


FISCAL NOTE NoJ_

Bill Version: cshb 2 (fin)

STATE OF ALASKA (H) Publish Date: */15/96
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
"evision Date: Dept. Affccted] Corrections
itlo: An Act relating to the creation of a boot camp BRU: ALL
within the Depanmchni ot COrrectionsS  .ooooociiiiee e Component:
Sponsor: Representative Willis
Requester: House_Finance COMPONENT SERIAL NO. * 0694
Expenditures/Revenues . (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS !

MISCELLANEOUS 1.0 | |

TOTAL OPERATING 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

| CAPITAL EXPENDITURES | 2,000.0 I I |
ICHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) | | | i

FUND SOURCE [Thous_e}pds( of Oollarsl

1C02 Federal Receipts 2.000.0

1003 GF Match t i | |
1004 GF 1.0 1 1 1 1

1005 Gr/Program Receipts I | )

1006 GF/MHTIA 1 1 1

Other 1 1 1 |

SOTAL 2.001.0 0.0 | 001 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY96l cost: $ 0.0

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME J 1 1 | |
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY 1 1 | 1 1

=Y
=

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separata page it necessary)

Tho Department received a planning grant from the U.S. Office of Justice Programs to study the priscrt
population with regard to appropriato offenders, to study appropriate sites and develop construction or
renovation plans and to design suitable programming fcr the boot camp program and specific probation and
parole services (aftercare).

Note: Because renovation could not be finished until federal funds are received, site planning is complete, rfp's
are bid. a contractor is selected, and tho renovation work is actually completed, it is estimated that the date

provisions in section 1,1c, and 1i are such that tho program will only be able to operate for three months.

(Continued on Pago 2)

Prepared by: Bob Coin Phono-  465-4652
Division: Office of the Commissioner Date: 4/12/96
Approved by Commissioner: )Nin_t< A~ \\ "V V.larnaret Pugh Date: 4/12/96
Agency: department of Cod ections

PREPARER JO ,PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPI.I;S TO GOVERNOR S LEGISLATIVE OTFICE

I further - e
IP«* 1/951 9Cf'»no.»1»j00N FISCAL NOTE fl, ;



CSHB2(FIN)
Fiscal Note
Page 2

Further, this fiscal note allows for the receipt of federal funds but die actual costs of matching
those funds has not yet been determined. Finally, while no operating costs arc displayed in this
fiscal note, there will be opeiating costs which will have to be recognized and appropriated for

this program to be implemented.

Hie department would renovate two existing, unused buildings on the grounds of the Wildw'ood
Correctional Center. The cost of renovations is estimated to be $2,000.0. Federal grant funds up
to that amount were made available in FFY 96. It is anticipated an equal or greater amount will
be available when the FFY 97 appropriation for the Department of Justice is settled. The amount
and form of the required state match is also unsettled. If this bill becomes law, the DOC expects
it would establish a boot camp program only ifconstruction and operation funding was approved
by the Legislature. It is further assumed that the project will not go forward without major

capital funding in the form of Federal grant funding.

Therefore the department expects to apply for grant funds for renovation. The award of the funds
would not be expected before late fall 1996 and acceptance would be conditional upon approval
by the legislature, including appropriation of the required match. The operational plan and
budget would be available at the same time. This would allow the facility to be ready for
occupancy on or before the beginning of FY 99.

Two alternative approaches exist assuming the bill passes. One, the department could complete
the planning project currently under way and bring a complete capital and operational plan,
including funding, to the next legislature. Two, the legislature could choose to fund tire capital

commitments with the passage of this bill.
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T HE LIFE IS RIGOROUS, the privi-

leges few. But the rewards, for young
non-violent first offenders, can be great:
camp instead of prison; 90 to 1SO days of
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future in crime.
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Boot Camp
Prisons Thrive

Continued from tiant pago

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

The programs come by inor.y
names: Special Alternative
Incarceration Unit; Basic Training
Program; IMPACT (Intensive Mo-
tivational Program of Altera tive
Correctional Treatment); RED
(Regimented Inmate Discipline);
Challenge Incarceration and
others, as well as simply “Shock
Incarceration’ or “Boot Camp."

The regimen of boot camp,
widely publicised by the media, is
familiar: Days that start at 5—
even 4—a.m. Drill and push-ups
and obstacle courses. Insistent Dls
(drill instructors) in constant
persuasion. Karsh, 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

g  utnotall prison boot camps
arc alike. Though regi-
mented and military inspired, they

differ considerably in emphasis
and the programs they offer.
Almost all require some—and
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
of the programs—follow-up sup-
port in the community—also

varies considerably from one sys-
tem to another.

Since their start, close to 16.000
offenders hove completed shock
incarceration programs in the U.S.

with more 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, 1391, will add
another 354 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 older prisoners.
~And not all are limited to those
committing non-violent offenses.
Certain categories of prisoners,

Almost all require some
—andsome many—hours of
drug treatment, education
and psychological counsel-
ing; othersplace the great-
est emphasis on the heavy
physical training and dis-
cipline.

however—as child abusers, sex
offenders, and murderers—are
usually ineligible for the pro-
grams.

Drug offenders make up many
of the training squads.

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

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

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

sentence pending if training is not
complete. From prison, boot camp
completion shortens prison terms.

/Almost all are used for offend-
ers convicted of felony offenses
carrying a sentence of one year or
longer in prison.

w  hether boot camps are suc-
cesses depends on the
definition of success. For most, it
i3 too soon to know their long-term
effect on preventing recidivism—

surely the ultimate goal—but
early studies indicate that they do
provide a3 much or more deter-
rence in a short time as a longer
time in prison does for similar
offenders.

Idaho, however, with a shock
program since 1974 (and some of
the components of a boot camp
since 1988), has had the longest—
and a very positive—experience
with shock incarceration.

"Without the program, wc
estimate our prison population
would be more than double," 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 an
astonishing 3.65 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.

As for success in the program
itself, for those who started Ib.-
boot camps, the survey found
completion rates rangiig f/i ...
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 general prison
population.

Cent-cnans CCvPEHCHUtJ January 1SS1
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Inmates march sharply at Summit, New York Shock Camp.

» For young first time incarcerees,
they axe aJmost always safer than
prison. There arc no experienced
cons to school them in crime or
press them for sexual favors.
There’s more staff on hand, more
activities, no idle time.

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

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

* And while the per diem cost is
often the same or more than for

time behind bars, the b'evity of

the program means less spent on
the individual “recruit.”

| ha25-month review ofitr pro-
gram, the Florida Department

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

0f$1.25 million. "The cost of Boot
Camp represents perhaps its most
successful aspect...the program is
effectively reducing prison time,"

the DOC report said.

Of the 27 systems authorizing

Marjorie Marietta is editor of
Corrrcfin** 2 rnyv-*tnnn,

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

“The cost of Boot Camp
representsperhaps its most

successful aspect....thepro-

gram is effectively reducing
prison time.”

February; Colorado in March and
Pennsylvania later in the year.
Ohio also hopes to starta camp
this year.

Idaho’s is the oldest shock
incarceration program. Georgia's,
begun in 19S3, and Oklahoma’s,
1984, arc the oldest boo: camps.

Other states with boot camps
arc 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 pnson during that time. Ohio
e A

Cos: of the programs range
from $21 per diem in Alabama
(compared to $27 in regular
prison), to $67.79 in Connecticut
(compared to $56.91 in prison;.
Some departments gave the sam*,
costs for boot camp and prison,
and many had no figures avail-
able.

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

Reasons given for inmates not
finishing the training include poo
attitude and behavior adjustment
lack of self-discipline and motiva-
tion, and disciplinary' problems.
They may also be medicailv
disqualifed, or new detainers may
make then ineligible.

p  roblems facing the indivicua
programs include difficulties
with inadequate or no funding*,
pressure to keep beds full that
does not allow good group intake;
not enough bedr for the program,
and lack of follow-up supervision.

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

For some, media access bad to
be limited for a time in order net
to disrupt ‘he program, but
mostly, the interest of the press
was considered a benefit.

New York, with the largest
number of boot camp programs,
has recently stoned an intensive
“snock parole" program to continu
support services for the graduate:
when they return to the streets.
Two parole officers work as a tear.
to supervise 30 parolees. In other
systems, post-rclcase supervision
may be through regular or inten-
sive probation or parole.

Much has been written about



Idaho’s shock incarceration
program impacts number in prison

hock incarceration got an early

start in Idaho. Authorized by
the State Legislature in 1970 and
implemented in 1974, the North Idaho
Corredicnad Institution (NICI) started
its short-term treatment program lor
offenders a decade before ether
states pioneered the boot camp form
of shodr imprisonment.

Idaho's program, modified to add
boot camp drills two years ago. how
has 16 years ol operational experi-
ence and says Deputy Warden Dean
Allen. *we think we’re having a major
impact.*

He eslimates that the state’s
prison population “'would be more
than double" without the program.

NICI is located on an old military
air force base in the rolling hills ol
northern Idaho. Judges send lelony
offenders there lor evaluation and
risk assessment, but retain jurisdic-
tion for up to six months.

To be eligible, the offenders must
be tried as an adult. but the age
otherwise is open. The youngest
has been 15. the oldest 82. Males

well as the popular press. Not
everyone is enthusiastic about the

new sanction.

A mong those who urge caution
in developing the programs,

toe concern most often beard is
that they will “widen the net” to
confine people who would other-
wise be placed on regular proba-
tion, notjust those heading for
prison. (Some criminal justice
officials view this as a positive,
however.)

In the N7J Reports for Novem-

ber/December, 1990, Doris Layton
MacKcnsie also note: another
question raised by research as
“wncther the boot camp atmos-
phere enhances the effect of

0]

convicted of all felonies except Mur-
der | are eligible, but those with
previous prison time are not recom-
mended. The length of sentence must
be a minimum of 1 year.

The program lasts (cur mcnlhs,
with an additional 60 days optional.

Of those who participate, about
82 percent are then released on
probation, with the other 18 per-
cent retained In prison, Allen said.

Of those released, about 17 or
18 percent come b.ick— 11 per-
cent on technical violations, 6
percent on new crimes.

Il offenders complete bcih ihe
NICI program and prcbalion suc-
cessfully. the original charges against
thcmcan be reduced lo misdemean-

ors.

Traditionally.,h(2ccuns have sent
up to £0 or 51 percent olthose sen-
tenced to prison through the pro-
gram. Now, 62.3 percent are coming
through it. Allen said.

NICI costs less than ether facili-
ties— about Si5 to S20 a cay com-

treatment or whether an intensive
rrcament program alone would
have the same effect.*

(Dr. MacKenzie, an associate
professor at the University of
Maryland, is a 'visiting senior
research associate of the National
Institute ofJustice (N1J).)

Other concerns have been
raised elsewhere:

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

m Do they discriminate if programs
arc not offered for the physically
handicapped offender? In those
states without programs for
women7

pared to $24 elsewhere— and ‘the
cost savings are showing,* he said.

The programorcinarilycan handle
160 atone time, but has been averag-
ing 230 tho past year, Adlen said. *Fcr
the short duration, people can put up
with some inconveniences, can crowd
a Tittle,* he noted.

By March of 1990 more than 5,000
inmates had gone through tho pro-
gram.

Participation is voluntary, and in-
cludes drug/alcr.iiol treatment, liter-
acy and GED classes, and personal
counseling, with the overall empha-
sis on sell-esteem issues.

Allen, who worked at the state’s
penitentiary before coming to the North
Idaho institution, finds the shock
acproach exciting.

"Here,” he said, “change not
only is expected, it's demanded,
ft's awhole different emphasis and
atmosphere than most prison set-

tings.”
|

* Could discipline without suffi-
cient due process lead to liability
questions?

rp h ¢ National Institute of
Justice (NU), is planning to

do a multi-site study of Shock in-

carceration to be released late in

1991

In eariicr research, N1J%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 ore
also needed and may strengthen
program impact, the study said.

