ph.D.

oot camp programs, fre-

quently called shock

incarceration, require

offenders to serve a
short term in a pnson or jaii in a
quasi-military program similar to
military boot camps or basic train-
ing. Cunrentiy 30 States, 10 local
jurisdictions, and the Federal Bureau
of Prisons have boot camg programs
(see exhibit 1)." Another S programs
have been designed solely for juve-
niles.- This report focuses on State
boot camp programs for adults.

Most State programs
target young adult offend’
ers convicted of nonvio-
lent crimes who are
serving their first prison
terms. Offenders ac-
cepted into the programs
must serve between 90
and 150 days in the
heavily regimented pro-
grams. Both the number
of States with shock in-
carceration progzrams and
the capacities of these
programs have continued
to increase during the
1990's. New York has
the Iargest capacity with
1,500 beds, but programs
in Georgia (800 beds),
Oklahoma (400 beds
Michigan (600 beds),
Texas (400 beds), and
Maryland (440 beds)
continue to grow in size
(sea exhibit 2).

In

There are currently well over 7.000 i
beds devoted to boot camp pro-

grams. On average, offenders spend |
107 daKs in the pro?rams. Thus, ;
more than 23.000 offenders could
potentially complete programs ina
1-year period.

Offenders who successfully com-
plete shock incarceration programs
are released to community supervi-
sion. Forty-two percent of the States
intensively supervise offenders who

1993

are released from boot camp: 50
percent vary the supervision depend-
mg upon evaluated risk: and the
remaining S percent require moder-

| ate or standard suFervision. In

some States a fairly large percentage
of the inmates are dismissed from
the program for one reason or an-
other. These offenders must serve
their sentences in traditional prisons
or return to court for resentencing.

Exhibit 1. Shock Incarceration Programs in the U.S., April 1993

Blates with
rograms

Stales P'anmng or
Considering Pmgrams



E .xhibit 2 Grow th o fShock Incarceration

Date State Number of

3egan Programs
in 1992
and 1993

w533 Georgia 5
Oklahoma 4

984
*085 Mississippi 1
'986

1987 Florida
Louisiana
New York
South Carolina

1988 Alabama
Arizona
Michigan

1989 Idaho
North Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

1990 lllinois
Maryland
New HamDshire
Wyoming

*001 Arkansas
BOP-male
Colorado
Kansas
Nevada
Ohio
Virginia
Wisconsin
*992 30P-female
Massachusetts
Minnesota
Pennsylvania

1993 California
Total

P RPPRPE RPRPR PRRRR RPREPRE NpRrR WL b NO e e

N
o

*993 Considering beginning programs; Indiana. Missouri, ana Rhode Island.

+ 3ase0 uoon graduates ol the program

Number of
Participants/'
Capacity in

1992 and 1993

800/800
415/438

223/263

93/100
64/136
1500/1500
198/216

140/180
92/150
160/600

236/250

82/90
103/150
3297400

215/230
332/448
32/65
23/24

150/150
192/192
114/100
66/104
60/60
76/94
797100
40/40

119/120
95/256
12/36
45/50

48/176
6133/7518

; 5-our programs, two 30-day programs and two +S-cky programs
4 The lirst phase is 120 oays with a capacity ol 176 and the second

pn3se is 60 cays with a capacity ol 61

Average
length
of stay’'

90

g)o

120

90
120
180

90

90
120
90

120
92
a
80

120
168
120

95

105
190
90
180
150
90
90
180

180
120
180
180

86
121

wrDZTMC.

A day in boot camp

Upon arrival at the boot camp
ﬁrison, male inmates have their

eads shaved (females may be per-
mitted short haircuts) and are in-
formed of the strict program rules.
At all times they are required to
address staff as “Sir" or “Ma'am."
must request permission to speak,
and must refer to themselves as “this
inmate.” Punishments for even
minor rule violations are summary
and certain, frequently involving
physical exercise such as push-ups
or running in place. A major rule
violation can result in dismissal
from the program.

