


STATE OF ALASKA
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE N o .J__
Bill Version: cshb 2 ( f i n )  
(H) Publish Date: * /15 / 96

’’evision Date:____ ________________________________________  Dept. Affcctedj___________Corrections________
itlo: An Act relating to the creation of a boot camp BRU: ALL____________________________
within the Depanmcni ot Corrections .................................................. 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 ! I
TOTAL OPERATING 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

| CAPITAL EXPENDITURES | 2,000.0 I I I

ICHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) | I I i

FUND SOURCE  [Thousands of Oollarsl
1C02 Federal Receipts 2.000.0

. . . ( . . . . j -

1003 GF Match t i l l
1004 GF 1.0 1 1 1 1
1005 Gr/Program Receipts I I I '
1006 GF/MHTIA 1 1 1
Other ! 1 ! I
.‘OTAL 2.001.0 0.0 | 0.0 1 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY96I cost: $ 0.0

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME J ! 1 I I
PART-TIME 1 I ! 1 I
TEMPORARY 1 ! I 1 1

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

(Continued on Pago 2)
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Agency: department of Cod ections
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Further, this fiscal note a llow s for the receipt o f  federal funds but die actual costs o f  m atching  
those funds has not yet been determ ined. Finally, w hile no operating costs  arc d isp layed in this 
fiscal note, there w ill be op eia tin g  costs which w ill have to be recognized  and appropriated for 
this program to be im plem ented.

Hie department w ou ld  renovate tw o ex istin g , unused buildings on the grounds o f  the W ildw’ood  
Correctional Center. The co st o f  renovations is estim ated to be $ 2 ,0 0 0 .0 . Federal grant funds up 
to that am ount w ere m ade available in FFY 96. It is anticipated an equal or greater am ount will 
be available w hen the FFY  97 appropriation for the Department o f  Justice is settled. T he amount 
and form o f  the required state match is also unsettled. If this bill b ecom es law, the DO C expects  
it w ould estab lish  a boot cam p program on ly  if  construction and operation funding w as approved  
by the L egislature. It is further assum ed that the project w ill not go forward without major 
capital funding in the form o f  Federal grant funding.

Therefore the departm ent exp ects to apply for grant funds for renovation. The award o f  the funds 
w ould  not be exp ected  before late fall 1996 and acceptance w ould  be conditional upon approval 
by the legislature, includ ing appropriation o f  the required match. The operational plan and 
budget w ould  be availab le at the sam e tim e. This w ould a llow  the facility  to be ready for 
occupancy on  or before the beginning o f  FY 99.

T w o  alternative approaches exist assum ing the bill passes. O ne, the department could com plete  
the planning project currently under w ay and bring a com plete capital and operational plan, 
including funding, to the next legislature. T w o, the legislature could  ch o o se  to fund tire capital 
com m itm ents w ith  the passage o f  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 ISO days of 
concentrated effort instead of vears in an in­

stitution; and a chance to detour from a 
future in crime.

Boot camp prisons in the United States 
ore proliferating. Finding them acceptably

C o n t in u e d  cn page 6
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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 C o rrec tio n s  
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 A ltera  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 s ta rt a t 5— 
even 4—a.m. Drill and push-ups 
and obstacle courses. Insistent DIs 
(drill instructors) in constant 
persuasion. Karsh, summary 
discipline for minor infractions. 
Rigid dress code, inspected living 
quarters tha t must be ship shape. 
Limited or no TV. Taps a t 9 or 10

B ut not all 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 trea t­
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 a t 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,

A lm ost a ll require some 
— and some m any— hours o f  
drug  treatm ent, education  
an d  psychological counsel­
ing; others p lace the grea t­
est em phasis on the heavy 
physica l tra in ing  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 COM PEN­
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 
departm ents 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 tha t 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 
estim ate our prison population 
would be more than double," said 
Deputy Warden Dean Allen a t 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 tha t 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 lb.- 
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.

Ccnt-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 
tha t 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."

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

of Corrections estimated a savings 
of 39,759 inmate days -  conserva­
tively estimated at a cost savings 
of $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 o f 
Corrrcfin**.? r n y v ^ t n n n ,

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

“T he cost o f  Boot Camp  
represents perhaps its most 
successful aspect....the p ro ­
gram  is effectively reducing  
prison tim e.”

February; Colorado in March and 
Pennsylvania later in the year. 
Ohio also hopes to s ta rt a 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.

O ther states with boot camps 
arc Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, 
Florida, Illinois, Louisiana, M ary­
land, Michigan, Mississippi, New 
Ham pshire, New York, North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Tennes­
see, Texas and Wyoming.

Iowa 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 tha t time. Ohio

r?7", 7̂!\ITV

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 inm ates 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 th en  ineligible.

P roblems facing the indivicua 
programs include difficulties 

with inadequate or no funding*, 
pressure to keep beds full th a t 
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 o'* 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 in ten­
sive probation or parole.

Much has been w ritten about
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Idaho’s shock incarceration 
program impacts number in prison

Shock incarceration got an early 
start in Idaho. Authorized by 

the State Legislature in 1970 and 
implemented in 1974, the North Idaho 
CorredicnaJ 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. now 
has 16 years ol operational experi­
ence and says Deputy Warden Dean 
AJIen. *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 oI 
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

convicted of all felonies except Mur­
der I 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.

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

Traditionally.,h(2 ccuns have sent 
up to £0 or 51 percent oI those 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 S i5 to S20 a cay com­

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

The programorcinarilycan handle 
160 at one time, but has been averag­
ing 230 tho past year, AJIen 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 a whole different emphasis and 
atmosphere than most prison set­
tings.”

□

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 
tha t they will “widen the net” to 
confine people who would other­
wise be placed on regular proba­
tion, not ju s t 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

treatm ent or whether an intensive 
rrcam ent program alone would 
have the same effect.*

(Dr. MacKenzie, an associate 
professor a t the University of 
Maryland, is a 'visiting senior 
research associate of the National 
Institute of Justice (NIJ).)

Other concerns have been 
raised elsewhere:

■ Do boot camps have a potential 
for deterioration of standards and 
abuse of offenders?
■ Do they discriminate if programs 
arc not offered for the physically 
handicapped offender? In those 
states without programs for 
women7

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

r p h c  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, NIJ’s inten­
sive study of the Louisiana shock 
incarceration program found tha t 
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 IS
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SYSTEM HAS SHCCI 
ORGOOT
riL p
PROGRAM

< LENGTH 0 
PROGRAM

F WHEN STARTED 
OR WILL START

FOR MALES
FEMALES,
GOTH

HOW MANY 
CAN PROGRAM 
HANDLE?

NUMBER 
WHO HAVE
complete:
PROGRAM

SUCCESS
RATE

PER DIEM COST TCR EACH 
PARTICIPANT OF

SHOCK
PROGRAM

PRISON, IF SE 
TLHQINSTEA

ALABAMA Y« 3 met. wtm 
crura era 
Lm a  teo 
dayt

X/7/E3 Males 128 5X7 0% £21.00 ©9.00

ALASKA No

ARIZONA Yet | J cos. | la-BS ju a la 150 | 231 EG% 11' juicwm |

ARKANSAS Yk |l05(i3yi |x.90 | Males GO | 16 | Unknown | £25.00

CALIFORNIA No program. La. Angofcas County JaJ Sywmi flmiccod piars br sparing a boot eamo pro;.-an.

COLORADO Y#S 13 mot. aw  j BoW | TOO 1 $X3l8X
CONNECTICUT Yea Srnoc. 11/01 | Males 1100 1 I «7.7= | £S4Si

DELAWARE Nc program, but in taring one

DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA

No program, bet in»rw»d in taring cne

FLORIDA Yet 3 mos. | IC.87 | Males 100 •29 X7.E% |

GEORGIA Yet 3 met. 11/83 Males 253 X.1M 97% *39.62 (averago dajy easts far a! 
prccrts n FT K)

HAWAII No prog,an

IDAHO Yet x mat. vi A 
ccxnoi 
addrJorsI GO 
days

187C. authors*! 
197X. saned

Malap 160 3.7X5 ec% £25 i l

ILLINOIS Yet | X r.cs. JOflfftl | Boa 1 DM 19 77.7% | Unvcvc. | Unknown

INDIANA No program, but rw rat sod it ta /a g  one

IOWA Hat shoot profcnoon whom h«t jueg* c a  ron.w) cc.aui m ates tom pr&on wrtan SO days ol antnsmcnt, depending on how wel gte r.r.JH <aet r. 
praan

KANSAS Yet 6 met. 291 Boh 10X S3GS8
(apppra)

KENTUCXY No program, hot ratrcstod it sarang one

LOUISIANA Yet SO-IW days 2/87 Sea 120 X70 £0S% A »tt
Fan prisen

CX.71

UALNE Ns program

MARYLAND Yet 6 met. 1800 Mila. It mile 
pregram a  
tan  within 2 
rrs.

288 N/A fv'A Unknown JA52I

MASSACHUSETTS No program, bon urior cattideraacn a; P.a ceur-ty Irrei

MICHIGAN Yes 3 cot. 3M  |U i c  1 120 | 7SX | £3% |C5CO | S£500

MINNESOTA No program

MISSISSIPPI Yet 1 »-129dJ»l 1^15 I Son 1262 | 1.73S 191%

MISSOURI No program, program hat boon x j he rued but ret Lxcd er rrated.

MONTANA He program, bun nay bo rrttrwwd n taring one

NE2RASKA Jo program, but rsetcied n taring one

NEVADA Yet | 2ft! | iUfcf 1
N EW HAMPSHIRE Yet 20 ttys 113*90 | Bert »i | 13 | | W .77 | U t  77

NEW JERSEY h  program, n *vTf disanicn tragct

NEW MEXICO Jo program. li*Y » tan  ’2 /n

NEW YORK let (5 t
Jeaoet)

COB. 1187 Scft 1 
1
,350 main 
MtomjJn

, IW (as el (
1«J)

.5% MlEc-JTZrS

NORTH CAROLINA let 90*1204*1 I CA3C.73 11Aim 190 ! l  11c r . 1
NORTH DAKOTA la crtgram

CKO  Yn  3 mot S 
1 
b

Nock parSe. t 
9E3; r«oe u  tan  
set can? 1991

L et | 00 (prt»fC*J) 20 90

Cctioc^c<i COMPEHQiUM, January tW l
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SYSTEM HAS SHOCX 
OR SOOT

LENGTH OF 
PROGRAM

WHEN ST ANTED 
OR Will START

FOR MALES, 
FEMALES,

HCW MAW 
CAN PROGRAM

NUW3ER 
WHO HAYE

SUCCESS
RATE

PER DIEM COST FOR EACH 
PARTOPm OF

CAM?
PROGRAM

both HA/IDLE? COMPLETED
PROGRAM

SHOCK
PROGRAM

PRISON, F  SENT 
THERE fiSTEAD

OKLAJIOMA Yos I 3 mas. | 1CM I LLUos I ISO UrAntMn I Unknown j * O f l I w ars

OREGON No tro^rxD

PENNSYLVANIA Yos 6 mos. 1001 Make | ISO-TOO ! 1
RHCCt ISLAND No proeram, bul Wsirwiod in itu ta j one

SOUTH CAROUNA Yos 00 days G/2S86. U na 
preAubav GSSBO. 
mon^od lo iNocit 
hemwapon; 1A31, 
25t 1 tr-s tTTJri

Ban 162 mates. 
2< Wrate

0SA mate. 
107 locate

83%
rate ,
o%
locate

scum DAKOTA No prewar, c s n r f f  bwrtj roviowod by ler-sUrv«W tttlfclsNed Ccrtrcecrs Commssiort

TENNESSEE Yes 3 mos. 12/83 MoJ« 120 75 7A%

TEXAS Yos Up u 3 mss. 1/83 | H ite AW 1.010 KJS% . J43 A0 W2.1S

UTAH No program, but tr*M  ccftsiOorausn

VERMONT No projni'n

VIRGINIA Yos
iprocu'jor!)

3 mos. 
(Iciwod by 
suporvaed 
prwapon!