Conttnuea cn page 1S
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SYSTEM

ARIZONA

CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE

DISTRICT OF
COLUVBIA

ALORIDA
GEORGIA

HANAI
IDAHO

ILLINOIS
INDIANA
[OV2N

KANSAS

KENTUCXY
LOUISIANA

UALNE
MARYLAND

MASSACHUSETTS

MCHGAN
MNNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEZ2RASKA
NEVADA

NEWHAMPSHIRE

NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK

NORTH CAROLINA

NORTH DAKOTA
CKO
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Boot Camp Prisons Thrive
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The Corrections COMPEN-
DIUM survey found that 26 of the
boot camps include cr will include
drug/alcohol treatment procrams,
24 crfer counseling, and 23 educa-
tion. All 27 also have work pro-
grams. Emphasis on the programs
mty vary, but once assigned, par-
tic:pation is mandatory.

~In New York, while the recidi-
vism rate is nearly the same for
shock graduates and a comparable
group released from prison, the
rensons for return are differcni.
Shock inmates come back more
often for technical violations, less
for cr.mes than those released
from prison.

Also, the academic programs al¢
to

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

In interviews and letters to
staff, some former trainees recall
gr: duation as the high point of
their lives.

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

Net many “graduates" would
say that about their stint ir,
traditional prison

Cc/rr(W I CCVPENCWYV
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SHOCK INCARCERATION PART Il -PROGRAM , REQUIREMENTS
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Boot Camp Prisons: Components,
Evaluations, and Empirical Issues*

By Doris Layton Mackenzie
Visiting Saentist, National Institute of Justice, Washington, DC
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N THE, past few years “hoot camp". prison*,

otherwise called ‘shock incarceration pro-

_ grams, hnve proliferated throughout the na-
tion. At the end of 1989 there were at least 21
“boot camP" pr.sons in‘14 state correctional Sys-
terns, Another 13 states were in the process of or
considering developing such programs. Thus, with-
in the next few Year_s,, over 50 percent of the
state correctional jurisdictions maﬁ/, have boot
camp pr.sons for adult offenders. This does not
take into account the additional programs that
arc being considered in city and ,count,Y juriadic-
tons or those belr_ltg develq&ed for juveniles.

Not only does if look like the rumber of pro-
grams will ' quickly %rowmg, but also there is
Interest in enlarging the purposes of these pro-

rams. There lave been hearings in the U.S.

ouse and Senate on the topic of boot camp
prisons, and. in the National Dru% Control Strate-
gY the President recommended that the viability
cf boot camps as an alternative sanction for drug
offenders he examined. o

Why have these programs attracted this kind cf
attention? Some have Said that their popularity is
ma?m_fled because they me “media” attractive.
Dull instructors yelUng in the face of offenders
makes for good TV. There are other reasons given
for the popularity er. theae programs: The offend-
ers are receiving  “just deserts." Such pro-
t%rams show the public that the politicians are
em? tough on_crime. Offenders spend only a
short time in prisons, thuj the program* repre-
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lent a co*t savings. Furthermore, according to
lome, such treatment addresses Lie major prob-
lems of young offender*—a lack of discipline and
no respect for authority, The programs are rchalv
ilitative according to iome, while others argue
that the programs act as a deterrent Obviously
peoRIe expect different things from tie programs.
There nre enthusiastic advocates of the pro-
grams and, conversely, there are equalla/ er.hu-
siastic opponents (Moraah sc Rucker, 1990, Seen-
rest, 1989). Some say the programs have the
potential for being rehabilitative .(‘MacKenulle, et
aL. 1989) others reject this possibility (Monish
Rucker, 1990). We see two factors mfluencmg
OZDInIO[IS about the program; (1) knowledge an
f ) philosophy. Advocates and opponents frequent-
y have a lack of knowledge about the specific
components of the programs and current evalua-
tion " effort*. . . -

Second, iome issues discussed are empirical
while others are philosophical Frequentlﬁ the two
are not separated in debates about the ihock
programs (see, for instance, Morash . Rucker,
1990). Would offenders rather spend time in a
shock program or in a regular Erlson? Are ihcck
programs cast effective? D0 shac grograms widen
the net? Is there a sufficient number cf appropri-
ate candidates for shock who are now incarcerat-
ed? These are examples of questions that can and
should be examined with empirical research. Oth-
er iritirisms are philosophical, such as whether
shock programs fulfill the "reel" purPose c
corrections. We can discuss the purpose of correc-
tions. but it cansct be empirically examined. Such
questions cannot be addressed through research

This article is written to describe ihock incar-
ceration programs and current evaluation efforts.
An attempt 1S made to identify the question* 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 cf
corrections. Pro%rams were considered to be ihcck
incarceration only ir they:

(1) were considered an alternative to a longer
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term in prison;
(2) had a boot camp atmosphere, with strict
niics and discipline;

(3) required offenders to participate in milita-

ry drills and physical training and.

(-0 separated offenders in the program from
other prison inmates.

Thus they were dlstm?mshed from earlier shock
probation, shock parole, and split-sentence p*o-
?rams that did not necessarily incorporate all
our of these comgonents.

In January 1990, 14 states had one or more
shock incarceration program;:: Alabama, Arizona,
Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Louisiana, Michigan,
MISSISSIpﬁI, New York, North Carolina, Oklaho-
ma, South . _
kansas, California, Connecticut, Indiana, Kansas,
Maryland. Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire,
New Jerse%,_ New Mexico, North Carolina, Penn-
sylvania, Wisconsin, and Wyoming were either
considering initiating programs or were develop-
|ng|1 programs.1 _

The second part of the survey was designed to
elicit information about shock programs currently
operating OincKanrie si Sallow, 1989). Most of
the 14 states reported that tfct programs were
designed for young, nonviolent cffenders. Most
also said the majority of the participants in their
programs were convicted cf nonviolent crimes and
were servar<, ;mc on ‘heir first feiony conviction.
Only Michigan said ;:rtiripants in its pro?ram
weré not mostly nonviolent offenders, and Alaba-
ma. ldaho, Louisiana, and Michigan shock partici-
Pants were n't necessarily convicted cf their first
elony. As shown in table 1, the shock pro%rams
differ substantlalg_ in many other components. In
particular they differ in who is responsible for
placing offenders in the ﬁrogram, voluntary entry
or dropout, I(igatlon of the program, and releaje
supervision. 1en piograms were for males only,
three jug =m included males and females (Lou-
isiana, New York), and one state had
separate maJ* and female programs (South Caro-
lina). _ _

Programs also differ greatly in the number cf
hours™ devoted to ph%smal raining, work, educa-
tion, or counseling. rograms_ were classified by
us as high or low rehabilitation emphasis hased
on the proportion of each day that was spent in
rehabilitation-type activities (including such activ-
ities as counsgling, an¥ type of treatment, educa-
tion, and vocational training activities) versus
time spent working Here, we are distinguishing

Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas. Ar-

rehabilitation activities from work and from phys-
ical training and drill

In three state Erograr_ns (Alabama, Ancona, and
Mississippi) shock partiapants 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 .a rehabilitation activ-
ities. 4 hours’ working, and 4.5 hours in physical
training or drill. ~ ~ .

In the “low* rehabilitation programs the partici-
pants_SPend one-half to one-quarter less time in
rehabilitation ge.g., in Michigan offenders spend
approximately o hours per day working, 2.5 houn
in rehabilitation activities, and s hours in phys-
ical training and drill), in_comparison to offenders
in_other programs, Georgia participants, who_re-
ceive less than \i hour per day of rrhabilitaticn,
spend the least amount of time in rehabilitation
activities. In Florida, also considered by us to be
a low rehabilitation program, offenders” spend 1V
houn s day in group_counseling. Thus, with the
possible exception of Georgia, offenders in all the
shock programs spend a alrlz/ large amount cf
time in rehabilitation-type activities, at least in
comparison to offenders” serving time in a regular
prison. . -

Overall, the picture that arises in regard to
these pro%rams IS @ common core based on the
military atmosphere, discipline, youthful offenders,
and an alternative to long-term”incarceration, but
her-, tne 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-Stir Study

~ The shock incarceration programs differ dramat-
ically. Therefore, results of an evaluation baaed
on one shock incarceration program would not
necessarily generalize to other programs. For this
reason we Initiated a multi-site study cf she.k
incarceration programs. The major questions cf
this research are: (1) Is shock incarceralien 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
us to generalize findings from a program in one
location to other locations which vary in numer-
ous characteristics. Studying various programs
will Fermlt an answer to tha’ second question by
enabling the researchers to begin to identify the
components of the shock programs which lead to
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Thus they were disdnguished from earlier ihock
prccadcr., ihcck parole, and jpitwcncanc: pro-
—an*.; t.-.a: c.c not necessarily ..-.corpora: ail
:our of these tcrr.pcncr.ts.

in January 1290. 14 states had one or —ore
ihock incarceration programs: Aisnama. Armcna,
rlortca, Georgia. ldaho. Louisiana, Michigan,
Mississippi, New York. North carolina. Oklaho-
ma. South Carolina. Tennessee. and Te.tas. Ar-
kansas, CaiL’cmia. Connccdcut. Indiana, ivansaa,
Maryland. Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire,
New Jersey, New Marco. North carolina, Penn-
sylvania, rtusoonsin. and Wyocir.; were either
ccr.sicer.ng tmdadng programs or were develop-
ing programs/

The teccnc: pan cf the sur/fey -ma deeigncd to
eiic: tnromtadon ahcut shock programs currantty
operating fMac-Lsnnie & Sniiow, 1232). Most cf
the 14 states reponed that the programs were
resigned for young, nonviolent offender;. Most
aiso said the majorr/ 0; th: parddpanta tn them
programs were convicted a: aoavioicn: crimes and
were serving dme cn their urn: feicny escvicricrt.
Cniy Michigan said ptrdcpanm in its program
were not most!;/ nonviolent effender:, and Alaba-
ma. ldaho, Louisiana, and Michigan shock pardd-
pastz were net necessarily convicted <*their urst
felony. As shown in tahie 1, the shcck programs
differ rubstiurialJly in many other compcr.enta. in
pardruler they ciifer m who is tcsponsihie for
placing cner.ders in the program, voiuata: entry
or dropout, loeaden of the program, and release
suce:;..alort. Ten_ programs Were for ma]es onty,
three f:wrams included males and femaies (Lou-
isiana, Mississippi, New York), and cne state had
Is.epe)lrate male and female programs (South Caro-
I-na).
Programs asso differ greatly in the cumber cf
aours devoted to physical training, work, educa-
non, or counseling. Program; were clasaidcd by
us \s high cr lew rehabiiitarica emphasis based
on th* propcrdon of each day that vea spent in
~ehabiiitabon-cype acttviuc; (mciuding such *cnv-
It e: 1S counseunc, ar.v type of freatment, euucs-
Jdcr.. and vocational training activities) versui
Pdf rpert working. Here, we are disd .gutihmg

reniniiitttion scuv.des trum wor: snc rra~ onvs-
:’S: naming anc cn:!.

I* three state programs (Alabama. Armona. ir.c
Mississippi) “hock pardrtnonts spend or. amount
of time in rehabilitation acsiv.des equal :: or
ejrastsr than the amount of ::mc they spend
working. ?or coampic. Louisiana offenders spend
spprommacely 4.5 hours :n rehabilitation acttv-
ir.es, 4 hours working, ir.d 4.5 hours in physical
teaming or drill

in the 'low' rehabiiitadon program; the pamn-
pants spend onc-hai;' to one-quatter less time m
rehahiiicadon (e.g., in Michigan offenders spend
apprcnmnteiy 5 hours per day working, 2.5 hours
m rehabilitadon acdvice*. end L5 hours in phy*-
icaJ mining anti drul). in tocpamson to offenders
in other programs. Georgia ptimdpants, who re-
ceive less than re hour per day cf rahahtiitadcr..
mend the icaat amount of dmc m rehahiiitatior.
acttvittcs. in elortea, aiao csnstcerea ay ua to te
a low renanuttacon prog: cner.ccrs soenc |—
hours a day in group counseling. Thus, with the
posithie cncapdcn cf Georgia, offenders in
shock programs spend a fairly large amount of
dme in rebabiiitarion-cype sedvsdes, at leas: in
comparison to offender; serving dme in a regular
prison.