In a typical hoot camp program for
adult offenders, the 10- to 16-hour
day begins with pre-dawn reveille.
Inmates dress quickly and march to
an exercise yard where theK partici-
pate in an hour or two of physical
training ard drill. Following this
they march to breakfast in a dining
hall where they must stand at atten-
tion while waiting in line and move
in & military manner when the line
advances. Inmates are required to
stand behind their chairs until com-
manded to sit and must eat without
conversation. After breakfast they
march to work sites where they
participate in hard physical labor
that frequently involves community
service such as PICkIng up liner in
State parks or along highways.
When the 6- to S-hour work Jay is
over, offenders retum to the com-
pound where they participate in



more exercise and drill. Dinner is
followed by evening Pro rams that
include counseiing. life skills train-
ing. academic education, or drug
education and treatment,

As their performance and time in the
program warrants, shock incarcera-
tion inmates gradually earn more
privileges and responsibility. A
special hat or uniform may be the
outward display of their new status.
Those who successfully finish the
program usually attend an elaborate
graduation ceremony with visitors
and family invited to attend.
Awards are often presented to ac-
knowledge progress made during the
Program, and the inmates may per-
I torm the drill routines they have
practiced throughout their time in
the boot camp.

Goals

A survey of the 26 programs in
operation in early 1992 indicated
that Erogram officials considered
rehabilitation and reducing recidi-
vism as the most imponant goals.
However, reducing crowding and
providin? a safe pnson environment
wore still considered important.
These results are consistent with the
goals of most other intermediate
sanctions— providing judges options
beyond probation or pnson, reduc-
in? prison crowding, and changing
offenders'behavior patters. The
importance given to one goal over
the other Pro ably depends upon the
individual who is doing ihe rating.

Exhibit3. Importance ofShock Incarceration Goals

Drug Education
Work Skills
Education
Drug Treatment
Vocational Ed

Rehabilitation

Safe Prison
Deterrence

Punishment
(0]
%otA
oal

Judges may be particularly
interested In programs that have an
impact on the individual offender
and that provide more control than
traditional probation. In contrast,
corrections administrators, seeking
new programs and facing serious
prison crowding, may emphasize the
Importance of using Intermediate
sanctions such as boot camp.

Importance Rating

2 3 4
Im%er%nt

When different types of rehabilita-
tion efforts were rated, the officials
]udﬂed drug education and work
skills as the most imponant rehabili-
tation aspects. Since “work" in
most programs means hard physical
labor, the work skills referred to are
probably related to good work habits
rather than vocational skills that
might result in increased employ-
ment opportunities. Academic

LI,. - nr.-.



Shock Incarceration

for W omen

Thirteen states and the Federai Bureau
>t Prisons have shock incarceration
arograms for women. In l0oftheboot
camps, males and females are cont-
ained in one program: inmates live in
separate quarters but are integrated for
most other activities. Other jrisdic-

and classification; facility design and
staffing; and program planning.

There was some debate by focus group
members ahout whether the programs
would address the particular needs of
women, unfairly exclude women from

y.-tions-such as the Federai B reau.otu\\*sa?-rﬂ(:ipe‘_gowwefu' pf-°9.f am, &-

-exas|tiayerdeveloped ‘completely- w

im'sep'ar'ate--'programs - for female
offenders.

In 1992 the National Infinite of Jus-
tice brought together e peris on fe-
. male offenders, shock incarceration
d.coDrections;in~ajfocus;
eeting” . .
"esjefexpcrtsiic
[ nsidered injudging the
00ot camp programs for
v.'men -issues fell into five major
"ca}egorles: physical and psychologi-
cal;,

education and drug treatment were
also considered by many to be im-
ponant aspects of their programs.
Vocational education was rated as
unimponant or not a goal by most
respondents.

Drug treatment and

education

All'programs operating in 1992
reponed incorporating drug
education cr a combination of drug
education and treatment in the
schedule of activities, most likely

amily responsibilities: selection

t*'? 1-tr

+The focus.group agreed that gre in-
formation was needed regarding the
development and implementation of
the programs for women, and that re-
search should be initiated to examine
the. effectiveness of shock incarcera-

@Sﬁonsonng-ia.-descnpﬁvﬁs%@oﬂ§--|

shock: incarceration programs  for
women. This report is expected to be
completed by.December 1993,

-* |X to * »W

- v.c ' ' fa

because of the large number of drug-

involved offenders entering the
programs. However, the amount of
time devoted to drug education or
treatment vanes greatly among
Programs. Some programs have as
ew as 15 days of treatment; in con-
trast, offenders in the New York
program receive drug treatment
every day of the 180-day program.