1.01 Me.1 as ICO

WASHINGTON No program

WEST VIRGINIA No proton, bul ltc-x  cansteraecn

WISCONSIN Ye f 6 mas. 1/1,01 Mi'« a  | m m Unknown

WYOMNG Yes 3 ros. 2TO | Ui’« 20 *  |:c% WICO W1M

FEDERAL BUREAU 
Or PRISONS

Yes S me:. 
y.srs.vi)
I S mas. 
(cpmmxsy)

1/51 Males 1S2

CA7LADIAN SYSTEMS • no s.t > c x na.m*rucn pognr.s retw-jd

Boot Camp Prisons Thrive
Ccn'Jnuad tram pago 6

The C o rre c t io n s  CO M PEN ­
D IU M  survey found that 26 o f the 
boot camps include cr w ill include 
drug/alcohol treatment procrams, 
24 crfer counseling, and 23 educa­
tion. All 27 also have work pro­
grams. Emphasis on the programs 
m ty  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 program s are

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 o f 
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 boot 
camp a very positive experience.

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

to
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Boot Camp Prisons: Components, 
Evaluations, and Empirical Issues*'

B y  D o r is  L a y t o n  M a c k e n z ie
Visiting Saentist, N a tiona l Institute o f  Justice, Washington, D C

HUuar>-*TyU boat campt, t*UA Oitir ngvraut n ( i n t i  and 
a u i lr r t  amdiboni, bring a unM  e f order and d u ap lu u  to 
tbt Uim i o f youOiful, non-vioUnt fir t t-hm t o ff tn d in . and  
ptrhapt t r o t  at a d tU rrrn l cgmnti fu lu rt cnm rt. , .Three 
a r t  the la r t i  e f a lte rna tive  tane iian t that lAt  c rim in a l 
ju tU a  rytUm mutt explore i f  it a  lucxeefu lly gnng la d tu r
and ft’Atfliw d ru f u ml

— N a t io n a l D r u g  C o n t r o l S lm u g y  
The White Haute, September 1989

I N THE past few years “boot camp" prison*, 
o therw ise called shock incarceration p ro ­
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 nex t few yea rs , over 50 percent o f the 
state co rrec tiona l ju risd ic tion s may have boot 
camp pr.sons for adult offenders. This does not 
take into account the additional programs that 
arc being considered in city and county juriadic- 
ton s or those being developed for juveniles.

Not only does it look like the rum ber o f pro­
grams w ill ' quickly growing, but also there is 
interest in enlarging the purposes o f these pro­
g ram s. T he re  la v e  been hearings in the U .S . 
H ouse and Senate  on the topic o f  boot camp 
prisons, and in the National Drug Control Strate­
gy the President recommended that the v iability 
c f boot camps as an alternative sanction for drug 
offenders be examined.

Why have these programs attracted this kind cf 
attention? Some have said that their popularity is 
magnified because they me “ media" attractive . 
D u ll instructors yelUng in the face o f offenders 
makes for good TV. There are other reasons given 
for the popularity ef. theae programs: The offend­
ers are receiving “ju s t  deserts." Such pro­
grams show the public that the politicians are 
being tough on crime. Offenders spend only a 
short time in prisons, th u j the program* repre­

*Tb# m vaatlrm tio s rapo rt*d  Is  tiu* artieJa  »»* n jv
p-oriad In p a r t  by G ran t IM -D D -C X -002*  f r » n  lb *  N a ­
tiona l In a tltu la  of Ju a llr* . U S  D «partm an t of Joatina , 
to tho L on u ia n a  S la t*  U a iv a rtlly . T ho  au th o r w.»So« to 
thank all of thooo who h a r m  «rorko<l on tho n u i t io l t o
• tuUy. O p in ion *  orp roooo^  In th i* o r t ic lo  a ro  th «*o  o f
th« a u th o r  anil not :•.**•••• • . tljr thoao of th« U J i. Da- 
pa rts ion l of Ju * tiro . Ra^uaal* for nrpiao ahoulil ho *oiU 
to tho a u th o r at lha National lo aU ru l*  o f J ua tiro , *SJ 
Im hana A»o. f f .W , U aah.ir.ftou. DC 23*31.

le n t a co*t savings. Fu rtherm ore , 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 
ilita tive  according to iome, while others argue 
that the programs act as a deterrent Obviously 
people expect different things from t ie  programs.

There nre enthusiastic advocates o f the p ro ­
grams and, conversely, there are equally er.hu- 
siastic opponents (Moraah Sc Rucker, 1990, Seen- 
re s t , 1 989 ). Some say the program s have the 
potential for being rehabilitative (MacKenuie, et 
aL. 1989) others reject this possibility (Monish L  
Rucke r, 1990). We see two factors in fluencing 
opinions about the program : (1 ) knowledge and
(2) philosophy. Advocates and opponents frequent­
ly have a lack o f know ledge about the specific 
components o f the programs and current evalua­
tion effort*.

Second, iome issues discussed are empirical 
while others are philosophical Frequently the two 
a re  not separated in debates about the ihock 
program s (see, fo r instance, Morash L  Rucker, 
1990). Would o ffenders ra th e r spend time in a 
shock program or in a regular prison? Are ihcck 
programs cast effective? Do shock programs widen 
the net? Is there a sufficient number cf appropri­
ate candidates for shock who are now incarcerat­
ed? These are examples o f questions that can and 
should be examined with empirical research. Oth­
er iritir ism s are philosophical, such as whether 
shock p rog ram s f u l f i l l  the '’ r e e l"  pu rpose  c 
corrections. We can discuss the purpose o f 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 is made to identify the question* that 
can be studied em p irica lly  and to describe the 
resu lts o f some p re lim inary  research examining 
shock programs.

Survey o f  States
To lea rn  more about shock incarceration pro­

grams, we surveyed a ll 50 state departments c f 
corrections. Programs were considered to be ihcck 
incarceration only i f  they:

(1) were considered an alternative to a longer
44



I
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term in prison;
(2 ) had a boot camp atmosphere, with strict 

niics and discipline;
(3 ) required offenders to participate in m ilita­

ry drills and physical tra in ing and.
(-0 separated offenders in the program from 

other prison inmates.

Thus they were distinguished from earlier shock 
probation, shock parole, and split-sentence p*o- 
grams that did not necessarily  incorporate a ll 
four o f these components.

In January  1990, 14 states had one or more 
shock incarceration program;:: Alabama, Arizona, 
F lo r id a , G eorg ia , Idaho , Lou is iana , M ichigan, 
Mississippi, New York, North Carolina, Oklaho­
ma, South Caro lina , Tennessee, and Texas. A r­
kansas, California, Connecticut, Indiana, Kansas, 
M ary land . M issouri, Nevada, New Hampshire, 
New Jersey, New Mexico, North Carolina, Penn­
sy lvan ia , W isconsin, and Wyoming were either 
considering initiating programs or were develop­
ing programs.1

The second part o f the survey was designed to 
elicit information about shock programs currently 
operating O incKanrie  Si Sallow , 1989). Most o f 
the 14 states reported that tfct programs were 
designed fo r young, nonviolent cffenders. Most 
also said the majority o f the participants in their 
programs were convicted c f nonviolent crimes and 
were servar<, ,;mc on 'heir first feiony conviction. 
Only Michigan said ; : r t i  rip ants in its program 
were not mostly nonviolent offenders, and Alaba­
ma. Idaho, Louisiana, and Michigan shock partici­
pants were n ' t  necessarily convicted c f their first 
felony. As shown in table 1, the shock programs 
differ substantially in many other components. In 
pa rticu la r they d iffe r in who is responsible for 
placing offenders in the program, voluntary entry 
or dropout, location o f the program, and re lea je 
supervision. Ten piograms were for males only, 
three ju g  * m f  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 physical rain ing, work, educa­
tion, o r counseling. Programs were classified by 
us as high or low rehabilitation emphasis based 
on the proportion o f each day that was spent in 
rehabilitation-type activities (including such activ­
ities as counseling, any type of treatment, educa­
tion , and vocationa l tra in ing  activ ities) versus 
time spent working Here, we are distinguishing

rehabilitation activities from work and from phys­
ical training and d r i ll

In three state programs (Alabama, Ancona, and 
Mississippi) shock parti a  pants spend an amount 
o f time in rehab ilita tion  activ ities equal to or 
g re a te r than the am ount o f tim e 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 (e.g., in Michigan offenders spend 
approximately 6 hours per day working, 2.5 houn 
in rehabilitation activities, and LB hours in phys­
ical training and drill), in comparison to offenders 
in other programs, Georgia participants, who re­
ceive less than Vi hour per day o f rrhabilitaticn, 
spend the least amount o f time in rehabilitation 
activities. In Florida, also considered by us to be 
a low rehabilitation program, offenders spend 1V4 
houn s day in group counseling. Thus, with the 
possible exception o f Georgia, offenders in all the 
shock programs spend a fa ir ly  large amount cf 
time in rehabilitation-type activities, at least in 
comparison to offenders serving time in a regular 
prison.

O ve ra ll, the picture tha t a rises in regard to 
these programs is a 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 rehabilita tion of 
the offenders.

M u lti-S tir  S tu d y

The shock incarceration programs differ dramat­
ically. Therefore, results o f an evaluation baaed 
on one shock incarceration program  would not 
necessarily generalize to other programs. For this 
reason we in itiated a multi-site study cf she.k 
incarceration programs. The m ajor questions cf 
this research are: (1 ) Is shock incarceralien suc­
cessful in fu lfilling  its goals, and (2 ) What par­
t icu la r components o f shock program s lead to 
success or fa i lu re  in fu lf i l l in g  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 
w ill permit an answer to tha second question by 
enabling the researchers to begin to identify the 
components o f the shock programs which lead to
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; risen; reniniiitttion scuv.des trum wor: snc rra~ onvs-
.isc i  toot cams *r:. w.:~ itn c t
rules m e ciscioiirc;

::s: naming anc cn:!.

• wi r !G u :n c  an en o ers  13 p a rd rm a te  m r ^ u u -  
ry drtiis ir .c  physica l tram  in £  sn c .

;e p c ra :;b  offenders ir. she program from 
ether prison :r.ma:es.

I.*, three state programs (Alabama. Armona. ir.c 
Mississippi) ’hock p ard r tn o n ts  spend or. amount 
of tim e in r e h a b i l i t a t io n  ac s iv .d es  equa l  : :  or 
• j r a s t s r  t h a n  th e  a m o u n t  of : :m c  th e y  sp en d  
working. ? or coampic. Louisiana offenders spend 
•pprom m acely  4.5 hours :n reh ab i l i ta t io n  acttv- 
ir.es, 4 hours working, ir.d  4.5 hours in physical

Thus they were disdnguished from earlier ihock 
prccadcr., ihcck parole, and jp itw cncanc: pro-

teaming or drill

ail—an*.: t.-.a: c:c not necessarily ..-.corpora:
:our of these tcrr.pcncr.ts.

in January  1290. 14 states had one or —ore 
ihock incarceration programs: Aisnama. Armcna, 
r lo r tc a , Georgia. Idaho. Louisiana, M ichigan, 
Mississippi, New York. North Carolina. Oklaho­
ma. South Carolina. Tennessee. and Te.tas. Ar­
kansas, CaiL’cmia. Connccdcut. Indiana, ivansaa, 
M aryland. M issouri, Nevada, New H am pshire, 
New Jersey, New M arco. North Carolina, Penn­
sylvania, rtusoonsin. and W yocir.; were either 
ccr.sicer.ng tm dadng programs or were develop­
ing programs/

The teccnc: pan  cf the sur/ey -ma deeigncd to 
eiic: tnromtadon ahcut shock programs currantty 
operating fMac-Lsnnie & Sniiow, 1232). Most cf 
the 14 states reponed th a t the programs were 
resigned for young, nonviolent offender;. Most 
aiso said the m ajorr/ 0; t h : parddpanta tn them 
programs were convicted a: aoavioicn: crimes and

in the 'low ' rehab iiitadon program; the pam n- 
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 m in in g  anti drul). in tocpamson to offenders 
in other programs. Georgia ptim dpants, 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 ren an u tta con  prog: cner.ccrs soenc I —
hours a day in group counseling. Thus, with the
posithie cncapdcn cf Georgia, offenders in
shock program s 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 p ic tu re  tha t arises in regard to 
these programs is a common core based on the 
military atmosphere, discpiine, youth ml offenders, 
and an a! terms rive to Icng-tcrm in carer rudcn. but

were serving dme cn their urn: feicny escvicricrt. here the commonality ends. The differences that
Cniy Michigan said p trd cp a n m  in its program 
were not most!;/ nonviolent effender:, and Alaba­
ma. Idaho, Louisiana, and Michigan shock pardd- 
pastz were net necessarily convicted <=* their urst 
felony. As shown in tahie 1, the shcck programs 
differ rubstiuriaJly in many other compcr.enta. in 
pard ru le r they ciifer m who is tcsponsihie for 
placing cner.ders in the program, voiuata: entry

co emsc in programs tmgst cm eapectec to ccr.tr.- 
hcte  to differences in scif-seleeticn effects, act 
widening, costs, deterrence, or rehabilitadon 0: 
the effenders.