Overall, the picture that arises in regard to
these programs is a common core based on the
military atmosphere, discpiine, youthml offenders,
and an altermsrive to Icng-tcrm incarerrudcn. but
here the commonality ends. The differences that
co emsc in programs tmgst on eapectec to ccr.tr.-
hcte to differences in scif-seleeticn effects, act
widening, costs, deterrence, or rehabilitadon 0:

the effenders.
Muid-Sile Study
We ScocCs tncarcarartcn programs cxner orama:
icaliy. Therefore, results cf an evaluation based
on one shock incarceradon program would not
necessarvy gancrallae to ether_Programs. For this

reason we iniduted a muiti-site jrudy of shock

incarteration programs. The major questions of

this research are: (1) Is shock incarceradcn sue-

cessful in ful'ulmq Its goals, and (2) What par-
ricular components of shock program* lead to
sucres* or failure in fulfilling program goals?
Evaluating program* in different states permits
0s to generalise findings from a orogram in cne
loeatten to other locations which vary in .turner-
ous characteristics. Studying various program*
VU Fermlt 0i: answer to the sccertd quesden t;
enabling the rtsearchers to bepn to idencry the
compc:enu cf the shock program* which lead to
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ipecific outcomes.
Site Selection

Seven states were asked to participate in the
multi-rite study: Georgia {GA)f New York (NY),
Oklahoma (OK), Florida (FL), Texas STX%, Louisl-
ana (LA), and South Carolina (SC).1 The shock
Programs in all of these stal-s were similar in
he characteristics used to define programs as
shock incarceration (sec above). Programs selected
to participate were similar in two “other aspects:
(1) the characteristics of offenders admitted fo the
program (most offender: were youthful, convicted
of non-violent offense:, serva time on a first
felony conviction), and (2) the fength of the pro-
gram (3 to 6 months). Since most shock programs
were similar in boot camp atmosRhere, offender
characteristics, and program length, the selection
of programs similar in these aspects was expected
to maximize the genernlizability of the results.

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

+ Selection Decisioils
+ Community Supervision upon Release

Program Characteristics

* Program Location

These characteristics were identified as factors

that might have a major influence on the attain-
ment of the goals of shock incarceration pro%rams
as identified by Parent (1389) in the recent Na-
tional Institute of Justice Issues and Practices
report Sites were specifically selected to vary on
%hglse characteristics and they varied as shown in
able 2.
“Two_of the states participating in the evalua-
tion, Texas and New York, are developing pro-
grams specifically designed to ta_r%et dru% offend-
ers. The Bureau of Justice Assistance, U.S. De-
partment . is sponsoring these as inno-
vative pr.-grtfpilfor drug offenders to begin exam-
ining wheth™'such programs are effective meth-
ods of handlin dru? offenders. _

_For each of the Tour characteristics on which
sites varied (see above) specific hypotheses were
developed regarde program effects. £ach of
these is descried below. , ,

Selection Decisions. One mlﬁht hypothesize
thnt the placement authority might have a nuyor
impact on whether the program results 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 Rrogram, more of-
fenders serve time in prison, hence the ."net" of
prison is widened. In such a case the prison pop-
ulation will not be reduced because offenders sent
to the program are drawn from the pool of proba-
tioners rather than from the prison bound offend-
ers.

TABLE Z. CHARACTERISTICS OF SHOCK INCARCERA-

TION PROGRAMS PAKTICIPATINC IN MULTI-SITE STUDY

SHOWING DIFFERENCES AMONG PROGRAMS IN THE
SEVEN STATES

« Entry Daciiioa*

Judjje: SC. GA

DOC: OK. NY

Other: LA. FL. TX
* R/Jeaee Supervuton

Intersjrr: LA. NY

Moderate or
SC OK. FL GA. TX
* Rehabilitation Focre

High:
Loir

LA. OK. NY
SC. FL GA TX

e Vahmury Entry

Yec SC LA, NY. CA
No: OK. FL TX

* Vokiaury Drop Out

Yec LA SC NY
Kc: OK. FL TX. GA

* Located la Leryrr Prieon

Ye* LA. SC OK. FL GA TX
No: NY

If the department of corrections makes the
placement decision rather than the judge, net
widening would not be expected to be as apt to
occur because in this case the participants would
be chosen from the gToup of offenders who are
already prison bound.

Whether net widening is a problem depends
upon the goals cf the program. If the shock incar-
ceration program was developed to give judges a
widor range of sentencing options, then net
widening would not be considered a problem. The

judge may want to sentence offenders to an op-

tion that’is intermediate between probation and
prison. On the other hand, if prison crowdm? IS a
problem and the program wna developed to re-
duce, the prison_population, then net widening, by
|Iendlng more offenders to prison, presents a prob-
em,

Net widening is used here as on example to
demonstrate how components of a program may
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influence the effect* of the program. Differences
in the etTeci ol the shock programs could be ex-
pected in other nreas, baaed on the specific char-
acteristics of a program (e.g., number of drop-
outs, drug treatment, education or work).

Program Charactnriaticn, Shock program*
vary in whether or not there is a strong emphn-
si*‘on treatment such as education, counseling, or
vocational trammg during the time the offender*
are incarcerated, if one of the goals of the
pro%:ams IS to change offenders, interest focuses
on the importance of treatment as a component of
shock programs_ (hiacKenrie, et nL. 198(}. Three
sites participating in the multi-site study, New
York, Louisiana, and Oklahoma, require offenders
to spend a large portion of each day in treatment
activities (see table ZR. Offenders in the other
four sites spend much [less time in treatment-type
activities, _ ,

A _second factor which may be potentially re-
habilitative or have a major influence on progz_ram
success is the voluntary ‘nature of participation.
Programs vary in whether offenders must initially
volunteer to participate and irt whether offenders
can 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 pro?ra_ms the offender cannot
voluntarily drop out. It is hypothesired 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 ma
also indicate the rigor of the program. An offend-
er who completes a tough Pr_ogram may have a
real sense cT accomplishment in” comparison to an
offender who completes a relatively easy program.

Release? Supervision. It has” been proposed
that even if the shock programs change offender*
Ir, a positive manner this change nun* not persist
after the period cf incarceration. Offenders spend
only a short period cf 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 msm, N

Programs such as ihcae in Louisiana and New
Ycrk, that involve a period of intensive super-
vision after incarceration, ma¥ be more successful
in helping offenders make the transition from
shock ‘incarceration to the community. The New
Ycrk Division cf Parole has identified ‘aftercare as
important for ihock parolees and is mcprporatmg
an-intensive 6-month period of supervision an
programing for shock releasees. Employment with
pay. jubstance abuse counseling, offender support

September 1S90

group meetmqs, and urine testing are iome of the
components of the aftercare prmh;ram. .

Progrum Location. Another concern with
*nock ﬁrqgram_s has been with the itaff mem-
ber*—their attitudes ‘sward the work and their
treatment of offende s. It was_hKPotheswed thnt
the location of the program might have a major
|mPa_ct on these factors. If a Program Is located
within a larger facility, staff member* can be
transferred into or out of the pro%rams 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 prq?ram is located in a separaté facli
ty. In such lifuations staff tralnl_n? 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-
bentatives from each partlclpatln% 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; (22 offender change and com-
parisons and, (r3) sxs em changes (Tmcludlng Costs
and benefits). The final products of the work will
be written reports fcr each state describing the
result* of the evaluation and a report comparing
the results among the states. o

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

ment

Goals of Programs

~Shown in table 3 are the goals of the seven
ihock incarceration program* as identified from
interview* and department written material. The
goal* can be classitied into four major areas;

o System Level
* Individual Level
* Public Relations
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» Prison Control/Management
TABLE 3. COALS OF THE SEVEN SHOCK INCARCERa-

tion programs participating in the multisite

STUDY

Sv<l«n I"»v«l

R*duc* Crowdiaj

A;Unitlive w Longterm Lnc*/vcr«tioc
L*« Can

Mood Cor County Progrto

Individual L-avaT Goal|
Chengt OfTecden: Leu Negative 3th»vior
Lm Crisunel Activity

Cheogt OITtacen: More Pciitiv* Aliitndei/Behivior

Improve ConGd«ice/Re»poDiibil)ty
Ditcpliae

Mntivaiioa .

Positive Socil Vtlue»

Paiitiw SocUl Beiuvw (e_g, Work Ethic)
Reduce Drug U*e

Acraunubility

PLopect for Authority

Public ILaUtioru

| | f i
Bofitically Acteptable. Alteinative
pahlk Si/tty

priaon CoONtrol'Manar»mant

Clean, Htaitby. Smin Earirnaae.it
Environment Promoting Rehabiliutina
puitrr* OGesderiSUIT Contact

0 Header Acnrontahility

The most consistency in the goals across the
seven states was in three system level changes:
S_l) a redurticn in prison crowding; (52) an alterna-
tive to long-term incarceration; an fS) cast sav-
ings. Only Texas reported a system [eve; goal of
havmg a model program for "the counti-S that
were (eveloping programs, o

The majority cf the states also reported individ-
ual level goals. For most, this meant a reduction
in criminal activity and some type of positive
change. ExactI% what type of positive mange was
expected was hard to define and varitd by state.
In general, th* changes related to ilcrcosed re-
sponsibility, maturity, self control, communica-
tion/self disclogttrt, accountability, mi ‘dvation, and
improved attitudes toward authority. A reduction
in drug use by the offenders was a goal cf both
states with shock programs for drug ofenders.

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

offendcr-staff contact, and offender accountability.
Offenders in this program spend a high propor-
tion of their time in rehabilitation activities.
Thua, it was assumed that the focus on offender
control was combined with the goal 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 early data from the
shock programs within their LUHS ictions; Florida,
Georgia, Louisiana, New York, and South Caroli-
na. The number of offenders who entered the
programs and how they left the program are
shown in table 4. Note the differences in the
programs ir, the proportion of offenders who grad-
uate. In South Carolina and Georgia the propor-
tion of those who leave the program without
ﬂ{aduatlng (in comparison to all who have left

e program) is low, 5.3 percent and 2.6 percent,
resP_ectlvel éSouth Carolina Department of Cor-
rections, 1989; Georgia Department of Corrections
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 percent, respectively gAxw, 1988; Florida
DLep%grg)ent of Carrections, 1989: Maciveacic ct
aL. .

To our knowledge no state has completed an
analysis examining whether the shock program(s)
have had an impact on prison crowding. However,
If the number graduating per year from a state
program is compared fo the “total number of
offenders in prison in the state it is obvious that
the numbers graduating make up a very small
Proportlon of the incarcerated population. Al-
hough New York with 904 graduates in 18
months may have a large enough number of
raduates to have an impact on crowded prisons
able 4), this is act the case in most states.
~ Of course whether the pr%lgrams will have an
impact on prison crowding e'oends not only on
the number cf graduates but also on whether the
offenders graduating from the program are drawn
from the population cf probationers or prisoners,
Our assumption is that in states where placement
is determined b{ the department of corrections
the offenders in the program are those who would
usually be incarcerated.” Again this suggests that
the New York program may have an impact on
prison crowding.