Programs also differ in the way drug
treatment is incorporated into the
schedule of activities. New York
Uses a therapeutic community model
for its boot camp program, and all

24 National Institute of Justice Journal

offenders receive the same drug
treatment while they are in the pro-
gram. The platoons form a small
"community" and meet daily :0
solve problems and discuss their
progress in the program. Inmates
also spend time in substance abuse
education classes and in group coun-
seling. The counseling program is
based on the Alcoholics Anony-
mous (AA) and Narcotics Anony-
mous (NA) model of abstinence and
recovery. All inmates participate in
the drug treatment programs regard-
less of their substance abuse history.

The Illinois program also targets
substance abusers, but incorporates
treatment in a very different manner
from the New York model. In Illi-
nois drug counselors evaluate of-
fenders and match the education or
treatment level  the seventy of the
offender’s substance abuse prob-
lems. Inmates with no history of
substance abuse receive onIK 2
weeks of drug education. Those
who are identified as probable sub-
stance abusers receive 4 weeks of
8roup counseling along with the

rug education. Inmates who arc
classified as having drug addictions
receive the drug education and 10
weeks of drug treatment,

In the Texas shock incarceration
program, ail participants receive
approximately 5 weeks of drug
education. Treatment is available
after the education program ends.
| but offenders must volunteer for this
| treatment. They may also have



individual counselin% I requested,
and they can attend 12-step fellow-
shto meetings.

Development

and change

Boot camp programs continue to
develop and change. The first
programs that were developed in
Oklahoma and Georgia in 1983
emphasized the military atmosphere,
physical training, and hard labor.
AIthouPh these still play a signifi-
cant role in shock incarceration,
many boot camp programs have
begun to allot an Increasing
amount of time to rehabilitation
and education.

Also, many programs are developing
innovative methods to help offend-
ers make the transition from shock
incarceration back to the commu-
nir' Maryland is developing transi-
tional housing for boot camp
graduates who do not have accept-
able housing available in the com-
munity. While in :he boot camp
ﬁrogiam. the Maryland inmates are

elping with the renovations needed
for the transitional housing.

New York has an intensive “after-
shock" program that incorporates
work programs, emf_)loyment coun-
seling, dru? counse |n%, and a con-
tinuation of the daily therapeutic
community meetings that were pan
of the boor camp program.

Ar Louisiana's Elayne
Hunt Correctional
Center, | participant
stands at military
attention, armed with
a book and paper,
weapons of
rehabilitation.

In lllinois, offenders who graduate
from the program are electronicall
monitored for the first 3 months 0
communicy supervision.

California's new hoot camp prison
at San Quentin will train convicts
for 120 daj(s. Following this, of-
fenders will be required to live ata
nearby naval air station for 60 days.3
Durin? this time, they inav leave the
base if they are emﬁloyed or work
on the base while tney search for a
job. Upon release from the base,
they are intensively supervised in
the community for an additional A
months.

There has also been some interest in
applying asgects of the boot camp
model to other prison populations.
At (he Valdosta Correctional Institu-
tion. a close custody prison, the

Georgia Department of Corrections
IS using @ modified version of the
boot camn approach in two pro-
grams for inmates who present spe-
cial management problems. The
Intensive Therapeutic Program for
disru%tive inmates, and the Mental
Health Program for disruptive in-
mates who have been diagnosed as
mentally ill.

The Program for disruptive inmates
involves strict discipline, reg?imented
drills, adherence to a code of ethics,
maintenance of personal living quar-
ters. and hiﬁh standards of personal
hygiene. The program was designed
to teach disruptive inmates accept-
able ways to deal with frustration,
anger, and fear and provides inmates
a means of earning their wa¥ hack
into the generai priMtn population.
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The Mental Health Program at
Valdosta is similar to the program
for disruprive inmates, but was de-
signed in consultation with mental
health professionals as a treatment
modality for seriously mentally ill
inmates who are also disruptive. Al
inmates in the program are assigned
to a mental health caseload after
being referred by one of the diag-
nostic and classification centers,
staff at another penal institution, or
the Valdosta staff.