Muid-Sile Study
TV;ne scocs tncarcarartcn programs cxner orama:

icaJiy. Therefore, results cf an evaluation based
or dropout, loeaden of the program, and release on one shock incarceradon program  would not
su ce :. .aiort. Ten programs were for males oniy, necessarvy gancraiiae to ether programs. For this
three f:-g ram s included males and femaies (Lou- reason we in idu ted a muiti-site jrudy  o f shock
isiana, Mississippi, New York), and cne state had incarteration programs. The major questions of
separate male and female programs (South Caro- this research are: (1 ) Is shock incarceradcn sue-
li-na). ccssful in fu l'iiling  its goals, and (2 ) What par-

Programs asso differ greatly in the cumber c f r icu la r components o f shock program * lead to 
aours devoted to physical training, work, educa- sucres* o r fa i lu re  in fu lf i l lin g  program  goals?
non, or counseling. Program ; were clasaidcd by Evaluating program* in different states permits
us vs high cr lew rehabiiitarica emphasis based os to generalise findings from a orogram in cne
on th* propcrdon o f each day that vea spent in loeatten to other locations which vary in .turner-
.-ehabiiitabon-cype acttviuc; (mciuding such *cnv- ous characteristics. Studying various program*
it e: is  counseunc, ar.v type of treatment, euucs- v u l permit oi: answer to the scccrtd quesden t ;
.icr.. and vocational tra in ing activ ities) versu i enabling the rtsearchers to be;pn to idencry the
P d f  rper.t working. Here, we are disd .gutihmg 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 
m u lti-rite study: Georgia (GA), New York (NY), 
Oklahoma (OK), Florida (FL ), Texas (TX), Louisi­
ana (LA ), and South Caro lina (SC ).1 The shock 
programs in all o f these s ta l-s  were sim ilar in 
the characteristics used to define programs as 
shock incarceration (sec above). Programs selected 
to participate were sim ilar in two other aspects: 
(1) the characteristics of offenders admitted to the 
program (most offender: were youthful, convicted 
o f non-v io lent o ffense :, serving time on a firs t  
felony conviction), and (2 ) the length of the pro­
gram (3 to 6 months). Since most shock programs 
were sim ilar in boot camp atmosphere, offender 
characteristics, and program length, the selection 
o f programs similar in these aspects was expected 
to maximize the gcnernlizability o f 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 o f the goals o f shock incarceration programs 
as identified by Parent (1389) in the recent N a­
tiona l In stitu te  o f Justice Issues and Practices 
repo rt Sites were specifically selected to vary on 
these characteristics and they varied as shown in 
table 2.

Two o f the states participating in the evalua­
tion , Texas and New York , are developing pro­
grams specifically designed to target drug offend­
ers. The Bureau o f Justice Assistance, U.S. De­
partm ent is sponsoring these as inno­
vative pr.-g r t fp i!for drug offenders to begin exam­
ining wheth^'such programs are effective meth­
ods o f handling drug offenders.

For each o f the fou r characteristics on which 
sites varied (see above) specific hypotheses were 
deve loped regard ing  program  effects . £ach o f 
these is descried below.

S e le c t io n  D ec is ion s . One m ight hypothesize 
thnt the placement authority might have a nuyor 
impact on whether the program resu lts in “ net 
w iden ing ." W idening the net occurs, at times, 
when judges have a choice o f placing offenders in

a program, such as shock incarceration, that is 
in term ediate between probation and prison. I f  
offenders who might normally be given a sentence 
o f probation are sent to the program, more o f­
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 o f proba­
tioners rather than from the prison bound offend­
ers.
TABLE Z. CHARACTERISTICS OF SHOCK INCARCERA­
TION PROGRAMS PAKTJCIPATINC 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
In ters jrr: LA. NY
Moderate or

S C  OK. FL  GA. TX

• Rehabilitation Focre

High: LA. OK. NY
Loir SC. F L  GA. TX

• Vahmury Entry

Yec SC  LA, NY. CA
No: OK. F L  TX

• Vokiaury Drop Out
Yec LA. S C  NY
Kc: OK. F L  TX. GA

• Located la Leryrr Prieon
Ye* LA. S C  OK. F L  GA. TX
No: NY

I f  the d ep a rtm en t o f correc tions makes the 
p lacement decision ra th e r 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 o f offenders who are 
already prison bound.

W hether net w idening is a problem  depends 
upon the goals c f the program. I f  the shock incar­
ceration program was developed to give judges a 
w idor range o f  sen tenc ing  op tion s , then ne t 
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, i f  prison crowding is a 
problem and the program  wna developed to re ­
duce the prison population, then net widening, by 
lending more offenders to prison, presents a prob­
lem.

Net w idening 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 o f a program (e.g., number o f drop­
outs, drug treatment, education or work).

P r o g ra m  C h a ra c tn r ia t ic n . Shock program* 
vary in whether or not there is a strong emphn- 
si* on treatment such as education, counseling, or 
vocational training during the time the offender* 
a re  in c a rc e ra te d , i f  one o f the g oa ls  o f the 
programs is to change offenders, interest focuses 
on the importance o f treatment as a component of 
shock programs (hiacKenrie, et nL. 1989). 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 2). O ffenders in the other 
four sites spend much less time in treatment-type 
activities.

A second factor which may be potentia lly  re ­
habilitative or have a major influence on program 
success is the voluntary nature o f 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 fou r programs the offender cannot 
voluntarily drop out. It  is hypothesired that the 
offenders' ab ility  to choose to participate or to 
remain in the program may influence how they 
behave upon release. A high drop out rate may 
also indicate the rigor o f the program. An offend­
er who completes a tough program may have a 
real sense cf accomplishment in comparison to an 
offender who completes a relatively easy program.

Release? S u p e rv is io n . It has been proposed 
that even i f the shock programs change offender* 
ir. a positive manner this change nun* not persist 
after the period c f incarceration. Offenders spend 
only a short period c f time in the programs and 
then are returned to the ir home environments. 
The problems and difficulties o f drugs, crim inal 
companions. lack o f support groups, unemploy­
ment, etc, remain the m s m .

Programs such as ihcae in Louisiana and New 
Ycrk, that involve a period o f intensive super- 
vision after incarceration, may be more successful 
in he lp ing o ffenders m ake the tran s ition  from  
shock incarceration to the community. The New 
Ycrk Division c f Parole has identified aftercare as 
important for ihock parolees and is incorporating 
an-intensive 6-month period o f supervision and 
programing for shock releasees. Employment with 
pay. jubstance abuse counseling, offender support

group meetings, and urine testing are iome of the 
components of the aftercare program.

P ro g ru m  L o c a t io n .  A nother concern with 
*nock programs has been with the i t a f f  mem­
ber*— their attitudes ‘ sward the work and their 
treatment of offende s. It was hypothesised thnt 
the location o f the program might have a major 
impact on these factors. I f  a program is located 
w ithin a la rge r fa c ility , s ta ff member* can be 
transferred into or out o f the programs depending 
upon their interest and ability. Those that bum 
out can be fa ir ly  easily  trans fe rred  to another 
a rea o f the prison . Th is is not as easily done 
when the program is located in a separate facli 
ty. In such lituations sta ff training and selection 
may become im portant factors influencing sta ff 
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 participating state described 
the shock program and their evaluation efforts to 
date. The research for the multi-site study was 
planned, and it was decided to examine the pro­
grams in three areas: (1 ) a qualitative and de­
scriptive analysis; (2 ) offender change and com­
parisons and, (3) system changes (including costs 
and benefits). The final products o f the work will 
be written reports fcr each state describing the 
result* o f the evaluation and a report  comparing 
the results among the states.

During the first conference the qualitative and 
descriptive analysis wns planned, and the state 
evaluator* returned to tne ir home itate to com­
plete this portion o f the study. Intensive in te r­
views were conducted with staff, offenders serving 
varioui sentences, and, where appropriate, judges. 
Statistica l data were collected from  department 
records to describe the shock programs and their 
participants. This information was used to iden­
tify the goals c f each program and the important 
issues re la ted to the program  and it* develop­
ment
Goals of Programs

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

• System Level
• Individual Level
• Public Relations
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• Prison Control/Management 
TABLE 3. COALS OF TH E  SEVEN  SHOCK INCARCERa-
t io n  p r o g r a m s  p a r t ic ip a t in g  in  t h e  m u l t i-s it e

STUDY

S v < l« n  l^» v« l 

R*duc* Crowdiaj
Al Unit live w Longterm Lnc*/vcr«tioc 
L*«« Can
M ood Cor County P r o g r t o

Individual L-avaT Goalj
Chengt OfTecden: Leu Negative 3th»vior 

L m  Crisunel Activity

Cheogt OITtacen: More Pciitiv* Aliitndei/Behivior

Improve ConGd«ice/Re»poDiibil)ty
Ditcpliae
Mntivaiioa
Positive S o c i l  Vtlue»
Paiitiw  SocUl B e iu v w  (e_g, Work Ethic)
Reduce Drug U*e 
A craunubility 
PLopect for Authority

Public ILaUtioru

Improve Imegt of Corrrctiotu 
Politically Acceptable Alternative
pahlk  si/tty

Priaon Control'Manar»m«nt
Clean, Htaitby. S m in  E arirnaae.it 
Environment Promoting Rehabiliutina 
p u itrr*  OGesderiSUlT Contact 
0 Header Acnrontahility

The most consistency in the goals across the 
seven states was in three system level changes: 
(1) a redurticn in prison crowding; (2) an alterna­
tive to long-term incarceration; and (3 ) cast sav­
ings. Only Texas reported a system leve; goal o f 
having a model program  for the counti-.s tha t 
were developing programs.

The majority cf the states also reported individ­
ual level goals. For most, this meant a reduction 
in crim inal activ ity  and some type o f positive 
change. Exactly what type o f positive mange was 
expected was hard to define and varitd by state. 
In gen era l, th* changes related to i lcrcosed re­
sponsibility , m aturity , s e lf control, communica- 
tion/self disclogttrt, accountability, mi ‘dvation, and 
improved attitudes toward authority. A reduction 
in drug use by the offenders was a goal c f both 
states with shock programs for drug offenders.

Few states listed public relations as a goaL In 
these states there was a concern fo r improving 
the image o f corrections and for public safety.

On ly one state, Oklahoma, reported a goal of 
shock incarceration as a tool fo r 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 o f the ir time in reh ab ilita t ion  activ ities. 
Thua, it was assumed that the focus on offender 
control was combined with the goal o f 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 jurisdictions: Florida, 
Georgia, Louisiana, New York, and South Caroli­
na. The number o f o ffenders who entered the 
prog ram s and how they le ft  the program  are 
shown in tab le 4. Note the d iffe rences in the 
programs ir, the proportion o f offenders who grad­
uate. In South Carolina and Georgia the propor­
tion o f those who leave the prog ram  w ithout 
graduating (in comparison to a ll who have left 
the program) is low, 5.3 percent and 2.6 percent, 
respectively (South Carolina Department o f Cor­
rections, 1989; Georgia Department o f Corrections, 
1989). In contrast, in Louisiana, New York, and 
Florida a higher proportion of the offenders leave 
p rio r to graduation, 39.1 percent, 41 .9 percent, 
and 40.7 percent, respectively (Axir, 1988; Florida 
Deportment o f Corrections, 1989; Maciveacic ct 
aL. 1989).