Evaluatcrs in both New York and Flonda have
completed %rellmlnary cost analyses of their pro-
rams. In both the cost of the program was es-
Imated to be slightly higher than the cost of reg-
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TABLE 4. NUMBER OF ENTRANTS TO SHOCK INCARCERATION PROCRAMS IN FIVE STATES SHOWING HOW
OFFENDERS LEFT THE PROGRAMS (GRADUATION. MEDICAL DISMISSAL OH OTHER)

(aonUu at data)

South Carolina Georgia
(13) M1
Total
Equigii 923
Aeuvr 106
Toll!
Leaving
Progrin 617 3201
Gracuitri 675 3117
Medical out 99
Ltd progTinn 43 84

ulur prison but the snorter period of incarceration
resulted in an overall cost saving (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 S5.1
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. | o

~ There is also some research on individual level
issues. Researchers in Louisiana found graduates
of the shock programs had more positive social
attitudes than these who dropped out and a com-
garlson %roup in a regular prison CMacKcnnie &
haw, 1990). The offenders felt positive about
their experience in the proHram and their_future.
Inmates completing the shock program in New
Ycrk were found to have gained mere or at least
as much in educational scores as comparison
%%g s who had been in prison longer (Axis,

The most often requested statistics are the
recidivism rates cf graduates of these programs.
seme States have reported data cn recidivism for
shock graduates ana comparison ?ro_up_s. Few of
the researchers bars completed statistical tests,
and they caution readers about drawing definitive
conclusions before more data can bu tabulated.
Shown in table 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. hlg?,her or the shock_graduates, in
Georgia (no signiticance tests), while in Florida
and 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 rrarrests or failures in' Loui-

siana, nor between shock graduates and proba-

Florida Loulalari* N«w Yoric
(12) <241 (1B)
310 607 7130

66 40 636
263 468 1604
143 262 904

13 27 28

107 173 672

tioners for rcarrests (MacKcnzie, 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 public 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
hose who arc associated in some way wit}, the
pro_%]rams have, in general, indicated positive
attitudes. Reportedly employers prefer to have
these offenders because they have good work
skills; parents and relatives aplpreuate the close
support and contact with parole agenu; correc-
tions officers like the discipline and dose interac-
tion with the inmates; dropouts and returnees say
they would recommend that program for other
offenders. There is aNo little research on the
aspect of prison mana?emer}t 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 reqular prison.

Summary

In this article the components of shock incar-
ceratlon_prp%_rams_were escribed. The survey of
state jurisdictions indicated thut apprommatelx 54
percent of the state jurisdictions may have shock
programs in the near future. Although the Pro-
grams all emphasise strict lules and disdplinc
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 rearhln? their goals.
~ Both the advocates and opponents of shock
incarceration programs are frequently uninformed
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TA?\2 5. ESTIMATED RECIDIVISM RATES OF EARLY RELEASEES FROM SHOCK INCARCERATION

State Ralaaar Pariod*

Grolyui i1iy,ger
3 *
Florida 1 *
|
Ntw York 1 *
1 *
Lutidona 9 snath*
9 aanlh*
NaConal
{Yom\g ParoUa) 1 ye*r
(re»mru)
1JT4T
(rebcartrrtted)

*Returs to PNtaz ntr* tmlIm «ihtrwi*f anted.

P«re«nl R»cum*«J

ParoU Probation
Shoek Comnan»on C-omoanaon
27.1 22.7
39.5 36.3
46.1 *4.7
9] 17J
18.9 21.4
23.0 28.0
19-8 18.5
(revoked eay
rciico)
2L1 24.7 HS
(»b*«olilj*ilec!/
revolted)
24-5 22.5
(*rre*ied)
32-0

13.0

Not*: hdanaMmtiss. U uiea frt= C«oT»i» Department of Correctiau. 1389; Florid* Department of cerrtTinn* 1389; NY Diniicn
of Parole. 1389:; NY Department 0f CarracSaoa! seTvirr*. 1389; iunSesse, 1389; Beat U Shipley, 1967.

about the components of these programs,. Those
who -hew the pro?ram as a get-tough punishment
frequently do not realize that many shock pro-
grams incorporate rehabilitation activities. What
IS surprising about these programs is the suEport
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 valuable. To our knowl-
edge it is very unusual for releasees from reqular
prison to feel their time in gprlson has been valu-
able (Goodstein s Wright, 1989). _

At this point there ‘is little empirical evidence
to help us make decisions about how successful
these program* ire in reaching the identified
goals. OlppoanKl of these programs freq{uently
cite problems wmi may occur such as staff abuse
of inmates orinit widening. We have tried to
show how such issues are being (or could be)
emplrlcaII){ studied. It is cur perspective that any

nson holds the potential for abuse of inmates.

hether abuse occurs can be studied and possibly
prevented.

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

her_pumshment_?_tlme in boot camp) will the
public be more willing to fund aftercare programs
that heI\R/ the offender during comm,unlt}/ 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 ir whether the boot camp atmo-
sphere of Lnese programs is a fair and_g)ust_ pun-
iIshment. And, 1s this desire for retribution a
legitimate request that should be fulfilled? Or
should male-oriented programs such as boot
camps be replaced with more benevolent pro-
rams emphasizing more 'so-called female traits’
&.g., sensitivity) (Morash s Rucker, 1990r (Har-

ris. 1989). ,
Should these nonviolent offenders spend longer

periods of time in a regular prison where there
are few constructive activities available, cr 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 _acdvities
to create a constructive punishment? These are
philosophical questions that should be discussed.
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Knowledge of the component* of these programs
and how"they operate will ranke the philosophical

debates more meaninghi.

Notes

'From the naabtr of inquiries we hive received about
ihock incarceration »i anticipate that theae nFmben ara
rapld]/ Increaainy In both <Lat« and county yunadicliona

In t n th?hila?tlteﬁija from including ai] italea with program!
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Boot Camp Survey

P S

Rehabilitation, Recidivism Reduction
Outrank Punishment As Main Goals

by Doris Layton Mackenzie. PhJ),
and Claire C. Souryal

B eet camp prisons continue to

grow in numocr and size.

Sine: their inception in 1983.
31 boor camp programs have been
established in 23 states, incarcerating
close to -J.OOO adjudicated adults.
These numbers do not include adult
procrams operated by cities or coun-
ties. or procrams developed for juve-
niles.

The terminology used to identity
adult boot camp prisons is often con-
fusing. While the term "boot camp
prison" is synonymous with "shock
incarceration." some confuse shock
incarceration with shock probation or
shock parole. Tne common thread of
all three procrams is that offender:
spend a reduced penod of time in
prison. In contrast to shock probation
or shock parole, however, boot carnp
inmates are not mined with regular
population inmates. They live in sep-
arate housing and art required to par-
ticipate in military dolls, physical training, work and fre-
quently treatment-oriented activities, while this is not nec-
essarily true for offenders in shock probation or shock
parole programs.

Beyond the common core— a military atmosphere in-
volving drills, physical training and work— boot camp pris-
ons vary tremendously. There are differences in daily
activities, the average number of days served, program sue.
whether participation is voluntary, release supervision and
eligibility cntena These difference: mav stem from the dis-

tinct correctional goals each program strives ro achieve

e (UiiiM«iri.>ii

me i,

Asurvey ol boot camps in the United States found that administrators most often
named rehabilitation, reovidism reduction and drug education as their pro’jr.«ms' main
goals. Above, boot camp participants march in formation.

Program Goals

In a survey earlier this year a: the University of Mary-
land. we asked boot camp administrators how important 11
goals were to their programs. For each coal, officials listed
whether it was very important, important, somewhat tm-
ponant. not important or not a goal.

The goals most often judged very important included re-
habilitation. recidivism reduction and drug education Re-
ducing crowding, developing work skills and providing a

jle prison environment were generally considered imoorunt

OCTOBER 1991 CORRECTIONS TODAY



goals, C Jed sonewtiat imocrtani were deierrence, ec
canon ana drug treatment. Goals mos: often believed not

irnponam or noi a poal included puni.shmrni and vocauon.il

educaiion.

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

It is interesting to note that despite the strenuous and dif-
ficult nature of boot camp prisons, which is often empha-
sized by politicians and played up by the media, many
slates do not consider punishment an important propram
poal. In fact, four states said punishment is not a poal. three
states reported it is a relatively unimportant poal and six
states said it is a somewhat important poal. Eight states—
Georgia. Kansas. Michigan. Mississippi. New Hamoshire.
North Carolina. South Carolina and Virginia— did name

punishment as an important goal.

Treatment and Rehabilitation

Each program's goals are clearly reflected in the Jatiy
schedule of activities. For example, 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 drue edu-
cation. Drug ircatment. in contrast, is not a high prtor.iv
goal and. therefore, little time is spent in treatment.

Sixteen states consider academic education an important
or very important program goal. Consequently, offenders in
tnese programs spend one to four hours per cay in academic
programs. Vocational education, on the other hand, is rarely
deemed an important goal. Only two states— Idaho and
Illinois— consider vocational education an important coal,
and neither devotes much time to it. Preliminary informa-
tion from Louisiana and NEW York suggests shock pro-
grams positively influence offenders' at'itudes and itaff and

inmate relationships and may influence educancnal achieve-

ment.

Reducing Recidivism

All but three stales rate recidivism reduction as an im -
portant or very important goal. Differences in programs
seem to reflect the way in which states intend to reduce re-
cidivism. Programs that focus on rehabilitation may. for ex-
ample. target educational deficits as a key problem in
offenders' lives By increasing offenders ecucauonal lev.

els. these programs ma> expect to reduce recidivism

Continue2 nextpage
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Women inmates at New York’s Summit Shock Incarceration Facility do eatly-moming group ei*rclsev New York h«a the lirgw?
toot camp program in the nation wilh about 1.S00 Inmates in five programs.

BOOT CAM? SURVEY
Continued

An alternate \rratejy is practiced by other programs,
such as Georg:; s Offenders m boot camp* there spend lit-
tle time in educational or treatment-oriented activities. By
ttquinng long hours of work and physical training, the state
may hope to at:*:: the recidivism rate through deterrence
rather man rehaoilitation. Consistent with this perspective.
Georgta ranks punishment, reducing recidivism and deter-
rence as its ncs: important program gcals, In contrast, the
goals Of education, drug education and drag treatmer.' are
all deemed relatively unimportant.

At this point, r.o state has reported a statistically signifi-
cant difference in recidivism when boot camp graduates'
perrormance i%compared to that of similar otfenders serv-
ing different type* of sentences. Interestingly, recent studies
by me corrections departments in New Ycrk and Georgra—
two >tates thai are opposites in their emphasis on
rehabilitation— conclude that boot camp releasees do "no
worse" than offenders who had served a longer period of
time in pmon. Although both stales round slifhtlv lower re-
rates tor boot camp participants, the differences
In other words, there <*a>

cidivism
were not statistically significant
little dilference in recidivism cespite New York s strong
emphasis cn education, counseling and drag treaiment and

Georgia's .non; emphasis on work In both states. 20 to 30

percent oi boot carp graduates and comparison gioups tj

turned to prison within the firs: year of community supervi-

sion.

All boot camp prisons report
having incorporated some sort
of drug treatment and educa-
tion into their program plan.

The rtctoivism results are preliminary and should not be
considered conclusive at ihis potnL New York has identi-
fied the transition to community life as adifficult period for

these otfenders and has improved aftercare services during

community supervision. Georgia, on the other hand, has
proposed increasing the rehabilitation cr educational com -

ponents ot us boot camp programs.