The multisite study

Eight States arc participating in the
study of shock incarceration spon-
sored by the Natiot al Institute of
Justice: Florida, Georgia. lllinois,
Louisiana. New York, Oklahoma,
South Caroling, and Texas. The
programs represent very different
models of the shock incarceration
concept. The two most significant

Military" discipline isan
important pan ofmost
shock incarceration
programs: the photo on
the left was taken of
Louisiana’s program.

differences are (1) whether the court
or the department of corrections
makes placement decisions; and (2)
Whether the program’s focus is on
treatment and education (New York,
Illinois, Louisiana) or the military
discipline, physical training, and
work (Georgia, Texas).1

Intensive interviews with program
staffand a thorou?h examination of
written materials from the programs
revealed that all were designed in
pan to address the problems of
prison crowding. In some States this
was expected to be accomplished
because prison-bound offenders
would serve less time in the boot
camp than if they served a full
prison sentence. In New York.
Louisiang, and Illinois, the de-
panmeni of corrections selects
candidates for the programs, and
offenders can earn their way out of
prison in less time than if rhey serve
their original sentences.

26 National Institute of Justice Journal

in other States, offenders are sent to
the boot cami) by the court, which
maintains full control over the of-
fenders. Those who are dismissed
prior to completion and those who
successfully complete the program
must return to the court for final
disposition. Texas and the original
programs in Georgia and Sout
Carolina were designed this way.
However. South Carolina now oper-
ates its program through the depart-
ment of corrections, and Georgia
operates some programs through the
court and some through conecti ms.

There were large differences among
the eight sites in the number of
offenders completing the shock
incarceration program in aone-rear
penod, largely as a result of differ-
ences in the numbers of beds de-
voted to the program, the length of
the program, and the dismissal rates.
Depending upon the prison, between
Sand 50 percent of the inmates fail
to complete the program. For ex-
ample. in 1989 Georgia graduated
more offenders (849 graduates) than
New York (743 graduates), yet New
York had a 1,500 bed capacity while
Georgia had only 250 beds. The
difference resulted from the fact that
Georgia's prq%ram lasted an average
of 89 days with only a 9 percent
dismissal rate while New York's
lasted 180 days and had a 31 percent
dismissal rate. Qverall, the States
with the lowest dismissal rates were
those in which the judge had deci-
sion-makins." authoritv.



One phase of the multisite study was
designed to examine the effect shock
incarceration programs had on the
attitudes of the participating of-
fenders.  Some critics of shock
incarceration have argued that the
programs might have a negative
Impact on the offenders, that offend-
ers would leave the boot camg more
~alienated and andsocial tiian before
they entered.

The programs in the multisite study
differed greatly in daily schedules,
the emphasis placed on therapeutic
activities, the types of offenders
participating, and dropout rates— ail
differences that would be expected
to have an influence on the attitudes
of the participants. In some pro-
grams most of the day was devoted
to physical training, drill, and work,
while others devoted a substantial
amount of time to counseling, edu-
cation, and treatment.

The researchers were interested in
determining whether the inmates'
attitudes toward their boot camp
experience or their general antisocial
attitudes changed as a result of the
programs. Inmates" attitudes were
measured once soon after they ar-
rived and again near the end of the
program. Despite the differences
among the programs the results were
surprisingly consistent. Boot camp
inmates became more positive about
their experience in the pro?ram and
they became less antisocial. This
was true of the programs that had

a therapeutic emphasis and those
%hqt emphasized work and physical
rainin’.".

L |

An

Incarceration

Evaluation

in Louisiang@ i

A recently eleated National Trdtiwte-of Justice. Research 5i Briefireports-tiie.sé
resultof an intensive evaluation of the Louisiana Department ofPublic Safety and
Correction’s boot camp prison.* The evaluation was designed to identify the
goals as defined by the jurisdiction and to examine the success or failure of the
Brogram in meeting these goals. Program implementation, changes in inmate
ehavior and attitudes as aresult of participation, and system-level changes were

. ~ograms?