To our knowledge no state has completed an 
analysis examining whether the shock program(s) 
have had an impact on prison crowding. However, 
i f  the number graduating per year from  a state 
p rog ram  is com pared to the to ta l num ber o f 
offenders in prison in the state it is obvious that 
the numbers graduating make up a very small 
p ropo rtion  o f the incarce rated popu la tion . A l­
th ough  New Y o rk  w ith 904  g ra d u a te s  in 18 
m onths may have a la rg e  enough num ber o f 
graduates to have an impact on crowded prisons 
(table 4), this is act the case in most states.

O f course whether the programs will have an 
impact on prison crowding depends not only on 
the number cf graduates but also on whether the 
offenders graduating from the program are drawn 
from the population c f probationers or prisoners. 
Our assumption is that in states where placement 
is determ ined by the department o f 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 prelim inary cost analyses o f their pro­
grams. In both the cost o f the program was es­
timated 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)

( a o n U u  a t  d a ta )

South Carolina Georgia
(13) (M l

Total
E q u i g i i 923

A e u vr 106

T o l l !
Leavin g  
Pro g r in 6 17 3201

G r a c u it r i 6 75 3117
M edical out 99
L t d  progTi:n 43 84

ulur prison but the snorter period o f incarceration 
resulted in an overall cost sa v in g  (Aziz, 1988; 
Florida Department o f Corrections, 1989). In F lo r­
ida this cost savings was estimated to be $1.1 
m illion, and in New York the estimate was S5.1 
m illion for the first 321 inmates. Although this 
does not take into consideration the additional 
cost o f the aftercare program  in New Y o rk , it 
does appear to represent a re lative ly large cost 
savings.

There is also some research on individual level 
issues. Researchers in Louisiana found graduates 
o f the shock programs had more positive social 
attitudes than these who dropped out and a com­
parison group in a regular prison CMacKcnnie & 
Shaw, 1990). The offenders fe lt  positive about 
their experience in the program and their future. 
Inmates completing the shock program in New 
Ycrk were found to have gained mere or at least 
as much in educationa l scores as comparison 
groups who had been in p rison  lon ge r (A xis, 
1988).

The most often requested s ta tis tics a re  the 
recidivism rates cf graduates o f these programs. 
Seme states have reported data cn recidivism for 
shock graduates and comparison groups. Few o f 
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 estim ated recidivism 
rates of the early releasees from four shock pro­
grams. The re turn to prison rates fo r the shock 
offenders were higher for the shock graduates in 
Georgia (no significance tests), while in F lorida 
and New York  the rates are lower o r approxi­
m ate ly the same. There are no sign ificant d if­
ferences between shock graduates and a parole 
comparison group on rrarrests or failures in Loui­
siana, nor between shock graduates and proba­

F lo rida  Lou la la r i*  N « w  Yoric
(1 2 ) < 2 4 1 ( I B )

310 607 Z Z 3 0

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, ja iled , or re­
voked) less often than the shock graduates.

To our knowledge no empirical research has yet 
been completed on public attitudes toward these 
p rog ram s. A necdota lly , from  new repo rts  and 
interviews there is the appearance that the public 
is supportive, but whether this support is because 
o f the punishment or therapeutic nature o f the 
programs is uncertain. Intensive interviews with 
those who arc associated in some way wit}, the 
p rog ram s have, in genera l, indicated positive 
attitudes. Reported ly employers p re fe r to have 
these o ffenders because they have good work 
sk ills ; parents and relatives appreciate 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 
o ffenders . There is aNo litt le  research on the 
aspect of prison management or control. However, 
there is little doubt after viewing these programs 
that the s ta ff members have more control o f of­
fenders in the shock programs than they do of 
offenders in a regular prison.

S um m ary

In this artic le the components of shock incar­
ceration programs were described. The survey of 
state jurisdictions indicated thut approximately 54 
percent o f the state jurisdictions may have shock 
programs in the near future. Although the pro­
grams a ll emphasise strict lu le s  and d isdp linc 
and require physical training and drills, they dif­
fer in other ways. These differences are expected 
to resu lt in differences in the success or failure of 
programs in rearhing their goals.

B oth  the advocates and opponents o f  shock 
incarceration programs are frequently uninformed



I i
B O O T CA M P P R IS O N S  51

TA? \2  5. ESTIMATED RECIDIVISM RATES OF EARLY RELEASEES FROM SHOCK INCARCERATION

P«re«nl R»cum*«J

Sboek
P aroU

Com nan»on
P roba tion
C-omoanaon

S tate R a laaa r Pariod*

Gro/yui 1 yeer 27.1 22.7
<i * * 39.5 36.3
3 * 46.1 *4.7

Florida 1 * 9.] 1 7 J
I  ' 18.9 21.4

Ntw  York 1 * 23.0 28.0
1 * 19-8 

(revoked eay 
rc iico )

18.5

Lu tidona 9 sn a th * 2L1
(»b*« o/i/j*ilec!/ 

revolted)

24.7

.
9 aan lh * 24-5

(*rre*ied)
22.5

NaConal
{Yom\g ParoUa) 1 ye*r 

( r e » m ru )
32-0

• 1 JT4T 
(re b c a rtr r tte d )

13.0

ELS

•R e tu rs  to p n ta z  n t r *  tm lm  « ih trw i* f an ted .

Not*: hdanaMtiss. U u i e a  frt=  C«oT»i» Department of Correctiau. 1389; Florid* Department of CcrrtT inn*. 1389; NY D iniicn 
of Parole. 1389a; NY Department of CarracSaoa! SeTvirr*. 1389; iU nS esse , 1389; Beat U Shipley, 1967.

about the components of these programs. Those 
who -hew the program as a get-tough punishment 
frequen tly  do not realize that many shock pro­
grams incorporate rehabilitation activities. What 
is surprising about these programs is the support 
and excitement o f the s ta ff and inmates. Even 
those who v io la te  paro le  and a re  re tu rned  to 
prison a fte r graduating from  a program  report 
that the experience was valuable. To our knowl­
edge it is very unusual for releasees from regular 
prison to feel their time in prison has been valu­
able (Goodstein Si Wright, 1989).

At this point there is little  empirical evidence 
to help us make decisions about how successful 
these program * i r e  in reach ing the iden tified  
goals. O ppon flK i o f these program s frequently  
cite problems tkmi may occur such as sta ff abuse 
o f  inmates o r in i t  w idening. We have tried to 
show how such issues a re  being (o r  could be) 
empirically studied. It  is cur perspective that any 
pnson holds the potential fo r abuse o f inmates. 
Whether abuse occurs can be studied and possibly 
prevented.

Fu rtherm ore , can the boot camp atmosphere 
(the punishment) be combined with rehabilitation 
activities so that the result is a constructive pun­
ishment? Once the offender has received his or

he r pun ishm en t (tim e in boot camp) w ill the 
public be more willing to fund aftercare programs 
that help the offender during community super­
vision? Whether the punishment fu lfills the pub­
lic's desire fo r re tribu tion  can be asked as an 
empirical question.

These issues should be separated from ph ilo­
sophical concerns such as w hether nonvio len t 
offenders should ever be incarcerated. One philo­
sophical issue that should be discussed regarding 
these programs ir whether the boot camp atmo­
sphere o f Lnese programs is a fa ir and just pun­
ishm ent. And, is th is  desire fo r re tribu tion  a 
leg itim ate request tha t should be fu lfi lled ?  O r 
shou ld  m a le -o r ie n te d  p rog ram s such as boot 
camps be rep laced w ith more benevo len t p ro ­
grams emphasizing more 'so-called ‘female traits ’ 
(e.g., sensitivity) (Morash St Rucker, 1990r (H a r­
ris. 1989).

Should these nonviolent offenders spend longer 
periods o f time in a regular prison where there 
are few constructive activities available, cr would 
it be better to punish them for a short period o f 
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 meaninghii.

N o tes

'From the  n a a b t r  of inquiries we h iv e  received about 
ihock incarceration » i  anticipate th a t theae num ben  ara 
rapid]/ increaainy in both <Lat« and county yunadicliona.

'Cna: prohibited ua from including ai] italea with program! 
In the multi-ait* imdy,

REFERENCES
Aziz, D. (198-8). Shock incarceration evaluation; Preliminary 

data. Albany, NY: Unpubliabed report to the New York De­
p a rtm en t of Correctional Service!. Shock Incarceration 
Legislative Report.

Beck, AJ. A Shipley. B.E. (19S7). Recidivism o f young parol- 
e tt. Waahingtot, DC: Bureau of Juattca Staliatica Special 
Report, UJ5. Department of Jaeior.

Honda Department of Correctmai. (1389). Root camp evalua­
tion and boat camp m o m m tm e n t rate. Unpubllihed report 
by the Bureau of Planning, Reeeanh A Statistics.

Georgia Department of Correcttana. (1989), Georgia's tpetia l 
alternative incarceration. Ucpubliahtd report to the Shock 
jcarceraiinn Conference. Washington. DC 

H arm , K. (19891. Presentation to the Amertcaa Probation and 
Parole Aaaociation 14th Annual T rain ing Inatitu te, Mil­
waukee, WLacnuain.

M uK eu ic , D .L (1989). TKe parole performance c f  offenders 
released from  shock incarceration (boot cam p prisons); A 
euraiaal tim e analysis. Paper prraentad at the American 
Probation and parole Aaanriacmn 14th Annual Training In-

Hitule. Milwaukee, Wiaaonain.
MacKcnne. D.L. A Dallow. D.B. (1989). Shock incarceration 

program# in Hale correctional junad ic tlona— An update, 
waafungton. DC: NU Reporu.

MacKenzie, D.L. Could, LA., Riechera. L-M., A Shaw, J.W. 
(1989). Shock Incarceration: Rehabilitation or retribution? 
Journal o f Offender Counseling, S em ite s  A Rehabilitation 
142). 25-40.

MacKenrie, D.L. A Shaw. J.W. (1390). Inmate ad ju itn en t 
and change during ihock incarceration: The impart of -nr. 
rectional boot camp pro grama. Justice Quarterly, 7(1), 125- 
140.

Mera ah. M- A Rucker. L  (1990). A cr.Uca] look at the idea of 
boat camp es a ccrrectional reform. Crime and Delinquency 

< J« 2 ) . 204-222.
New York State Department of Correctional Servicea. (1989). 

Initial follow-up study o f stuxk gradualet. Albany. NY: Un­
publiabed report by the Diviaion of Program Planning. Re- 
•earth and Evaluation.

New York Stale Diviiioo of Parole. (1988). Preliminary super­
vision assessm ent o f the first sis shock incarceration p la ­
toons. Unpubliabed report, Shock Incarceration Legislative 
Raprrrt-

New York State Diviaion of parole. (1989a). Shark incarcera­
tion.' One year out. Unpubliabed report.

Now York State Diviaion of Parole. (1989b). Q ualitative and  
descrip tive  onalyeie o f  ihock  supervision  progra m . Un­
publiabed report 

Parent. D.G. (19891, Shock incarceration; An overview e f  cant­
ing programs. Waahington. DC: NU laauaa and Practical 
Report, National In ititate ef Juttme, NCJ 114902.

Sechreat, DJT. (19f9). Pnaca *boot campa* da net maaaura up.
Federal Probation, SJ.

South Carolina Department of Corrections. (1989). South Caro­
lina shock probation u n it evaluation; Q ualitative and  de­
s c r ip tiv e  a n a l y s i s .  U n p u b lish e d  re p o r t to th e  Shock 
Incarceration Conference, Washington, DC.



BOOT
C  A P S

B o o t  C a m p  S u r v e y

Rehabilitation, Recidivism Reduction 
Outrank Punishment As Main Goals

A survey  ol boot cam ps in the United S tates found that adm in istra to rs m ost often 
nam ed rehabilitation, reov id ism  reduction and drug education  a s  their p ro ”jr.«ms' main 
goals. Above, boot cam p participants m arch in form ation.

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

B eet camp prisons con tinue to 
g row in numocr and size.