Impact on Prison Crowding

For boot camps to successfully reduce prison crowding,
two conditions must be met— there must be a sufficient
number of eligible offenders enienng and complenng the
programs and offenders must he drawn from j population ot
prtson-bound offenders not from ihoif “ ho would otherwise
t< senteneed ro probation

Canttnuec or 94



QQOT CAMP SURVEY
Continued ircm aag,; 92

Most proemms to dote do not meet the first oualiftcjtion—
they simply are too small to affect crowding. Only two
Mates—New York ||iOO) and Texas |4(>0>— have more tnan
300 beds lor boot camp promms. which nonetheless repre-
vents a small proportion of the total prison beds

Whether sates mces the second qualifiation may depend on

who decides which offenders am placed in bootam p pro(trams.

ilonal prison. In this scenario there is a higher probabiinv
that cniranis are drawn from prison-bound otlenaerv How.
ever, the si;.e of these procrams, and therefore the imr.jc:
un crowding, may be limned by restrictive eltgibilnv r».

quircments and high failure nr dropout rates

Types of Offenders

W hile ihe components ofshock programs and the emphasis

placeo on treaiment or rehabilitation vary suostannally. the

Pool camps generally nold young, firsi-iime, non-violent offender* ages 17 to 25. Rigid discipline and attention to detail aro enticji

e ements of most programs.

This differs from sate to sate. In Georgia and Anaena. for
example. Ridges sentence offenders directly to boot cxr.p pro-

grams. and if offend::* are denied er.try cr are CjctjsikJ they

Most boot camp programs re-
strict participation to inmates
convicted of non-violent

offenses.

return to the court tor resentencing. With this decision-mak-
enr structure, it might be expected that a higher proportion
ot the boot camp entrants are selected from tho*e who
would otherwise receive probation.

In other sates, such as New Yort.. Maryland or 7enne»-
see. ottenders air sentenced to the Department or Conec-
lions, which decides who it eligible and suitable lor ihr

program thi.r considered unsalable air sent in a tradi*

types of offender* placed in the programs are very similar

Offender* sentenced to booi camp are generally ycung.

firr:-nme. non-violent felons. Most suter for example, re-
strict participation to offenders between the ages of 17 and

Il1. although a few have maximum age limm of betwem 21
and 30 years of ace. Only three states jllow offender* o*er

30 to enter boot camp prisons: Alabama has no aye limn

and Louisiana and Mississippi have age limits ct 39 and 62

respectively.

More than hall of ihe programs turther restnci participa-
tion to otfenders convicted of non-violent offenses. The re-
maining 10 s.aies report that both those convicted ot »iolem
and ron-violent offenses ate eligible Ier participation Prt
limmory data from the multi-me study reveals that despite
violent offenders' potential eligibility, the majority ot par-
ticipants are convicted ot non-violent nttenscs

Restrictive eligibility cniena. particularly it otfenders

are drawn Irom iho>e who ate prison-bound can se%fifts
lim it the number ot available entrant* In response in .uch
problems. Louisiana made iu cmeria lets restrictive iu till

beds that imiiallv had been empis
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L Jg Offenders

The awociaiton between crops and crime is | strong one.

particularly when young offenders are involved. Noi sur-

prisingly. program evaluations reveal ihai many offender*
in boot camps have drug problem.* Ollieials m Missis,.ippi.
Inr example, have Inund inai MI 10 v5 percent nl Iheir (]I
ticinani' are drug users Ai leasi lour state.* rcpon that their
propram* were specifically otstpned Inr nun-vmiem. drug-

involved ollendcfs

For boot camps to reduce
prison crowding, there must
be a sufficient number of of-
fenders completing the pro-
grams, and they must be
drawn from a population of
prison-bound offenders.

In response to offenders' needs, all boot camp prisons
. repor. havmp mcorporaied seme sort of drop iteairnent and

education into their program plan In fact, in nine states

drop treatment is a legal program rrsuiremem. As might b:
expected, the particular drop treatment/education strategy
adopted bv *ach program vanes considerably.

Some programs focus solely on drug education, while
other, empnasice treatment. More specifically, seven pro-
grams teacn only croc education, tr.rer programs emphastce
treatment and |j programs comotn; treatment and educa-
tion in some fashion. In our surrey, most respondents rated
drop education as a more important goal than drop erect-
meat

An examination cf the availability of and time spent in
specific components Ofdrop treatment and education uncer.
scores this difference in emphasis ror example, in virtually
all programi inmates recuse a: leas: several hours of drug
education per week. The availaNiny cf individual psycho-
therapy. group psychotherapy, drop counseling and relapse
prevention training, howevtt. was far mere limited

Other program differences include Vie number of days
spent in drug treatment and education, which ranges from
12 to 180 days, whethe" dre drug treatment and education
program ts administered by program staff cr an outside
agency and whether all inmates participate

NIJ Study

The National Institute of Justice recently began a na-
tional boot camp Study that fccutes on tWo mayor Questions
Are boot camps successfully fulfilling their goals, and what
particular components of boot camp programs lead to suc-

cess or failure" The evaluation will compare eight unique

Cc'W jcc ncertpjgce
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Shock Incarceration Programs In U.S.. March 1991

nee* cav: rcnvi e

taif rrcjram fcr men in Ftondi. Gecrpia. I'linoxt. Louit.*
ana. Oklahoma. New York. Souin Carolina and Tttai. aid
cne rropum far women in Oklahoma.

The parocipaanp proparu WEIE lelecied betaute they
»ar.ed in levera) wayv including aeleruon drrinoni. com-
munity lupervmen upon rtleaie. prupnm charaetentuci
and propram location. Retearthen hope to itclarc the jpe-
ciftc component! of propnmi that lead to the fulfillme-.t cf
proerm peah Each paroctpatinp prcpram i» evaluate m
own profraro ar.d coordmatinp Urn evaluation with the
other ;utr» jo the methodrlcpy. data collected an: data
analytii can he compared acrou lutet.

WhJe a it clear that many offenders srraoncrd to too; cmpi
need Cup reamers and edjcaocn. « u Na dear wfrdtrr ihewr
properra art the MOU effecare WLy 10 prow* it, TV Ui £>.
pATrrej of Kasct'l flureau of /mace Avsnancr ti cvnrraly
fundinp four ivo>ui*e ur enhanced tw camp prvpany foe
drop offendm m Teiai. New Yort. llLned and Otdahcrna The
utet at paror.tu.vfintfe W i tnri* Relula from theae cud-

ett>ojdlena..51t«1991

tl Statei Wtin
Programs

Siaid Planning
Cf Coniie«nn;
Pfofl*an»

p
J
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Boot Camp Prisons in 1993

h\
t

0"iti Lokiim \fd(Ktnzte. Ph 1)
1

col comp programs. fre-

quently colled 'hock
, incarceration. require
uttendcrs to *erse j
*hnr: tcithn m opn*on or jjil in o
quo>i-military program similar 10
m illion boot camps or basic train-
ing Currently 30 States. 10 local
jurisdictions, and the Federal Bureau
cf Smens have bool camp programs
nee esfubit 11 * Another 3 programs
ha»e Seen deigned solely for juse-
nile* I hi* repon locuscson State

N x:t camp programs for adults

Most .ute programs
target young adult offend-
ers convicted ofnonvio-
lent crttr.es who arc

‘M T, their ivm prison
tenm Otfenders ac-
ccpred into the programs
musr serve between9v>
and |SOdays in the
heavily regimented pro-
grams Both the number
of Sta'fs *nh shock in-
carcftrtion prcgiams and
rr* capacities cf these
program* have continued
to increase doting the
|'m i New Voik has
*he largest capacity with
1.3CO teds, but programs
en Georgia 1*00 beds!.
Oilahomj (-MX) beds).
Michigan (600 tedsf.
Tesas rif*} beds) and

M julj-J iCIlO h-.tvi
mil <s ti*:tun I-* >/m

>uv' e« itk i

flthbit I Shock Incarcercr.on

There arc currently well over 7.000
tvfdv devoted to boot camp pro-

On average, offenders *pend
Thu*

grams
107 days in the program*
more than 23.000 otten.Jcr* could

potentially complete programs in a

I-year period.

Offenders who successfully com -

plete shock incarceration programs
arc released to community supervi-
sion forty two percent ot the States
imcn.ncly supersiceoitendcr\ ssli.t

cr>

jre released Iroin boot camp. 30
percent vjry the supervision depend
mg upon evjluatcd ri\k, arid the
rem,lining .t percent requite misler-
.tie or standard supervision In
some Slates a ljirly large percentage
of the inmates are dismissed from
the program for one reason or an-
other. These offenders must sersc
their sentences in traditional prisons

or return tocouri for resentencing

rami in the C.S.. Apnl 199)

BF:Sr5 Sta'rs W:»

| **] Plofivimt
S r

MA

ST o(Jo'
Cc*vde™; pg/*-"" .
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Exhibit 2 Growth of Shock Incarceration Programsfor Aduits

Date Slato Number of
Began Programs
in 1992
and 1993
»933 Georgia 5
Oklahoma a
:55a
1985 Mississippi »
1986
1907 Florida 1
Louisiana 1
New York 5
South Carolina 2
1983 Alabama t
Ancona 1
Michigan 3
1589 Idaho 1
North Carolina 1
Tennessee |
Teias 2
1950 l.,-OS 1
Maryland t
New Hampshire 1
iVycnng 1
1991 Arkansas 1
BOPmaie 1
COcrado 1
Kansas 1
Nevada 1
Ohio 1
Vogmj 1
Wivcentm 1
1592 BOP-female .
Maisachuscrs 1
Mnnesota 1
Pennsytvan.a I
1593 California t
Total AG

1993 Conidcr-r.gbe;-'t -g piograms me ana M-s»wu a’XS Fwroc<* is and

« Catea i/pc« j-aravs e*i** CCJIJIm
* Sij'ltl 1»3 50e*t;

Number of

Participants;

Capacity in
1992 and 1393

800/800
415/438

223-263

93/100
64/136
1500/1500
19&216

140/180
92/150
J60/600

236/250

8290
103/150
329/400

215/230
332440
3265
23/24

150/150
192/192
114/100
66104
60/60
76-94
79/1CO
40'49

119 120
95-256
1296
45-S0

46/176
6133/7510

a*xJr¢*o as da* ;»r ;<ar»

*jiV'-'tiraw-s TCciit » e« acasat 'fOidti'C"'* * -

;*%xe ¢ ] Clt W1 CICi:\ s’ia

2?2 Mtalion.*! Invlilutw ot Juvlicr Jnninal

Average
length
cl stay*

90
50*

120

90
120
ieo

50

50
120

50

120
52
91
60

120
168
120

55

105
153
50
180
150
50
50
160

120
160
160

190*
121

A dny in boot camp

Upon am vjl .1l the boot camp
pruon. male tnmjtcv hjvo ilietr
heads shaved lfemale* nuv be per-
mined ihon haircutsf jnd are in-
formed of the itrict program rules
At all times they arc required to
address staff as “Sir” or’'sMa'am.”
must request permission to speak,
and must refer to themselves as this
inmate " Punishments for even
minor rule tioljltuR * -ire summary
and certain, frequently mvol' me
physical etercise such as push ups
or running in place. A major rule
violation can result in dismissal

Irom the program.