~completedmultisitesmdy,'ofish(xSmcafceriitiori'in;?igh fStatSSANKIMNN A f

*MacKenzie, D.L.. J.W. Shaw, and V.B. Gowdy,.4n Evaluation o fShack Incarceration in
Louisiana. Research in Brief. National Instifute of Justice, Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Depanment.of Justice, National Institute of Justice, March 1993." - -

The attitudes of the boot camp par-
ticipants were aiso compared with
the attitudes of similar prisoners in
the general prison population and
were found to be generally more
positive. The general %opulatlonl
Inmates did not think their experi-
ence in Prls_on_had helped them to
leam self-discipline, to learn about
themselves, to change in a positive
way, or to become more mature,
while boot camﬁ inmates were more
apt to agree with these statements.

On the otner hand, both the general
population inmates and the boot
camp inmates became less antisocial
in their attitudes while incarcerated.
They were more apt to accept re-
sponsibility for themselves and their
actions instead of blaming the police
or judges, they felt more positive
about their relationships with others,
and they held more socially accept-
able opinions about behavior.

Thus, there was no evidence that
shock incarceration had a negative
impact on inmates’ attitudes. Thore
nearing the end of their incarceration
reported that the boot camp pro?ram
had been a ?osmve experience for
them. Similar inmates in traditional
prisons did not report that their
experience was positive. However,
both the boot camp inmates and
Frlson comparison samples became
ess antisocial during their term in
prison,

The researchers are now examining
the performance of the offenders
upon release from the shock incar-
ceration programs in the eight sites.
The positive activities and adjust-
ment and the recidivism rates of die
offenders released from boot camijs
will be compared to those of similar
offenders who received different

- emetices.
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These programs continue to evolve.
The objective of this research is to
inform pro%ram planners about the
impact of the programs and to help
them design programs to achieve the
desired goals.

N otes

L For information on county boot
camps see Austin. J., M. Jones and
M. Bolyard. Assessing the Impact of

a Counry Operated Boot Camp,
1993.

2. For information on juvenile boot

camps see Toby, J. and F.S. Pearson.

*Juvenile Boot Camps, 1992" in
Boot Campsfor Juvenile Offenders:
Constructive Intervention and Early
Supf)ort-lmplementation Evaluation,
final report to NIJ, 1992,

3. Quinn. Michelle, correspondent.
San Francisco Chronicle, Tuesday,
January 19. 1993,

28 National Institute of Justice Journal

The State ofNew
York shock
incarceration
program is the
largest in the country
with a capacity of
1JO0 beds.

4. As has happened throughout the
U.S. these boot camp programs
continue to develop and change.
The descriptions of these programs
are hased on conditions as they were
at the time of the study.

Doris Layton MacKenzie is asso-
ciate professor in the Institute of
Criminal Justice and Criminology,
University of Maryland.
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mmlnllyt.mw ' (eauite lbdd sad JpO\Mdifia Gtie tarc
f the person to A kgutlrndrn% Is that "success may ke contingent on the emphasis
on rehabill™tion- grvrnP offenders the Taining, treatment and education they need to Support
new behaviors during Tncarceration and 01 aftercare. "7

Therefore, the length and quality of aftercare appears to be critical to success, Aftercaffl
ShOUld |dea"y |m|l.m d h|g |y ]thCUerd tranSItlon pa&Se followed by W aftercare program

which includes engugh contacts with parole agents to ensure public Safety, 2 well &
mdrvrduaJrzed servrces to meet the treatment needs of the ¥o Uth and keep them focused on
pro- socra goals/Llt For example, the aftercare program or oracluates of a 9(}da%/

camp In Denver incluges intens eeducatronan ocational trarn for syear They also
recerve mentoring In the community from other successful boot carp Veterans. B

Mrchael Lucc aretrred military officer who s currentI the drrector 0 (m%rvenrle hoot carrp

In Alabama, also feels tht the Key to success 15 the to integrafe the
CK o the positive. elements o?the communrty |nt cr.tthatatruegmrlrta