S ine : the ir incep tion in 1983.
3*1 boor camp programs have been 

established in 23 states, incarcera ting 
close to -J.OOO adjud ica ted adults.

These numbers do not include adult 

p rocram s operated by c ities o r coun ­

ties. o r procram s developed fo r ju v e ­
n iles.

The te rm ino logy used to id e n tity 

adu lt boot camp prisons is o ften con ­

fu s ing . W h ile the term "boo t camp 

p r is o n " is synonymous w ith "shock 

in ca rce ra tio n ." some confuse shock 
inca rce ra tion w ith shock proba tion o r 

shock paro le. Tne common thread o f 

a ll three procram s is that o ffe n de r: 
spend a reduced penod o f tim e in 

prison . In contrast to shock probation 

o r shock paro le , however, boot carnp 
inmates are not m ined w ith regu la r 

popu la tion inmates. They live in sep­

arate hous ing and a rt requ ired to par­

tic ipa te in m ilita ry  d o lls , phys ica l tra in in g , w o rk and fre ­

quen tly trea tm ent-o rien ted a c tiv itie s , w h ile  th is is not nec­

essa rily true fo r offenders in shock p roba tion o r shock 
paro le programs.

B eyond the common core— a m ilita ry  atmosphere in ­

v o lv in g d rills , phys ica l tra in in g and w o rk — boo t camp p ris ­

ons vary tremendously. There are d iffe rences in d a ily 

a c tiv itie s , the average number o f days served, prog ram sue . 

whether partic ipa tion is vo lun ta ry , release supe rv is ion and 
e lig ib i l i t y  c n te n a  These d iffe re n ce : mav stem from  the d is ­

tin c t co rre c tiona l goals each program strives ro ach ieve

Program Goals
In a survey ea rlie r th is year a: the U n iv e rs ity  o f M a ry ­

land . we asked boot cam p adm in is tra to rs how im po rta n t 11 
goals were to th e ir p rogram s. Fo r each coa l, o ff ic ia ls  lis ted 

whethe r it was very im po rta n t, im po rta n t, som ewha t tm - 
ponan t. not im po rtan t o r not a goa l.

The goals most o ften ju dg e d very im po rta n t inc luded re ­
h ab ilita t io n . re c id iv ism  reduc tio n and drug educa tion R e ­

duc ing c row d in g , deve lop ing w o rk sk ills and p ro v id in g a 
j l e  prison environment were genera lly considered im o o ru n t
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g o a l s ,  C  ) e d  s o n e w t i a t  i m o c r t a n i  w e r e  d e i e r r e n c e ,  e c  

c a n o n  a n a  d r u g  t r e a t m e n t .  G o a l s  m o s :  o f t e n  b e l i e v e d  n o t  

i r n p o n a m  o r  n o i  a p o a l  i n c l u d e d  p u n i . s h m r n i  a n d  v o c a u o n . i l  

e d u c a i i o n .

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 in te res ting to note that desp ite the strenuous and d i f ­

f ic u lt nature o f boot camp prisons, w h ich is often empha­
sized by p o lit ic ia n s and played up by the media, many 

slates do not cons ide r pun ishm en t an im portan t propram 

poal. In fact, fo u r states said pun ishm ent is not a poal. three 

states repo rted it is a re la tiv e ly un im po rta n t poal and six 

states said it is a somewhat im po rta n t poal. E ight states—  
Georg ia . Kansas. M ich ig a n . M iss is s ip p i. N ew Hamoshire . 

N o rth C a ro lina . South C aro lina and V irg in ia — d id name 
pun ishm en t as an im po rtan t goal.

Treatment and Rehabilitation
Each p ro g ram 's goals are c lea rly re flec ted in the Ja tiy 

schedule o f a c tiv it ie s . For example , education and drug ed ­
uca tion are h igh p r io r ity  goals in South C a ro lina 's p ro ­

gram s. inmates there spend fo u r hours per day in 
educationa l prog ram s and three hours per week in drue edu ­

ca tion . D rug irca tm en t. in con tras t, is not a high p rto r . iv  

goal and. the re fo re , lit t le  tim e is spent in treatment.

S ix teen states cons ide r academ ic education an im po rtan t 
o r ve ry im po rta n t prog ram goa l. Consequen tly , offenders in 

tnese p rog ram s spend one to fo u r hours per cay in academ ic 

p rog ram s. V oca tio na l educa tion , on the other hand, is rare ly 
deemed an im po rta n t goal. O n ly tw o  states— Idaho and 

Ill in o is — con s ide r voca tio na l educa tion an im portan t coa l, 
and ne ithe r devo tes m uch tim e to it . P re lim ina ry in fo rm a ­

tion from  Lou is iana and N e w  Y o rk suggests shock p ro ­
grams p o s it iv e ly in fluence o ffe n de rs ' a t'itudes and i t a f f and 

inmate re lationships and may influence educancnal ach ieve ­
ment.

Reducing Recidivism
A l l but three stales rate re c id iv ism  reduc tion as an im ­

portan t o r ve ry im po rtan t goa l. D iffe rences in programs 

seem to re fle c t the w ay in w h ich states in tend to reduce re ­
c id iv ism . P rog ram s that focus on reha b ilita t io n may. fo r e x ­

am p le . target educa tiona l de fic its as a key prob lem in 

o ffe n de rs ' liv e s B y increas ing o ffende rs ecucauona l le v . 

els. these p rog ram s ma> expect to reduce rec id iv ism

Continue2  next page  
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Women inm ates at New York’s Summit Shock Incarceration Facility do eatly-m om ing group e i* rc ls e v  New York h«a th e  lirgw ? 
to o t cam p program in the nation wilh about 1.S00 Inm ates in five program s.

BOOT CAM? SURVEY_________________________
Continued

An alternate \r ra te jy  is practiced by o th e r program s, 

such as G eo rg :; s O ffenders m boot cam p* there spend l i t ­

tle tim e in educational o r trea tm en t-o rien ted a c tiv it ie s . B y 

ttq u in n g  long hours o f w o rk and phys ica l tra in in g , the state 
may hope to a t':* : : the re c id iv ism  rate th rough deterrence 

rather man rehao ilita tion . Consisten t w ith  th is perspective . 

Georg ta ranks pun ishment, reduc ing re c id iv ism  and de te r­

rence as its n c s : im po rtan t prog ram gcaJs, In con tras t, the 

goals o f education , drug education and d rag treatm er.' are 
a ll deemed re la tive ly un im po rtan t.

A t th is po in t, r.o state has reported a s ta tis t ic a lly s ig n if i­

cant d iffe rence in re c id iv ism  when boot cam p graduates ' 
perrormance i% compared to that o f s im ila r o tfende rs se rv ­

ing d iffe re n t type* of sentences. In te re s tin g ly , recent studies 

by me corrections departments in N ew Y c rk and Georgra—  

tw o >tates thai are opposites in th e ir emphasis on 
re h a b ilita t io n — conclude that boot cam p releasees do "n o  

wo rse " than offenders w ho had served a longe r period o f 

tim e in pm on . A lthough both stales round s l i f h t lv  low e r re ­
c id iv ism  rates to r boot camp partic ipan ts , the d iffe rences 

were not s ta tis tica lly s ign ific a n t In o the r words , there <*a> 

lit t le  d ilfe rence in re c id iv ism  cesp ite New York s strong 

emphasis cn education , counse ling and d rag trea im en t and 

G eo rg ia 's .n o n ; emphasis on w o rk In bo th states. 20 to 30 
percent o i boot c a r p  graduates and com pa rison g ioups t j

tu rned to prison w ith in  the firs : year o f com m un ity supe rv i­
sion.

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

The rtc to iv ism  results are p re lim in a ry and shou ld not be 

cons idered conc lus ive at ih is potnL New Y o rk has id e n ti­

fied the tran s itio n to com m un ity life  as a d i f f ic u l t period fo r 
these o tfende rs and has im proved afte rca re services du rin g 
com m un ity supe rv is ion . Georg ia , on the o the r hand, has 

proposed increas ing the rehab ilita tion c r educa tiona l c om ­

ponents o t us boo t cam p programs.

Impact on Prison Crowding
For boo t camps to successfu lly reduce p rison c row d in g , 

tw o cond itio ns m ust be m et— there must be a su ffic ie n t 

num ber o f e lig ib le  o ffende rs enienng and com p lenng the 
programs and offenders must he drawn from  j popula tion ot 

prtson-bound offenders not from ih o i f “ ho wou ld otherw ise 
t<  sente nee d ro p roba tion

C anttnuec o r  94
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Continued ircm aag,; 92

Most proemms to dote do not meet the first o ua liftc jt io n—  

they sim p ly are too small to affect crowd ing . On ly two 
Mates—N ew York IliOO) and Texas |4(>0>— have more tnan 

300 beds lo r boot camp p rom m s . which nonetheless repre- 
vents a small proportion o f the total prison beds

Whether sates mces the second q u a lif ia t io n  may depend on 

who decides which offenders am placed in boot a m p  pro (trams.

\

iio na l prison . In th is scenario there is a h ighe r p robab iin v 
that cn iran is are d raw n from  p ris on -bound o tle n a e rv H ow . 
ever, the si;.e o f these procrams, and the re fo re the im r.jc : 

un c row d in g , m ay be lim ned by re s tr ic tiv e e ltg ib iln v r». 
qu ircm en ts and h igh fa ilu re nr d ropou t rates

Types of Offenders
W h ile ihe components o f shock program s and the emphasis 

placeo on treaiment o r rehab ilita tion vary suostannally. the

Pool cam ps generally nold young, firsi-iime, non-violent offender* a g e s  17 to  25. Rigid discipline and atten tion  to detail aro en tic ji 
e em ents of m ost program s.

Th is d iffe rs from  sa te to sa te . In Georg ia and Anaena. fo r 
example. Ridges sentence offenders d irec tly to boot c x r .p  pro­

grams. and if o ffe n d ::* are denied er.try c r  are C jc tjs ik J  they

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

re turn to the cou rt to r resentencing. W ith th is dec is ion -m ak- 

•n r structure , it m igh t be expected that a h ighe r propo rtion 

o t the boo t camp entran ts are selected from  tho*e who 
wou ld o therw ise receive p roba tion .

In o ther sates , such as New Y o rt.. M a ry la n d o r 7enne»- 

see. ottenders a ir sentenced to the Departm ent or C onec- 

lio n s , w h ich decides who i t  e lig ib le and suitab le lo r ih r 
program t h i . r  cons idered unsa lab le a ir sent in  a tradi*

types o f o ffe n d e r* p laced in the p rog ram s are ve ry s im ila r 

O ffe n d e r* sentenced to boo i cam p are gene ra lly ycung . 

fir * : -n m e . n on -v io le n t fe lons . M os t s u te r fo r example , re ­

s tr ic t p a r tic ip a tio n to o ffende rs between the ages o f 17 and
I I .  a lth ough a few  have m ax im um  age l im m  o f be tw em  21 

and 30 years o f ace. O n ly three states j I I o w  o ffe n de r* o *e r 
30 to en te r boo t cam p prisons: A labam a has no aye lim n  

and Lou is iana and M iss iss ip p i have age lim its  c t 39 and 62 
respective ly .

M o re than h a ll o f ihe program s tu rth e r re s tn c i p a rtic ip a ­
t io n  to o tfe n de rs con v ic te d o f n on -v io le n t o ffenses . The re ­

m a in in g 10 s.aies repo rt that both those con v ic te d o t »io lem 
and ro n -v io le n t o ffenses ate e lig ib le  le r pa rtic ip a tio n Prt 
lim m o ry data from  the m u lt i-m e  s tudy revea ls that despite 
v io le n t o ffe n d e rs ' po ten tia l e lig ib i l i ty , the m a jo r ity  o t pa r­

tic ip a n ts are con v ic te d o t non -v io le n t n tte n scs

R es tr ic tive e l ig ib i l i t y  c n ie n a . p a rtic u la r ly it o tfende rs 
are d raw n Irom  iho>e w ho ate p ris o n -b o u nd can se% fifts 

l im i t the num ber o t ava ilab le en tran t* In response in  .u ch 
p rob lem s . Lou is ia n a made iu  cm e ria le ts re s tr ic tiv e iu t i l l 
beds that im iia l lv  had been emp is

w m
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L Jg Offenders
The aw oc ia iton between crops and crim e is j  strong one. 

p a rtic u la r ly when young o ffenders are invo lved . N o i sur­
p r is in g ly . program eva luations reveal iha i many o ffe nde r* 
in boot camps have drug problem .* O llie ia ls  m M iss is ,.ip p i. 