In atypical boot camp program for
adult otfenders. the 10* to 16-hour
day begins with pre dawn reveille
Inmates dress quickly and march to
an esetcisc yard where they par.ici*
pate in an hour or two of physical
training and dnll Following this
they march to breakfast in adminc
hall where they must stand at atten-
tion while waiting m line and move
in amilitary mjnncr when ihe line
advances Inmates arc requited to
sland bchmj 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 at picking up liitet m
State parks or along highway*
A hen the h- M < h.u<* mim S du» »*
<r i-ttei'der* 1, ttit ¥ »?y

ufiyi® llvi p*e«iv in



more exercise anti drill. Dinner is
followed by evening programs ihat
include counseling, tile skills iram-
mg. academic cducanon. or drug

education and treatment

As their performance and time in the
program sonants, shock incarcera-
tion inmates gradually cam more
privileges and responsibd ty. A
special hat or uniform may be the
outward display of their ness status
Those who successfully finish the
program usually attend an elaborate
graduation ceremony %»rh visitors
and family invited to attend.
Awards axe often presented to ac-
knowledge progress made during the
program, and the inmates may per-
form the drill rouiir.es they have
practiced throughout their time in

the boot camp

Goals

A survey ofthe 26 programs in
operation in early 1992 indicated
that program officials considered
rehabilitation and reducing recidi-
vism as the ,ro»t important goals.
However, reducing crowding and
providing a sate pnson cn»ironmem
were still considered impotunt.
Ihesc results are consistent with ihe
goats of most other intermediate
sanctions—providing judges options
t<>ond probation or prison, reduc-
ing prison crowding, ar.d changing
offenders' behavior patterns The
i:Mp.irijn»c given lo one goal os<t

s c oilier piobubly depends upon the
-"tiisiJuji ssh.t ivdoing the fjtmc

Exhibit 3. Importance of Shock Incarceration Goah

Drug Education
Work Skills
Education
Orug Treatment
Vocallonal Ed
Rehabilitation
Recidivism
Crowding

Sate Prison
Deterrence

Punishment

Not A
Coal

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 cmphaiifc the
importance *f u»»n? intermediate

{ sjrivlions slIs'h av Issoi Camp

Importance Hating

u
Important

When different types of rehabilita-
tion efforts were rated, the officials
judged drug education and work
sktlls as the most important rehabili-
tation aspects Since "work" m
most programs means hard physical
labor, the work skills refertcd io arc
probably related to good work habits
rather than srxjtion.il 'kill* that
might rciuli in meteased erupt ¢

went opj-ortunmes Acadein .

November 1993
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Shock Incarceration

for Women

Thir *en stases and the Federal Bureau
0f I'visons have shock incarceration
programsforwomen In 10of the bool
camps, males and females arc com-
bined in one program, inmjtes live in
separate quarters but re integrated for
most other activities. Other junsdic-

and classific .tion; facility design and
staffing; ari program planning.

Tnere wa some debate by foe us group
member ibout whether the programs
would address the particular needs of
women, unfairly exclude women from
participation in a useful program, ex-

offenders receive the same drug
treatment while they are in ihe pro
gram. The platoons torm j -mull
"ciMiiitiunils " anti meet daily to
miUc problem* jnd di*cu** their
progrew m the program Innutc*
a’io spend time in substance abu*e

“lion h he Federal Bur f . . . .
ons such as the Federal Bureau o Mactrbaie”txisting prison problems, ir

Ippi. Oklahoma.'and" . g0 enixartlifficulriM, -
VTcxasltave developed completely '

education classes and in group coun-
seling The counseling program is

“separate programs for female
offenders.

In 1992 the National In>ututc of Jus-
tice brought together experts on fe-
male offenders, shock incarceration

and _c\:/grjrgc\;lpps»_lp.ﬁ. }f/ocus

id. These experts identified

issues to be considered in judging the
adequacy of boot camp programs for
women The issues fell into five major
categories: physical arj psychologi-
cal. family responsibilities: selection

education and drug ireatment were
also canxrdcted by many «o be im-
portant avpecis c! ifif programs
Vivjtioul eduCa: :n was fjted as
ummporrant or not a coal by most
fC'poitdenis

Drug treatment and
education

All programs operating in 1992
reported mcorjvjaung drug
Ctluijiii"! or .i.
ST L)) hw

JI'illlk'ol j.n

uT ojlioti iil dry.*
SLAlb il
. »in.i.t Llv-fv

The focus agTecd tltat more 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 mcarcera-

bility for

V-W. - K
sponsoring a descriptive study of thé
shock incarceration programs for
women. This report is expected to be
completed by December 1993.

because of ihe large number of drug-

involved offenders entering .tv-
programs.
time devoted to drug education or
treatment varies greatly among

programs Some programs hav e as
few as 15 days of treatment, in con-

trast. offenders in the New York
program receive drug ireatment
every day of the 1SO-day program.

Programs also differ in the way drug

treatment is incorporated into ihe
schedule ot activities New York

[i*0* .1 [I>CM{VUt™. OUWIIUiliU O0".sj.-I

lor ii* Nun K.inip program, jn.1 ll

?4 National In-.I into ul Ju-.lu:«- Journal

Iyf

However, the amount of

based on the Alcoholics Anony-
mous (AA) and Narcotics Anony m
mous (NA) model of abstinence and
recovers. All inmate* pjnuipate tn
ihe drag treatment programs regard-
less of their substance abuse history

The Illinois program also targets
substance abusers, but mcorporaies
treatment in a very different manner
from ihe New York model In Illi-
nois drug counselors evaluate of-
fenders and match the education or
treatment level to the severity of the
offender’s substance abuse prob-
lems. Inmates with no history of
substance abuse receive only 2
weeks of drug education Those
who are identified as probable sub-
stance abusers receive d weeks ot
group vuunvcl nc along with ihe
diug education Inmjtes who jre
classified a» fusing drug addiction*
receive the drug education and 10
weeks ot diug treatment

In the Texas shock incarceration
piogram. all participants receive
approximately 5 weeks of drug
education Tieaiment is available
jlier ihe education program end*

but eelUu.f.” ¢ I'H-t i.-LiOt.c< i 1o

MCahtWul [I:t,»ini> il-i hoc



individual counseling if requested,
and they can .mend 12-scep fellow,
mhip meetings.

Development
and change

Hoot camp programs continue to
develop and change. The first
programs that were developed ir.
01 lahoma and Georgia in 1983
emphasized ihe military atmosphere,
physical training, and hard labor
Although these still play a signifi-
cant role in shock incarceration,
many boot camp programs h ive
begun to allot an increasing
amount of time to rehabilitation
and education

Also, many programs are developing
innovative methods to h.lp offend-
ers make th; Vansmon from shock
incarceration back to the commu-
nity Maryland is developing txansi-
t.onal housing for boot camp
graduates who do not have accept-
able housing available in (he com-
munity While in the boot camp
p*jgrjtn. the Maryland inmates arc
helping with the renovations needed
for the ttanvitional housing.

New Vorl has an intensive "after-

shock™ program ¢’ it mcotporates

work programs, employment coun-

ting. drug counseling, and a con-

tinuation of the daily therapeutic
mmumty meetings that wete pat:
the tw».-i camp pm rr.un

At Louisiana's Elaync
Hun: Correctional
Center, a participant
srandi at nulitai v
attention, airr.cJ iitit
a book ar.il paper,
«eap sn: of
rehabilitation

In Ilitnois. otfenders who graduate
from the program arc electronically
monitored for (he first 3 months of
community supervision.

California's new- boot camp prison
at San Quentin will tram convicts
for JiTOdays. Following this, of-
fenders will I>c requited to live at a
rteatby nav il air station for 60 days
During this time, they may ieave the
base if they are employed or work
on the base while they search for a
job Upon release Irom the base,
they arc intensively supervised in
the community for an additional J
months

There has also been some inlcicst m

i applying aspects of the Knit camp

model toother prison population-
St the Vjt.,.—ri C-ofi-ist.ir. it ti» » m.

tnut. J-vtm..- wtiviody fill 'll H -

Georgia Department of Corrections
i>usmg a modified version of the
boot camp approach in two pro-
grams foe inmates who present spe-
cial management problems. The
Intensive Therapeutic F.ogram for
disruptive inmates, and the Mental
Health Program for dmuptivc in-
mates who have been diagnosed as
mentally ill

I he program t. disruptive mit -te
involves \tr:ct dwcipline regimented
drillv. adherence to j code ot eiincv
maintenance of personal living quar-
tets. and high standards of personal
hygiene. The program wav designed
to teach disruptive inmates accept-
able ways to deal with frustration,
anger, and fear and provides inmates
arneaiw n? sirrn. -then w.iv hi.l

td e ll-e m oo |F ¥

1o 11.-
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11c Mental Health Program at
Valdosta is similar to the program
for disruptive inmates, but was de-
signed in consultation wuh mental
health professionals as a treatment
modaln> for seriously mentally ill
inmates who are also disruptive. All
inmates in the program are assigned
to a rnentjl health caseload after
being referred by one of the diag-
nostic and classification centers,
staff at another penal institution, or

the Valdosta staff.

The multisitc study

Eight States arc participating in the
study of shock incarceration spon-
sored by the National Institute of

Justice Honda. Georgia, lllinois,
Louisiana, New York. Oklahoma,
South Carolina, jnd Texas. The

progums represent very different
on e.lot* ot the shock incarccr.mnn

s<*n,epi  1Ik* ims*most signiliijrtt

Military discipline is an
important pan of mast
shod incarceration
programs: the photo on
the left m ij; taken of
Loinno i prtijnim

differences are (1) whether the court
or the department of corrections
makes placement decisions: and (2)
whether the program's focus is on
ireatment and education (New York.
Illinois. Louisiana) or the military
discipline, physical training, and

work (Georgia. Texas).'

Intensive interviews with piograi i
staff and a thorough examination of
written materials from the programs
revealed that all were designed in
part to address the problems of
prison crowding. In some Stales 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.
Louisiana, and lllinois, the de-
partment of corrections selects
candidates for the programs, and
offenders can cam their »a> out of
prt»nn lit lev* lime than if they 'crxe

then on erunt **ejienee™

ft.itiim.il In-.tituti* ot Ju-.ticr Journ.il

In other States, otfenders arc sent to
the boot camp by the court, which
maintains full control over the of-
fenders, Tho'C wlu* jie ilnn. '«cd
prior to completion and lho*c who
vucccsstully complete the program
must return to the court for filial
disposition. Texas and the original
programs in Georgia and Sou h
Carolina were designed this way
However. South Carolina now oper-
ates its program through the depart-
ment of corrections, and Georgia
operates >omc program' throng!) the

court and some ihrough corrections

There were large differences among
the eight sites in the number of
offenders completing the shock
incarceration program in aonc-\ear
period, largely as a re>ult of ditfer-
cnces in the numbers of beds de
voted 10 ihe program, ihe lengin of
the program, and the dismissal rates.
Depending upon the prison between
8 and 50 percent of the inmates tail
to complete the program Forex-
ample, in 19S9 Georg.a graduated
more offenders (849 graduates) than
New York (743 graduates), set New
Yoik had a 1.500 Fed capacity while
Georgia had only 250 beds The
difference resulted from the la. i that
Georgia's program lasted an average
of S9 days wuh only a 9 percent
dismissal rate while New York's
lasted 1SO days and had a 31 petcent
dismissal rate Overall, the States
with the lowest dismissal rates wcie
those in which the judge had deci

sionmakmg authority



One phase of the multisite study was
designed to examine the effect shock
incarceration programs had on the
jititudes of the participating o f-
fenders. Some critics of shock
incarceration have argued that the
programs might have a negative
impact on the offenders, that offend-
ers would leave die boot camp more
alienated and antisocial dun before

they entered.

The programs in the rnultisiic srudv
differed greatly in daily schedules,
ihe emphasis placed on therapeutic
activ Kies, the ty pcs of offenders
participating, and dropout rates— all
differences (L J 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 treatmecrt.

Die researchers were interested in
determining wneihcrihc inmates*
attitudes toward their boot camp
experience or their general antisocial
atti.ules changed as a result of the
programs Inmates' attitudes were
measured once soon after they ar-
rived and again near the c.td of the
progrjm . Despite the differences
among the programs the results were
surprisingly consistent. Boot camp
mmates became more positive about
*heir experience in the program and
they became less antisocial. 1his

was true ot the programs that hail

i iher.ipCnlic emphasis and those |
lh.n eint'h.isi/ed wort, and physical |

» NMig

An Evaluation of Shock
Incarceration in Louisiana's

A recently released National Initialic'oTjtihiarftescw fT In*Brid?5tports3befe
result of an intensive evaluation of the Louisiana Department of Public 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
Program implementation, changes in inmate
behavior and attitudes as a result of participation, and system-level changes were
examined. The results indicate that some of the desired goals ggg;being achieved

program in meeting these goals.