\t;oot carrp 15 only 3week] In duratri)n followed by 4 ye an 0 aftercare consrstrn
clalized edu jon, fral |n and room and vr e
armed forces, Therefor |fvve the (J)uvenr e boot carra%e rrencet have a

ast(rjngtposrtrvee ect, vrerrtrstbevvrl 0 to also provide comparable Support after

graduiation

ADULT BOOT CAMPS

Because fhe t[roaJsar similar for juvenile and agult boot ans zgtto rectrce fison Cr vvdrng

be " etteB( \fﬁforrmajtﬁererﬁlge\gs nrnan(rjr\rgnr eI L IO\r}elrIt rat ¥ Onu3enrfeb880
(
camaspaceastron or(tl g |onandrehacg‘m [ps ation, it is not advisable to rely foo

heavily oo their findings,
The following has been leamed regarding adult correctional boot camp progras,

Crovvdrn Reductron Boot camps can be effective in reducing prison overcrovvdrn

onI are used or otfender?ovrh?[otgervw otﬂd be sent o of remain In rrs

et wrd usr the pr [am for qifencers evrr)ul not be Jn pr son occurs,
[rt ar atrons & arI [es arc transferred 1o secure
aCl

srs not tosat t camps cannot an effective early mterventron tool
to prevent indivicuals from gorng to prison.

Cost Effectiveness. To the extent boot camps have been found to cost less and have the
same results as prison, they can save money.3 By using its boot camp program for
offenders who OtﬁerWISG would be Sent to prison, NEW York estimates that it saved S304
million over the past 6 years.5 Louisiana estimates It saved S7.338 per offender.3
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offender, who went to ptiion; however, the types of offenses differ.* ™ Boot camp
graduate™, who are often under gredier scrutiny upon releese, tend to retum to prison for
technical violations, while nontboaot amp offenders tend to retum to prison becare they are
convicted of committing new crines. B

Key factors identified In nelting it through the first year after releese from prison without in
arrest were: 1) baing enployed during the fint month of release; -2) scoring high on a
positive adjustment index; and 3) the Intensity of supenvision.3* Additionally, requiring
oot camp gradletes to participete in positive activities in the community hes been found to
reduce criminal activities during the community supenvision phase.®

. Rehahilitation. MacKenzie believes that rehalilitation, and treatment should be the primary
focu* of boat camps. 1l According to MacKenzie, there is a noverrent for boot camp
prograns to indude nmore effective formalized treatment prograns.

JUVENILE BOOT CAMPS

Though the primary goal* of boot canp* are the sae for juveniles u for adult boot caps
(rehahilitation, reducing readivism, reducing institution cronding, and cost-effectiveness);
juvenile boat can* place a much stronger enphesis on education and rehabilitation.

] to the newness of juvenile boat canps, there s little information albout their
effectiveness.0  Because of this, the U.S. Department of Justice funded a controlled
evaluation 0f juverile boot camps in Ohio and Alabama.9 The resits of this study will not

be xvailacie

White tome critics maintain that boat camps are not gargam e »LC juvecus™, .
Correctional Association (ACA) tees merit In juvenile boot camps-provided they recognize
that the neacs of juveniles are different from those of young adults.*4 The ACA bdlieves
that a successful juvenile boat amp must have a strong academic and vocational eduaticn
component; a substance alouse"treatment program; and staff who care for the youth u
individuals, while aiso disciplining and challenging them  Lloyd W. Mixdorf (former
Juvenile Projects and Program Director, ACA) feels that boot cans on ke effective
provided they focus on education and treatment, have competent caring staff, ad a
comprehensive sftercare conponet*1

Because they are so new there is even some confusion as to what constitutes a juvenile oot
carp. Some prograns dassified as juvenile boat canps (In a document prepared by the
National Institute of Justice and the ACA) don't even consider thenrselves boot cans
because they do oot have a military conponent.*4 Most of these are exqeriential (edveriure
education) prograns such as the DYS SPRITE program  Adventure education prograns ae
sometimes confused with juvenile boot canps because they have many of the sane demeants
& boot camps, but ladc a military component.  Some of the juvenile agendes which comaine
boat camp philosophy with *exqeniential” or *adventure™ programming have relabeled them
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