In r example , have Inund ina i M l 10 V5 percent n l Ih e ir ( . j i -  
t ic in a n i ' are drug users A i leasi lo u r state.* rcpon that the ir 

p rop ram * were spec ifica lly o ts tpned In r nun -vm iem . drug- 
in vo lv e d o lle ndc fs

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 o ffende rs ' needs, a ll boot cam p prisons 
- .  repo r. havmp m corpora ied seme sort o f drop itea irnen t and 

educa tion in to the ir program plan In fact, in nine states 
drop treatm ent is a lega l prog ram rrsu irem em . As m igh t b : 

expected , the pa rtic u la r drop trea tm en t/educa tion strategy 
adop ted bv *ach prog ram vanes cons ide rab ly .

Some programs focus so le ly on drug education , w h ile 

o th e r , empnasice trea tm ent. M o re spe c ifica lly , seven p ro ­
gram s teacn o n ly c ro c education , tr.re r p rog ram s emphastce 

trea tm en t and I j  programs com o tn ; trea tm en t and educa ­

tio n in some fashion . In our s u rre y , most respondents rated 

d rop education as a more im po rtan t goal than drop erect- 
m e a t

A n  exam ina tion c f the a va ila b ility o f and tim e spent in  
spe c ific components o f drop treatm ent and educa tion u nce r. 
scores th is d iffe rence in emphasis ro r exam ple , in v ir tu a lly  

a ll p ro g ram i inmates re cuse a: leas: several hours o f d rug 
educa tion per week. The a va ilaN in y c f in d iv id u a l  psycho ­
the rapy . group psycho the rapy , d rop counse ling and relapse 
p re ven tio n tra in ing , h ow e v tt . was fa r mere lim ite d

O th e r program d iffe rences inc lude Vie num be r o f days 
spent in drug treatment and education , w h ich ranges from  

12 to 180 days, whethe" dre d rug treatment and educa tion 

p rog ram  ts adm in is te red by program s ta ff c r an outs ide 

agency and whether a ll inmates partic ipa te

NIJ Study
The Na tiona l Ins titu te o f Justice recen tly began a n a ­

t io n a l boo t camp s tu d y  tha t fc cu te s on tw o  mayor Q ue s t io n s  
A re boo t camps successfu lly fu l f i l l in g  the ir goals, and what 
p a rtic u la r components o f boot camp program s lead to suc­
cess o r fa ilu re '' The eva lua tion w il l compare e igh t un ique

Cc 'W jc c  n c r tp jg c
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Shock Incarceration Programs In U.S.. March 1991

tl S ta te i Wtin 
Programs

p S i a i d  Planning 
J  C f C o n i i e « n n ;  

Pfofl*an»

n e e*  c a v : rc n v i •

ta if  rrc jram  fcr men in Ftondi. Gecrpia. l!lino»t. Louit.* 
ana. Oklahoma. New York. Sou in Carolina and Tttai. aid 
cne rropum far women in Oklahoma.

The parocipaanp proparu were lelecied betaute they 
»ar.ed in leveraJ wayv including aeleruon drrinoni. com­
munity lupervmcn 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 ih.evr 
properra art the mou effeca»e wty to prow* it, TV U i  £>. 
pATrre ’j of Kasct'i flureau of /mace Avsnancr ti cvnrraly 
fundinp four ivo>ui*e ur enhanced t w  camp prvpany foe 
drop offendm m Teiai. New Yort. IlLned and Otdahcrna The 
utet a t  paror.tu.vf in tfe W i  tnri* Relula from theae cud- 
e t t > o j d l e n a . . 5 l t «1991
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Boot Camp Prisons in 1993

B c o l com p p rog ram s. fre ­
q uen tly co lle d 'h o c k 

, in ca rce ra tio n . requ ire 

u tte n dc rs to *erse j  
*hn r: tc itn  m o p n *o n o r j j i I  in o 

quo> i-m il ita ry  prog ram s im ila r 1 0  

m il l io n  boot camps o r basic tra in ­
ing C u rre n tly 30 S tates. 10 loca l 

ju r is d ic t io n s , and the Federa l Bureau 

c f S’m e n s have boo l cam p prog ram s 

‘ nee e s fu b it 11 * A no th e r 3 prog ram s 

ha»e Seen d e ig n e d  so le ly fo r ju s e - . 

n ile * I  h i* re pon lo c u s c s o n State 

, N x : t camp p rog ram s fo r adu lts

M os t . u t e  p rog ram s 

ta rge t young adu lt o f fe n d ­

ers con v ic te d o f n o n v io ­
le n t crttr.es w ho arc 

:m r . : the ir iVm  p rison 
te n m  O tfende rs ac- 

ccpred in to the p rog ram s 
musr serve between9v> 

and I SO days in the 

heav ily reg im en ted p ro ­

grams B o th the num be r 

i o f S ta 'fs * n h  shock in - 

c a r c f t r t io n  p rc g iam s and 

r r *  capac ities c f these 

p rog ram * have con tin ued 

to  increase d o t in g  the 
I ' m  i New V o ik  has 

•he largest capac ity w ith  

1.3CO te d s , bu t p rog ram s 

•n G eorg ia 1 *00 beds!.

O i la h om j (-MX) beds).

Michigan (600 tedsf.
Tesas r i f * }  beds) and 
M j u l j - J  i CIO h - . tv i 

. m il  <s t i * : t u n  I-* >•/,■

• >»v' e« i 'tku , i

There arc cu rre n tly w e ll ove r 7 .000 

tvfdv devo ted to boot cam p p ro ­

grams O n average, o ffende rs *pend 1 
107 days in the p rog ram * Thu * 

m ore than 23 .000 otten .Jcr* c o u ld  

p o te n tia lly com p le te p rog ram s in a 
I-ye a r period .

O ffe nde rs w ho successfu lly c o m ­

plete shock inca rce ra tion p rog ram s 

arc released to com m un ity su p e rv i­

s ion fo r t y  tw o percent o t the States

jr e  released Iro in  boot camp. 30 

percent v jr y  the supe rv is ion depend 

mg upon ev jlu a tc d  r i \ k , arid the 

rem ,lin in g .'t percen t re q u ite m is le r- 

.tie o r standard supe rv is io n In 

some Slates a I j i r l y  la rge percentage 
i o f the inmates are d ism issed from  

the p rog ram  fo r one reason o r a n ­

o ther. These o ffe nde rs must sersc 

the ir sentences in tra d itio n a l prisons 
o r re tu rn to c o u r i fo r resen tenc ing

im c n .n c ly  s u p e rs i« e o ite n d c r \ ssli.t

f lth b it I Shock Incarcercr.on ram i in the C.S.. Apn l 199)

MA

C^> B F :S r 5  S ta 'r s  W :•»
| *"*] Prcflrjmtj  PlOQtX'

S r  .s-r • (J 0 '
Cc’-vde"'; p Cv*-’'” •

h\ 0 " i t i  Lo\iim .\fd( Ktnzte. Ph I )
t 1

No vn m h r f  1093 » 1



Exhibit 2 Growth o f Shock Incarceration Programs fo r  Adults

Date Slato Number of Number of Average
Began Programs Participants; length

in 1992 Capacity in cl stay*
and 1993 1992 and 1393

»933 Georgia 5 800/800 90
Oklahoma a 415/438 50*

:55a

’.985 Mississippi » 223-263 120

1986

1907 Florida 1 93/100 90
Louisiana 1 64/136 120
New York 5 1500/1500 ieo
South Carolina 2 19&216 50

1983 Alabama t 140/180 50
Ancona 1 92/150 120
Michigan 3 J60/600 50

1589 Idaho 1 236/250 120
North Carolina 1 8290 52
Tennessee I 103/150 91
Teias 2 329/400 60

1950 III.P-O'S 1 215/230 120
Maryland t 332440 168
New Hampshire 1 3265 120
iVycnng 1 23/24 55

1991 Arkansas 1 150/150 105
BOPmaie 1 192/192 153
COcrado 1 114/100 50
Kansas 1 66’ 104 180
Nevada 1 60/60 150
Ohio 1 76-94 50
Vogm j 1 79/ ICO 50
Wivccntm 1 40'49 160

1592 BOP-female • 119 120 ISO
Maisachuscrs 1 95-256 120
Mnnesota 1 1296 160
Pennsytvan.a l 45-SO 160

1593 California t 46/176 190*

Total AG 6133/7510 121

1993 Conidcr-r.gbe;-'1" -g piograms me ana M-s»wu a’XS Fvroc<* is and

• Catea i/pc« j-ar^avs e* i* * C CJ'Jrn
* : i j ' l t l  !» 3  50 e*t ; a*xJr«*o as da* ;»r ;<a r»
• iV ' - ' t i r a w - s  T C c iit » • acasat 'fOi d t i ' C ' * * - :
; * *»«• t i j  CJ.t ■*•** 1  CJCi : \  s’ ia

A dny in boot camp

Upon a m v j l .11 the boot cam p 

p ru o n . male tn m jtc v  h jv o  ilie tr 

heads shaved 1 fem ale * n u v  be per- 

m ined ih o n  ha ircu ts f jn d  are in ­

fo rm ed o f the i t r ic t p rog ram rules 
A t a ll tim es they arc requ ired to 

address s ta ff as “ S ir ”  o r ’ ■M a 'am .”  
must request pe rm iss ion to speak, 

and must re fe r to themselves as th is 

inmate "  Pun ishm en ts fo r even 

m in o r ru le t io l j l t u R *  -ire summary 

and certa in , frequen tly m v o l' me 

phys ica l e te rc is e such as push ups 

o r runn ing in place. A  m a jo r ru le 

v io la tio n can resu lt in d ism issa l 

Irom  the p rog ram .

In a typ ica l boo t cam p prog ram fo r 

adu lt o tfende rs . the 10* to 16-hour 

day begins w ith  pre daw n reve ille 
Inmates dress q u ic k ly  and m arch to 

an ese tc isc yard where they pa r.ic i* 

pate in an hou r o r tw o  o f phys ica l 

tra in in g and d n l l F o llo w in g  th is 

they m arch to b reakfas t in a dm in c 

ha ll where they must stand at a tten ­

tio n w h ile w a itin g m  lin e and move 

in a m ilita ry m jn n c r when ihe line 

advances Inm ates arc requ ite d to 
sland b c h m j th e ir cha irs u n t il c om ­

m anded to s it and must eat w ith o u t 

conve rsa tion A fte r breakfas t they 

m arch to w o rk sites where they 

partic ipa te in  hard phys ica l labor 

that frequen tly in vo lv e s com m un ity 

serv ice such a t p ic k in g  up li i te t m 
State parks o r a long h ig hw a y *
A hen the h- M  <t h.u<* m im S du» »*

«,*r i-ttci'dcr* I,t•! 1 it !•* »-*v 
,. u fiyi*' llvi p *rt«* «p iv in

? ?  Mta l i on . * !  I n v l i l u t w  o t  J u v l i c r  J n n i n a l



more exerc ise anti d r i l l . D inne r is 

fo llo w e d by even ing program s ihat 

in c lu d e counse lin g , t i le  s k ills iram - 
m g. academ ic cducanon . o r drug 
educa tion and trea tm ent

As th e ir pe rfo rm ance and tim e in the 

p ro g ram  s o n a n ts , shock inca rce ra ­

tio n inm a tes g radua lly cam more 

p riv ile g e s and respons ibd ty . A 
spec ia l hat or u n ifo rm  may be the 

o u tw a rd d isp la y o f the ir ness status 
Those w ho success fu lly fin is h the 

p rog ram  usua lly attend an elabora te 

g radua tio n cerem ony %*.»rh v is ito rs 

and fa m ily  in v ite d to attend.