MacKeruie, D.L. J.W. Shaw, and VB .G owdy.dn EValuation ofShock Incarceration in
LOUlSlana. Research in Brief. National tnviuuie of Justice. Washington. DC.: US.
Department of Justice. National Institute of Justice, March 1993.

The attitudes of the boot camp par-
ticipants were also compared with
the attitudes of similar prisoners in
the general prison population and
were found to he generally mote
positive. The general population
inrn ites did not think their experi-
ence in prison had helped them to
learn self-discipline, to learn about
themselves, to change in a positive
way, or to become more mature,
while bootcamp inmates were mote

apt to agree wuh these statemenis.

On the other hand, both the general
population inmates and the bool
camp inmates became less antisocial
in (heir attitudes white 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 relafion'hip* with other'
-IN Lio» vy

and they held riore «v

able opinion' .hour heh.o mi

Thus, there was no evidence that
shock incarceration had a negative
impact on inmaics' altitudes. Those
neanng the end of their incarceration
reported that the boot camp program
had been a positive experience for
them. Similar inmates in traditional
prisons did not report that their
experience was positive. However,
boih the boot camp inmates and
prison comparison samples became
less antisocial during their icnn in

prison

The researchers jtc now examining
the performance of the offenders

upon release from the shock incar-
ceration programs in the eight sites.
The positive activities and adjust

mem and the recidivism rates of the
offenders released from boot camps
will be compared to those of similar

i'Mender' who reveis ed ddferem

\oUi:rkve-
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These programs continue to evolve.
The objective of this research is to
inform program planners about the
impact ot the programs and to help
them design programs to achieve the

desired coals.

Notes

I. for information on county boot

camps see Au tin. J.. M. Jones and

M. Holy ard. ASSESSINg the Impact of

a Counr\ Operated Hoot Camp.

1993.

2. Forinformation on juvenile txaot
camps sec Toby. J and F.S. Pearson.

“Juvenile Hoot Camps. 1992" in

Hoot Campsfor Juvenile Offenders
Constructive Intervention and Eaily
Supportelmplementation Evaluation,
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of the person to change. A key finding is that ' success may bo contingent on the emphasis

on rehabilitation-giving offenders the training, treatment and education they need to "lppcrt
new behavior* during Incarceration and on if*ercare *[T

Therefore, the length and quality of aftercare appears to be critical to success. Aftercare
should ideally include a highly itructurcd truaitioa phase, followed by w aftercare program

which includes enough contacts with parole agents to ensure public safety, IS well
individualized services to meet the treatment needs of the youth and keep them focused on
pro-social goals.1L It Fcr example, the aftercare program for graduates of a 90-day boot
camp In Denver includes intensive education and vocational training for a year. They also
receive mentoring in the community from other successful boot camp veterans.’6

Michael Lucci, a retired military officer who Is currently it* director of ajuvenile boot camp
in Alabama, also feels that the key to success Is the tbllUy of the boot camp to Integrate the
youth back into the positive elements of the community. He pointed out that a true military
boot camp is cdy 8 weeks in duration followed by 4 years of 'aftercare* consisting of
specialized education, training, employment, medical care, and room and board provided by
the armed forces.”1 Therefore, if we expect the juvenile boot camp axparicDce to have a
lasting positive effect, we must be willing to also provide comparable support after
graduation.

ADULT BOOT CAMPS

Because the goals are similar for juvenile and adult boot camps (to reduce prison crowding,

be cost/affective, reduce recidivism, wd rehabilitate), the evaluation literature on adult boot
camps can be Informative In designing juvenile boot camps. However, because Juvenile boot
camps place a strong emphasU on education and rehabilitation, it is dcx advisable to rely too

heavily on their findings.
The following has been learned regarding adult correctional boot camp progrims;

Prison Crowding Reductrn. Soot camps can be effective in reducing prison overcrowding
only if they are used fcr offenders who otherwise would be sent to or remain In prison. If
net widening (using the program fcr offsadet) who otherwise would not be In prison) occurs,
boot camps may Increase prison pcpul*t»ons as boot camp failures are transferred to secure
facilities.3 This is not to say that boot camps cannot be in effective early inrcrvention tool

to prevent Individuals from going to prison.

CCSI Effectiver.m To the extant boot camps have been found to cost less and have the
same results as prison, they can save mooey." By using its boot camp program for
offenders who otherwise would be sen: to prison, New Ycrk estimates th*t it saved S3Q*
million over the past 5 years.** Lnu'Jlans tstimams It saved $7,338 per offender.”
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offeotUn who went to prbon; however, the types of offenses differ™> 1l Boot camp
graduatas, who arc often under greater scrutiny upon release, tend to return to prison fcr
technical violations, while non-boot camp offenders tend to return to prison because the- re
convicted of committing new crimes.1l

Key factors identified Li nuking it through the first year after release from prison without in
arrest were: 1) being employed during the fInl month of release; -2) scoring high on a
positive adjustment index; and 3) the Intensity of supervision.* Additionally, requiring
boot camp graduates to participate in positive activities In the community bis been found to
reduce criminal activities during the community supervision phis*.10

. Rehabilitation. MacKenzlc believes that rehablllation tad treatment should bo the primary
focus of boot camps.1L According to MicKenzie, there Is a movement for irct camp
programs to ltxdude more effective formalized treatment programs.

JUVENHJd BOOT CAMPS

Though the primary goals of boot camps are the same foe Juv*rika u for »duh boot camps
(rehabilitation, reducing recidivism, reducing Institution crowding, and ooat-effectivftoeas);
juvenile boot camp* place tmt a stronger emphasis on education and rehabilStation.

 to the newness of juvenile boot camps, there Is Hole information about their
effectiveness.*3 Because of this, the U.S. Department cf Justice funded a controlled
evaluation of ~uvtrile bool camps In Ohio and Alabama.3 The results of this srtcfy will cot
be avaiieoie .

While some critics maintain that boot camps art oov approprmm :ct javcenur®. —
Correctional Association (ACA) sees merit in juvenile boot camps-provided they recognize
thar the needs of juveniles are different from those of young adults.4 The ACA believes
that d successful juvenile boot camp must have a strong academic and vocational education
component; 4 substance abuscreaiment program; and staff who care for the youth is
individuals, while also disciplining and challenging them. Lloyd W. Mixdorf (former
Juvenile Project and Program Director, ACA) feels that boot camps can be effective
provided they focus on education and treatment, have competent citing staff, and a
comprehensive aftercare component.w

Bocause they are so new there Is even some ooofuiion as to what constitutes a Juvenile boot
camp. Some programs classified is juvenile boot camps (Ln a docunaor prepared by the
National Institute cf Justice and the ACA) don't even consider themselves boot camps
because they do not have a military component.4 Moit of these a/e experiential (adventure
education) programs such as the DYS SPRITE program. Adventure education programs ire
sometimes confuted with juvenile boa: camps because they have many of the same elements
& boot camps, but la-V a military component. Some of the Juveallo agencies wh;ch combine
xxx camp philosophy with eexperiential* or eadvxeture* pregtamming have relabeled them
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SENATE CS FOK CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 2(JUD)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY THE SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

Offered:
, Referred:

Spunsor(s): REPRESENTATIVES WILLIS. Rukcbcrg. Kelly. Kohring. Kubina. Parnell, Davies,
Therriault

SENATORS Halford, Taylor, Green

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"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 furloughs and discretionary parole;
allowing the Department of Corrections to contract with a person for a boot
camp program; creating the Boot Camp Program Advisory Board in Ilhe

Department of Corrections.”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

«Section I. BOOI CAMP PROGRAM ESTABLISHED, (a) The commissioner may
establish a bool camp program as an alternative correctional facility of the stale, but only if
ledcral lunds to establish, operate, and maintain the boot camp program aie received in an
amount sufficient to fully fund operational and capital costs of the program. The boot camp
program, if established, shall be operated from July 1. 1996, until September 30. 1998. The

boot camp program may utilize state buildings and may. to the esicni federal funds ate

_ SCS CSIII2(JUl»
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available, renovate, modify, and maintain those buildings. The boot camp program is an
alternative correctional facility and program for youthful prisoners who have been sentenced

| for a conviction of a less serious nature and who have not previously participated in the boot
|camp program. Prisoners participating in the boot camp program shall be housed separately
from other prisoners committed to the custody of the commissioner who are not participating
in the program.

(b) The commissioner shall include in the boot camp program

(I) a military style intensive physical training and discipline program;
(2) alcohol and drug counseling, education, and treatment as an integral part
of the program,;
(3) a training program emphasizing skills for reentering society;
(4) training in personal accountability and the work ethic; and
(5) other educational, counseling, and treatment programs as determined by the
department or as ordered by a court under AS 12.55.015.

(c) The commissioner shall structure the boot camp program so that a prisoner
entering the program may complete it in a period of time determined by the commissioner but
not greater than 150 days. The program shall be structured so that all prisoners entering the
program may complete it before September 30. 1998.

(d) A prisoner shall be removed from the boot camp program and reassigned to
another correctional facility if the prisoner fails to successfully complete the program or
otherwise fails to abide by the regulations of the program.

(c) The commissioner may adopt regulations to implement this section and otherwise
administer the boot camp program. The regulations may include provisions to require a
prisoner to reimburse the department for a portion of rhc costs of participating in the boot
camp program to the extent of the prisoner’s resources.

if) Notwithstanding AS 33.30031. the department may contract with .i person for
operation of a boot camp program under this section. A contract bool camp program must
meet all of the requirements for a boot camp under this section and under the regulations
adopted by the commissioner. Prisoners shall be assigned to j contract bool camp program
itt the manner provided under (h) of this section.

(g) The commissioner shall maintain recoids of the program and shall report to the

SCS csiiu :ijn»
[’«v wirrl'.ncl 'ZSItTCP 7£AT PMCXETLS!



aa A W ON

(e}

legislature not later than February 1, 1997. on the program and its effectiveness. The report
must include, to the extent the technological capability of the department allows,

(1) a comparison of recidivism rates between prisoners who have completed
the boot camp program and other prisoners not eligible for the program who arc committed
to the custody of the commissioner;

(2) a comparison of costs between the boot camp program and traditional
incarceration programs;

" (3) a description of the number of prisoners who have participated in.
completed, or failed the boot camp program.

(h) The commissioner may not allow a prisoner to serve time in the boot camp
program unless the commissioner specifically finds that the prisoner meets the eligibility
requirements of this subsection. To be eligible to serve time in the boot camp program, the
prisoner must have been selected by the commissioner and

(1) be under 30 years of age;

(2) have been sentenced to a term of imprisonment of at least 150 days;

(3) not have previously participated in a bool camp program under this section:

(4) not be serving a sentence for a violation of AS 11.41; AS 11.46.300,
11.46400; AS 11.56.300. 11.56.810; AS 11.61 100. 11.61.190. 11.61.195, or 11.61.240.

(i) The Boot Camp Program Advisory Board is established in the department from
July 1. 1996. until September 30, 1998. The board shall review and provide advice to the
commissioner concerning the bcot camp program. The members of the board arc appointed
as follows;

(1) by lhe governor.
(A) the commissioner or the commissioner’s designee;
(B) the director of the division of institutions of flic department;
(C) the director of the divisior of community corrections of the
department, and
(D) two public members,
(2) by the speaker of the house of representatives. a member of the house of
representatives: and

(3) by the president of the senate, a member of the senate

, - *3* . SCS CSIIB 2uUuDIlI
i rev: |'ndtr.i'wi tonrrc? Tixr etAcrzres?



© o N oo g b~ W N

e I i
a0 »w o BB

(1)) The public members of the board createdin (i) of this section arc entitled to per
diem and navel expenses authorized by law for boards and commissions under AS 39.20.180.

(k)  Notwithstanding another provision of law. a prisoner who is not otherwise eligible
for discretionary parole who has successfully completed the boot camp program under this
section is eligible for discretionary parole.