A w a rd s axe o fte n presented to ac­

know le dge progress made du rin g the 
p ro g ram , and the inmates may pe r­

fo rm  the d r i l l rou iir.es they have 

p ra c ticed th roughou t the ir tim e in 

the boo t cam p

Goals

A  su rvey o f the 26 program s in 

ope ra tio n in ea rly 1992 ind ica ted 

tha t p rog ram  o ff ic ia ls  cons idered 

] re h a b ilita t io n and reduc ing re c id i­

v ism  as the ,ro » t im po rta n t goals.

; However, reducing crowding and 
providing a sate pnson cn»ironmem 
were still considered impotunt. 
lhesc 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 

I s c oilier piobubly depends upon the { 
-"tiisiJuji ssh.t iv doing the fjtmc

Exhibit 3. Importance o f  Shock Incarceration Goah
I
I

!

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 met eased erupt •*
I w e n t op j-o rtunm es Acadein .

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 slls'h av Issoi Camp

Education 

Orug Treatment 

Vocallonal Ed 

Rehabilitation 

Recidivism 

Crowding 

Sate Prison 

D eterrence 

Punishm ent

Not A 
Coal Importance Hating

■
Important

Drug Education 

Work Skills

N o v e m b e r  1 9 9 3  2 3



H e ^ e a r o l i ' i i i r A o t i o n

Shock Incarceration  
for Women

Thir *en stases and the Federal Bureau 
o f  lYisons have shock incarceration 
programsforwomen In lOof the bool 
camps, males and females arc com­
bined in one program, inmjtes live in 
separate quarters but r e  integrated for 
most other activities. Other junsdic- 

’.lions such as the Federal Bureau of 
ippi. Oklahoma.'and' 

VTcxasltave developed completely 
^separate programs for female 
offenders.

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

and corrections in a focus ■vr’j s v r ,  ».-"T.y
 J

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 a r j  psychologi­
cal. family responsibilities: selection

and classific .tion; facility design and 
staffing; a r i  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- 

^actrbaie^txisting prison problems, ir 
“ inrfbyucc îxartlifficulriM. - '

' -
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. - .« l!yf
sponsoring a descriptive study of the 
shock incarceration programs for 
women. This report is expected to be 
completed by December 1993.

education and drug ireatment were 
also c anxrdcted by many «o be im­
portant avpecis C! i f if  programs 
V iv jt io u l  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 
C t lu i j i i i " !  o r  . i . ■ T o j | i o t i  i i l  dry.*

.'i’l l .  . | l - " l  . I || llw - ' . i l l  I I  i ll .  

• J l . ' i l l l k ' o l  j . n  . ► i n . i . t  l.lv-fv

because of ihe large number of drug- 
involved offenders entering .tv- 
programs. However, the amount of 
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 ISO-day program.

Programs also differ in the way drug 
treatment is incorporated into ihe
schedule ot activities New Y ork
|i*0 * . 1 |l>CM{VUt'. OUWIlUiliU O'.sj.-I 

lo r  ii* N u n  k’. in ip  p r o g r a m ,  jn .1  .»ll

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 
education classes and in group coun­
seling The counseling program is 
based on the Alcoholics Anony­
mous (AA) and Narcotics Anony ■ 
mous (NA) model of abstinence and 
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 ••lUu.f.” • I'H-t i.-l.iOt.c< i 11•
MCahtWul I : t , » in  i> i l - i  h o c

? 4  N a t i o n a l  ln - .l  i n t o  u l  J u - .lu :« -  J o u r n a l



individual counseling if requested, 
and they can .mend 12-scep fellow, 
■.hip 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 
fo r the ttanvitional housing.

New Vorl has an intensive "after- 
shock" program •’ it mcotporates 
work programs, employment coun­
t i n g .  drug counseling, and a con­
tinuation of the daily therapeutic 
. mmumty meetings that wete pat: 

the tv».-i camp pm rr.un

| At Louisiana's Elaync 
Hun: Correctional 
Center, a participant 
sranJi at nulitai v 
attention, airr.cJ i\ itit 
a book ar.il paper, 
«eap sn: o f 
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 l>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.,.--,r.i C -ofi-ist.ir. it ti» • ■ . 

tnut. J-vtm..- wtivlOdy fill 'II Hi -

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 
a rneaiw n? s-irrn. - then w.iv h i .I  
l l l lO  I I I .-  ' d  • ! ' - •  ■ • I*..*
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1 1 c M en ta l H ea lth P rog ram  at 
V a ldos ta is s im ila r to the p rog ram  

fo r d is ru p tiv e  inm ates , bu t was de ­
s igned in con su lta tio n w uh menta l 

J hea lth p ro fess iona ls as a trea tm ent 

| m oda ln> fo r se rious ly m en ta lly i l l 

inm a tes w ho are a lso d is ru p tiv e . A l l 

inm ates in the p rog ram  are assigned 
to a rn e n t j l hea lth case load a fte r 

be ing re fe rre d by one o f the d ia g ­

nos tic and c la s s if ic a tio n  cen te rs , 

s ta ff at ano the r penal in s t itu t io n , o r 

the V a ld o s ta s ta ff.

%
The mult is i tc  study

Eight States arc p a r tic ip a tin g  in the 
s tudy o f shock in ca rce ra tio n spon ­

sored b y the N a tio n a l In s titu te o f 

Justice H o n d a . G eo rg ia , I l l in o is , 

Lou is ia n a , N ew Y o rk . O k la h om a , 

Sou th C a ro lin a , jn d  Texas . The 

p ro g um s rep resen t ve ry d iffe re n t 
on •.lo t* o t the shock in ca rc c r.m nn 

s<*n,epi 1 Ik* i ■ • s* m ost s ig n iliijrtt

d iffe ren ces are ( I ) w he the r the cou rt 

o r the departm en t o f co rre c tion s 

makes p lacem en t dec is ions : and (2 ) 

whe the r the p ro g ram 's focus is on 
irea tm en t and educa tion (N ew  Y o rk . 

Ill in o is . L ou is ian a ) o r the m il i ta ry  
d is c ip lin e , phys ica l tra in in g , and 

w o rk (G eo rg ia . Texas ).'

In tens ive in te rv iew s w ith  p io g ra i i 

s ta ff and a tho rough exam ina tio n o f 

w ritte n m ateria ls from  the p rog ram s 

revea led tha t a ll were des igned in 

part to address the p rob lem s o f 
p rison c row d in g . In some Sta les th is 

was expected to be accom p lished 

because p rison -bound o ffe nde rs 

w ou ld serve less tim e in  the boo t 

cam p than i f  they served a fu l l 

p rison sentence In N ew  Y o rk . 

L ou is iana , and I l l in o is , the d e ­

pa rtm en t o f co rre c tio n s selects 

cand ida tes fo r the p rog ram s , and 

o ffe nde rs can cam  th e ir »a> ou t o f 

prt»nn lit lev* lim e than i f  they 'c rx e  

then o n  •ru n t ••.•'iienee*

In o the r States, o tfende rs arc sent to 
the boot camp by the cou rt, w h ich 

m a in ta in s fu ll con tro l over the o f ­

fenders, T ho 'C  w lu* j i e  i ln n . '«cd 

p r io r to com p le tio n and lh o *c who 
vucccss tu lly com p le te the prog ram 

must re tu rn to the cou rt fo r f il ia l 

d isp o s it io n . Texas and the o rig in a l 
prog ram s in Georg ia and Sou h 

C a ro lin a were designed th is way 
H ow eve r. South C a ro lina now ope r­

ates its prog ram th rough the depa rt­

m en t o f co rrec tions , and Georg ia 

operates >omc p ro g ram ' th rong !) the 

cou rt and some ih rough correc tions

There were large d iffe rences among . 
the e igh t sites in the num ber o f 

o ffende rs com p le tin g the shock 

inca rce ra tio n prog ram in a onc -\e a r 

pe rio d , large ly as a re>ult o f d itfe r- , 
cnces in the numbers o f beds de 

vo ted 10 ihe p rog ram , ihe le ng in o f 

the p rog ram , and the d ism issa l rates. 

D epend ing upon the prison between 

8 and 50 percent o f the inmates ta il 
to  com p le te the prog ram F o re x - 

am p le , in I9S9 Georg .a graduated 

m ore o ffende rs (849 graduates) than 
N ew  Y o rk (743 graduates), set New 

Y o ik  had a 1.500 Fed capacity w h ile 
G eo rg ia had on ly 250 beds The 

d iffe re n ce resulted from  the la . i that 

G eo rg ia 's prog ram lasted an average 

o f S9 days w uh o n ly a 9 percent 
d ism issa l rate w h ile New Y o rk 's  

lasted ISO days and had a 31 petcent 

d ism issa l rate O ve ra ll, the States 

w ith  the low es t d ism issa l rates wcie 

those in w h ich the judge had deci 
s io n m a km g  au tho rity

M il i ta ry  d iscip line is an 
important p a n  o f  mast 
s h o d  inca rce ra t ion  
p rog ram s : the p ho to  on 
the left m i j j taken o f  
Loin n o  i  prti’jn im
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An Evaluation of Shock 
Incarceration in L o u is ia n a 's
A recently released National Initialic'oT j t ih i a r  ftescw fT ln^B rid?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 in meeting these goals. 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 are being achieved

* . . * 1. .V '  • *  ' » • • •  •  .  -  ■*. J  * . * .  .  . .  ■ r* • • '  -W  4 1 « a  - w  4  • ^4

•M acK e ru ie , D .L . J.W. Shaw, and V B .G ow d y .d n  Evaluation o f Shock Incarceration in 
Louisiana. Research in B rie f. National tnviuuie o f Justice. Washington. D C .: US . 
Department o f Justice. National Institute o f Justice, March 1993.

J

One phase o f the m u lt is ite  s tudy was 

des igned to exam ine the e ffe c t shock 
inca rce ra tio n prog ram s had on the 

jit i tu d e s  o f the p a rtic ip a tin g o f ­

fenders. Some c r it ic s o f shock 

inca rce ra tio n have argued tha t the 
prog ram s m ig h t have a nega tive 

im pac t on the o ffe nde rs , that o ffe n d ­

ers w ou ld leave die boo t cam p m ore 
aliena ted and an tiso c ia l d u n  befo re 
they entered.

The p rog ram s in the rn u lt is iic  srudv 

d iffe re d g re a tly in d a ily schedu les, 

ihe emphasis placed on the rapeu tic 

activ Kies, the ty pcs o f o ffe nde rs 

p a rtic ip a tin g , and d ro pou t rates— all 
d iffe re n ce s ( L  J be expected 
to have an in flu en ce on the a ttitudes 

o f the pa rtic ipan ts . In some p ro - 

grams most o f the day was devo ted 

to phys ica l tra in in g , d r i l l , and w o rk , 

w h ile  others devo ted a subs tan tia l 

am oun t o f tim e to coun se lin g , e d u ­
ca tion . and tre a tm c rt.

D ie researchers were in te rested in 

de te rm in in g w n e ih c r ih c  inm ates* 
a ttitudes tow a rd th e ir boo t cam p 

experience o r th e ir genera l an tiso c ia l 

a tti.u Jes changed as a resu lt o f the 

p rog ram s Inm a tes ' a ttitudes were 

measured once soon a fte r they a r ­

riv e d and aga in near the c .td o f the 

p rog r jm . D esp ite the d iffe re n ce s 

among the p rog ram s the resu lts were 

su rp r is in g ly cons is ten t. B oo t cam p 

mmates became m ore p os itiv e abou t 

•he ir expe rience in the p rog ram  and 
they became less an tiso c ia l. 1 his 

was true o t the p rog ram s tha t ha il 

i iher.i pCnlic em phasis and those 

Ih .n e in t 'h . is i/e d  wort, and phys ica l 
». nmig

The a ttitude s o f the boot cam p pa r­

tic ip a n ts were a lso com pared w ith  

the a ttitu des o f s im ila r prisone rs in 
the genera l p ris o n popu la tio n and 

were fo und to he genera lly m o te 

p o s itiv e . The genera l popu la tio n 
in rn ites d id n o t th in k the ir e x p e r i­

ence in p ris on had helped them to 

learn se lf-d is c ip lin e , to learn about 

them se lves , to  change in a pos itiv e 

w a y , o r to become m ore m a tu re , 

w h ile  boo t cam p inmates were m ote 
apt to agree w u h these sta temen is.