Q) Notwithstanding AS 33.16.100(c) and (d), a prisoner who is eligible for
discretionary parole under (kI of this section may be released on parole at any time after the
_successful completion of the bool camp program created in this section.
: (n)A prisoner who has successfully completed the boot camp program created under
this section is eligible for a prerelease furlough under AS 33.30.111 under regulations adopted
by the commissioner under AS 33.30.101 regardless of whether the prisoner has served the
portion of the term required under AS 33.30.111(d).

(n) In this section,

(1) "commissioner" inc. ns the commissioner of corrections:

(2) "department” means the Department of Corrections.
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REPRESENTATIVE ED WILLIS e
DISTRICT 25
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SPONSOR STATEMENT - April 23 1996
CSHB 2 (Finance) - BOOT CAMPS

In 1993, 1first introduced legislation reIatmg,to boot camps for
nonviolent, first-time adult offenders. CSHB 2 ( mance(} Includes
the ideas of those interested in the hoot camp concept and addresses
the needs of the Department ot Corrections with regard to this
proposed program.

| feel that placing nonviolent 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 d|3C|PI|ne 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 convicted felons or misdemeanants under the age of 30,
ndividuals 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 1Son nonviolent offenders.

At least 21 slates, in addition to the federal government,
operate boot camp programs. As can be expected, each state offers
the program to different groups. For examPIe, In 1993 Vlrgmla's
program was limited to nonviolent male fejony offenders 21 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 10. In tesUmonz before committees in the United
States Congress, Kathleen Hawk of the Department of justice
mentionedthat as of 30 September 1991, over one thousand federal
inmates had graduated from the federal Intensive Confinement

Center/hoot camp program.

SPONSOR STATEMENT



Sponsor Statement - CSHB 2 (Finance)
Page 2

Last year Alaska received a $50,000 planning grant for boot
camps. As itappears before us, this bill would allow forreceiptand
expenditure of federal funds. The program itself is dependent jn
federal funding. A sunset provision for September 1998 has been
included in the bill. It is felt that this will give the Department
enough time to get aboot camp program running for two federal
fiscal years and will give us information as to the success of the
program, where the program needs to be revised, or if the program
should be terminated. Additionally, more information will become

available about the federal funding level.

Information | have indicates that savings from this legislation
could be seen within two to three years. The program, as with any
highly structured program, involves intensive staff time and follow -
up through parole and probation. 1 think that in the end the
expenditures are worth it if we can teach offenders how to structure

their lives so as to not become repeat offenders.

Il 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. Iwould urge positive consideration of this bill.
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DIVISION OF LEGAL AND RESEARCH SERVICES
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

(907) 465-3867 or 465-2450 STATE OF ALASKA
FAX (907) 465-2029 130 Seward Street. Suite 409
Mail Stop 3101 Juneau, Alaska 39801-2105
MJIM.Q..B-A N.P.U.M April 16. 1996
SUBJECT: Sectional Summary of CSHB 2(FTN)

(Work Order No. 9-LS0016\R)

TO: Representative Ed Willis
Attn: Janet Seitz

FROM: Gerald P. Luckhaupt
Legislative Counsel

You have requested a sectional summary of the jbovc-describcd bill. As a preliminary
matter, note that a sectional summary of a bill should not be considered an authoritative
interpretation of the bill - the bill itselfis the best statement of its contents.

.Section | of the hill provides in uncodificd law that the commissioner of corrections may

establish a boot camp program as an alternative correctional facility of the state from Julv

1. 1996 until September 30, 199S. contingent upon die receipt of federal funds to fully fund
and operate the program.

Subsection (a) cstaolishcs the program. Subsection (b) describes what the boot camp
program involves (rnili.urily-styled discipline and physical training, education, counseling,
training). Subsection (c) requires die boot camp program to be designed so as to be
completed within 150 days. Subsection (d) requires prisoners who fail the program to be
reassigned to other correctional institutions. Subsection (c) requires the commissioner to
adopt regulations, including charging prisoners a portion of the cost of the program.
Subsection (0 allows the commissioner to contract for an alternative boot camp program.
Subsection (g) requires the commissioner to report to the legislature. Subsection (h) limits
the prisoners eligible for assignment to the boot camp program to those prisoners who arc
under 30 years of age, arc selected by the commissioner, who arc sentenced to a term of
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imprisonment of at least 150 days, have not previously participated in a boot camp
program,and who did not violate AS 11.41,*" AS 1146..300/AS 11.46.400,”"AS 11.56.300,"

AS 11.56.810/AS 11.61.100/AS 11.61.190/AS 11.61.195/or
AS 11.61.240/

Subsections (i) and J) create a boot camp advisory board. Subsection (k) 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. Subsection (1)
provides that a prisoner who is eligible for discretionary parole under subsection (k) may be
released on parole when the prisoner successfully completes the boot camp program.
Subsection (m) provides that a prisoner who successfully completes the boot camp is eligible
for a pre-release furlough. Subsection (n) provides definitions.

GPL:klb
96-283,klbd

U Crimes against persons, including, « e .murder, manslaughter, assault, sexual

assault, and sexual abuse.
* Burglary in the first degree.
Arson in the fust degree.
Escape in the fust degree.
V Terroristic threatening
* Riot.
T Misconduct involving " rapons in the fust degree.
V Misconduct involving weapons in the second degree

* Criminal possession of explosives.



Alaska State Legislature

130 Seward Sire::. Sun: .US
Juneau. Alaska 99S01-2196

Legislative Research Agency
Phone: (907) J65-399I

Fa*: (907) A63-3351

February 11, 1993

MEMORANDUM
TO. Representative Ed Willis

FROM: Patricia Young \pMJ
Legislative Analyst

RE; Boot Camps for Young Offenders
Research Request 93.100

You ashed for information about boot camps for young offenders. Specifically, you wished

to know the age of participants, th<t .pc of crimes represented, the length of sentence, and
You were particularly interested in boot

the number of offenders typically in the programs.
and Cuyahoga County, Ohio.

camp programs mnning in Virginia, Massachusetts,

According to a State Legislar.ve Report, "prison Boot Camps: Policy Considerations and

National Conference of State Legislatures, March 1991; attached) boot

Options,"” (Denver:
requiring team cooperation for highly

camps arc generally military-style programs
disciplined drills, marching, and labor. Most such programs arc designed for non-
violent first-time felony offenders with relatively short sentences. Typically they arc

designed for young adults between the ages of 17 and 25, require a certain degree of

physical and mental fitness, last from 60 to ISO days, and represent an alternative to

Although few data exist to evaluate the effectiveness of boot camp programs,

incarceration.
they arc popular: at least 24 states currently

parricuiarly their long-term effectiveness,
operate such prograa»s.
boot camp programs vary in smucture and focus. A brief

Despite their similarities,
in Virginia, Massachusetts, and Cuyahoga County, Ohio,

comparison of the programs
illustrate some of the differences.

The Virginia Program
The Virginia program appears to be the most standard among the three. At its incepuon-

mid-Apnl of 1991-eligibility was limited to nonviolent, male felony offenders between the

ages of 18 and 24 years at 'die time of sentencing. fLast year the age restriction was changed

SITPORTINO DOCUMENTS
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to 24 years or under at the time of conviction, with no minimum age limit.) Misdemeanants
kidnapping, sexual assault,

Camp capacity
522

arc ineligible, as arc felons convicted of murder, manslaughter,

malicious wounding, robbery, or any attempt to commit any or these crimes.

is 100 participants, and platoons of 30 to 45 individuals enter each month. To date,

participants have gone through the Virginia program.

The program is voluntary, lasts 90 days, and represents a condition of supervised probation
in lieu of a penitentiary sentence. The primary emphasis is on discipline. Corrections
officers involved in the boot camp program receive U.S. Marine Corps training as drill
officers, and an offender’s sole contact for the firs: two weeks of the procram is with the

drill offer

Following the two-week orientation come program components involving labor, general
education, substance abuse education, life skills development, vocational assessment, and
some social education." Although participants arc not taught vocation skills as such, manual

The camp is located on a 2,600-acic
Labor for community projects, such as
All participants arc evaluated as
in the Adult

labor is believed to hcip them develop a work ethic.
farm, so offenders are employed as farm laborers.

paintmg schools and cleaning state parks, is also required.
to their level of education: those who test at below grade 12.9 arc enrolled
Basic Education (ABE) or General Education Development (GED) program, regardless of
whether they have high school diplomas; those who test at or above grade 12.9 arc used as
Upon completion of the entire boot camp program, participants may invite family

tutors.
graduation ceremony. Participants arc on probation following

and friends to a full
graduation for at leas: one year, the first 90 days of which arc intensive supervision.

According to Drew Malloy, program director, Virginia’s boot camp program is a fivc-vcar
pilot program funded by the state legislature. Results have so far been positive, with a
recidivism rate of 15 percent for the firs: 38 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 demonstration pcnod.

The Massachusetts Program

The Massachusetts boot camp progr~*u, which began operation in August of 1992, is for
male offenders under the ace of 40. Ted O’Donnell, Department of Corrections project
analyst with the program, describes it as originally designed for individuals convicted of

misdemeanors and less serious felonies as a short, intense -Jierrative to jail or probation,

requiring a high level of offender involvement it is a faur-month program with a capacity

of 256 participants. Approximately 50 offenders have graduated from the program to da c
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Eligibility criteria lor the Massachusetts boot camp program inciudc that a participant 1)

must be under 40 years of age; 2) may have prior convictions if his history is non-violent;
3) must have a sentence that is for no mere than 18 months; 4) must not have received a

mandator/ sentence for violation of a drug law; 5) must not have been convicted of a crime

against a person (with the exception of assault and battery); 6) must be medically and

psychologically fit to participate; 7) must have no history of escape from a secure parameter
nor any escapes within the past three years; and 8) must volunteer for the program.

According to Mr. O’Donnell, because the program capacity has yet to be filled, the original

criterion of "no history of escape" was relaxed to its cuncnt form. .Another proposed

amendment would eliminate the criterion concerning prior convictions and shift the focus

more to the present conviction.

as haring a "marine drill camp atmosphere,"”

The program, described by Mr. O’Donnell
Following

includes education, work, counseling, life skills, and team building components.

graduation, participants arc in parole status for an amount of time based on the duration of

the original sentence. .Aftercare parole requirements may inciudc components such as

contacting parole officers, maintaining jobs, and attending counseling sessions.

The Ohio Progrrain-Cuvaboga Countv

Unlike the boot camp procams in Virginia and Massachusetts, Cuyahoga County’s program

is for juveniles between the ages of 14 and 17 who have been convicted of felonies and

sentenced to sure institutions for approximately 6 to 12 months. Participants must be

mentally and physically capable and have not been convicted of aggravated murder, murder,

rape, manslaughter, kidrapping, sexual assault, aggravated arson, criminal enticement, or

corruption of a minor.

7"his is a nonvoluntary, 90-day residential program followed by six to nine months of highly
smucturcd afteicarc. Pumcipants are randomly selected but generally willing to participate.
Ten arc admitted at the beginning of each month, and ten arc released at the end of each
The maximum capacity is 30 participants at any given time. To date, 111 youth
Although discipline is a part of the program's structure, it is
challenge education model than a military one.

month.
have entered the program.

based more on the Outward Bound,
Furthermore, the program’s substance is primarily treatment for the juvenile and reunification

wiin the family and community. Other components include substance abuse education,

general education, life skills development, and baste job acquisition and retention skills.
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grant from the U.S. Justice

in April of 1992 with a federal
Institute of Justice.

The Oliio program began

Department for an 18-month project to be evaluated by the National
1994, According to Tim Howard, project

Recidivism data will not be avaiiablc until
result in low

director, the unusually strong emphasis on the aftercare component should

recidivism rates.

information on each of these programs is being sent and will be forwarded

More detailed
If you have aucstions, please let me

to you upon arrival.
know.

I hope this information is useful.

Attachment