T hus , there was no evidence that 

shock inca rce ra tion had a nega tive 

im pac t on inm a ic s ' a ltitu d es . Those 

neanng the end o f th e ir in ca rce ra tion 
repo rted that the boot cam p p rog ram  

had been a pos itive expe rience fo r 

them . S im ila r inmates in tra d itio n a l 

prisons d id no t repo rt tha t the ir 

expe rience was pos itiv e . H ow eve r, 

bo ih the boo t cam p inm ates and 

p rison com pa rison samples became 

less an tiso c ia l du rin g th e ir ic n n  in 

p rison

O n the o the r hand , both the genera l 

p o p u la tio n inm a tes and the boo l 

cam p inm a tes became less an tiso c ia l 
in (h e ir a ttitu d e s w h ite inca rce ra ted . 

T he y were m o re apt to accept re ­

s p o n s ib ility  fo r them se lves and the ir 

actions instead o f b lam in g the po lice 

o r ju dge s , they fe lt m ore pos itiv e 
abou t th e ir re la f io n 'h ip * with other'

| and they he ld rio re « v  -IN . i.» v ; ’ i 

I ab le o p in io n ' .h o u r heh .o m i

The researchers j t c  n ow  exam in in g 

the perfo rm ance o f the o ffe nde rs 

upon release from  the shock in c a r­

ce ra tion p rog ram s in the e igh t sites. 

The pos itiv e a c tiv it ie s and adjust 

m em and the re c id iv ism  rates o f the 

o ffe nde rs re leased from  boo t camps 
w i l l be com pared to those o f s im ila r 
i'M e n d e r ' w ho reveis ed dd fe rem  

•V»Ui:rkv«-
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t /k1 5roff o f iv* m 
Tori' j/ioci 
incarceration 
program is the 
largest in the country 
*i:h a capactry o f 
IJOO heds

These program s con tinue to evo lve . 
The ob je c tive o f th is research is to 

in fo rm  prog ram planners about the 

im pac t o t the program s and to help 

them design program s to ach ieve the 

des ired coals.

Notes

I . f o r  in fo rm a tio n on coun ty boot 

cam ps see A u tin . J.. M . Jones and 

M . Holy ard. Assessing the Impact o f

a Counr\ Operated Hoot Camp. 
1993.

2. Fo r in fo rm a tio n on ju v e n ile  txaot 

cam ps sec Toby . J and F.S. Pearson. 

“ Juven ile Hoot Cam ps . 1992 " in 

Hoot Camps fo r  Juvenile Offenders 
Constructive Intervention and Eaily 
Support •Implementation Evaluation, 
f in a l re po rt to N U . 1992.

3 Q u in n . M ic h e lle , co rresponden t. 
San Francisco Chionicle. Tuesday . 
Januarv 19, 1993.

4 . As has happened th roughou t the 

U .S . these boot cam p prog ram s 
con tin ue to deve lop and change.

T he descrip tions o f these program s 

arc based on con d itio n s as they v-erc 
at the tim e o f the studv .

Dons Lay ton MacKer.:ie is asso­
ciate piafessor in the Institute o f 
Criminal Justice and Criminology. 
Universin o f Maryland
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MomunitHKinpIoynwot, drug U5̂ aud the lick of Jcciil JUppOft-ttpfdte of the dwirc
o f 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.*lT

Therefore, the length and quality o f aftercare appears to be critical to success. Aftercare
should  ideally include a h ighly itructurcd t r u a it io a  phase, fo llow e d  by w  aftercare program 
w h ic h  includes enough contacts w ith  parole agents to ensure pub lic  safety, IS w e ll U
individualized services to meet the treatment needs of the youth and keep them focused on 
pro-social goals.11 lt 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 a juvenile 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 c d y  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, w d 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 d c x  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 tstlmams It saved $7,338 per offender.”



Educe ftfridrmm. Graduate cf ldult boot camps have about the same recidivism rates as
o f f e o t U n  w h o  went to  p r b o n ; how ever , the types o f  offenses d i f f e r * 11 B o o t  cam p
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.11

Key factors identified Lri nuking it through the first year after release from prison without in 
arrest were: 1) being employed during the flnl 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. MacKenzIc believes that rehab Illation tad treatment should bo the primary 
focus of boot camps.11 According to MicKenzie, there Is a movement for irct camp 
programs to ltxdude more effective formalized treatment programs.

JU V E N H Jd  B O O T CA M PS

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 tm t a  stronger emphasis on education and rehabilStation.

: to the newness o f  juvenile boot camps, there Is Hole information about their 
effectiveness.*3 Because o f this, the U.S. Department c f Justice funded a controlled 
evaluation o f ^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 javcnur*. —
Correctional Association (ACA) sees merit in juvenile boot camps-provlded they recognize 
thar the needs of juveniles are different from those of young adults.14 The ACA believes 
that a successful juvenile boot camp must have a strong academic and vocational education 
component; 4 substance abusc t̂reaimcnt 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

Boca use 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.14 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 
as boot camps, but Ia-V a military component. Some of the Juveallo agencies wb;ch combine 
xxx camp philosophy with •experiential* or •advxeture* 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:

:l

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

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 Ihe 

Department of Corrections."

BE IT  ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE O F TH E STATE O F  ALASKA:

•S ec tio n  I. BOO I 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 I. 1996, until September 30. 1998. The 

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

- I- SC’S C S IIII 2 (JU I»
r*xr t'nfor!:?■<-1 iccicrra rr.cr onAcxtri:?:



I

1 available, renovate, modify, and maintain those buildings. The boot camp program is an

2 alternative correctional facility and program for youthful prisoners who have been sentenced

3 for a conviction of a less serious nature and who have not previously participated in the boot
|l

4 camp program. Prisoners participating in the boot camp program shall be housed separately

5 from other prisoners committed to the custody of the commissioner who are not participating

6 in the program.

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

8 (I) a military style intensive physical training and discipline program;

9 (2) alcohol and drug counseling, education, and treatment as an integral part

10 of the program;

11 (3) a training program emphasizing skills for reentering society;

12 (4) training in personal accountability and the work ethic; and

13 (5) other educational, counseling, and treatment programs as determined by the

14 department or as ordered by a court under AS 12.55.015.

15 (c) The commissioner shall structure the boot camp program so that a prisoner

16 entering the program may complete it in a period of time determined by the commissioner but

17 not greater than 150 days. The program shall be structured so that all prisoners entering the

18 program may complete it before September 30. 1998.

19 (d) A prisoner shall be removed from the boot camp program and reassigned to

20 another correctional facility if the prisoner fails to successfully complete the program or

21 otherwise fails to abide by the regulations of the program.

22 (c) The commissioner may adopt regulations to implement this section and otherwise

23 administer the boot camp program. The regulations may include provisions to require a

24 prisoner to reimburse the department for a portion of rhc costs of participating in the boot

25 camp program to the extent of the prisoner’s resources.

26 if) Notwithstanding AS 33.30031. the department may contract with .i person for

27 operation of a boot camp program under this section. A contract bool camp program must

2S meet all o f the requirements for a boot camp under this section and under the regulations

29 adopted by the commissioner. Prisoners shall be assigned to j  contract bool camp program

30 itt the manner provided under (h) of this section.

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

s c s  c s iiu  : i j n »
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1 legislature not later than February I, 1997. on the program and its effectiveness. The report

2 must include, to the extent the technological capability of the department allows,

3 (1) a comparison of recidivism rates between prisoners who have completed

4 the boot camp program and other prisoners not eligible for the program who arc committed

5 to the custody of the commissioner;

6 (2) a comparison of costs between the boot camp program and traditional

7 incarceration programs;

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

ID (h) The commissioner may not allow a prisoner to serve time in the boot camp

11 program unless the commissioner specifically finds that the prisoner meets the eligibility

12 requirements of this subsection. To be eligible to serve time in the boot camp program, the

13 prisoner must have been selected by the commissioner and

14 (1) be under 30 years of age;

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

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

17 (4) not be serving a sentence for a violation of AS 11.41; AS 11.46.300,

18 11.46400; AS 11.56.300. 11.56.810; AS 11.61 100. 11.61.190. 11.61.195, or 11.61.240.

19 (i) The Boot Camp Program Advisory Board is established in the department from

20 July 1. 1996. until September 30, 1998. The board shall review and provide advice to the

21 commissioner concerning the bcot camp program. The members of the board arc appointed

22 as follows;

23 (I)  by Ihe governor.

24 (A) the commissioner or the commissioner’s designee;

25 (B) the director of the division of institutions o f flic department;

26 (C) the director of the divisior of community corrections of the

27 department, and

28 (D) two public members,

29 (2) by the speaker of the house of representatives. a member of the house of

30 representatives: and

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

♦3* SCS CSIIB 2UUDI
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1 (j) The public members of the board created in (i) of this section arc entitled to per

2 diem and navel expenses authorized by law for boards and commissions under AS 39.20.180.

3 (k) Notwithstanding another provision of law. a prisoner who is not otherwise eligible

4 for discretionary parole who has successfully completed the boot camp program under this

5 section is eligible for discretionary parole.

6 (I) Notwithstanding AS 33.16.100(c) and (d), a prisoner who is eligible for

7 discretionary parole under (kl of this section may be released on parole at any time after the

8 successful completion of the bool camp program created in this section.
il

9 (n )  A prisoner who has successfully completed the boot camp program created under

10 this section is eligible for a prerelease furlough under AS 33.30.111 under regulations adopted

11 by the commissioner under AS 33.30.101 regardless of whether the prisoner has served the

12 portion of the term required under AS 33.30.111(d).

13 (n) In this section,

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

15 (2) "department" means the Department of Corrections.

i
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SPONSOR STATEMENT - April 23, 1996 
CSHB 2 (Finance) - BOOT CAMPS

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

I 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 discipline and acceptable behavior will offer 
these offenders a chance to avoid further encounters with the law.

The bill before you would offer the boot camp as an alternative 
program for convicted felons or misdemeanants under the age of 30. 
Individuals convicted of crimes such as homicide, assault, 
kidnapping, sexual offenses, and offenses involving the use of a 
deadly weapon would not be eligible for this option. The emphasis 
here is on nonviolent 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 example, in 1993 Virginia's 
program was limited to nonviolent male felony 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 o f 10. In testimony before committees in the United 
States Congress, Kathleen Hawk of the Department of justice 
mentioned that as of 30 September 1991, over one thousand federal 
inmates had graduated from the federal Intensive Confinement 
Center/boot camp program.

S P O N SO R  STATEMENT



S p o n s o r  S t a t e m e n t  - C S H B  2  ( F i n a n c e )

P a g e  2

L a s t  y e a r  A l a s k a  r e c e i v e d  a  $ 5 0 , 0 0 0  p l a n n i n g  g r a n t  f o r  b o o t  

c a m p s .  A s  i t  a p p e a r s  b e f o r e  u s ,  t h i s  b i l l  w o u l d  a l l o w  f o r  r e c e i p t  a n d  

e x p e n d i t u r e  o f  f e d e r a l  f u n d s .  T h e  p r o g r a m  i t s e l f  i s  d e p e n d e n t  j n  

f e d e r a l  f u n d i n g .  A  s u n s e t  p r o v i s i o n  f o r  S e p t e m b e r  1 9 9 8  h a s  b e e n  

i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  b i l l .  I t  i s  f e l t  t h a t  t h i s  w i l l  g i v e  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  

e n o u g h  t i m e  t o  g e t  a  b o o t  c a m p  p r o g r a m  r u n n i n g  f o r  t w o  f e d e r a l  

f i s c a l  y e a r s  a n d  w i l l  g i v e  u s  i n f o r m a t i o n  a s  t o  t h e  s u c c e s s  o f  t h e  

p r o g r a m ,  w h e r e  t h e  p r o g r a m  n e e d s  t o  b e  r e v i s e d ,  o r  i f  t h e  p r o g r a m  

s h o u l d  b e  t e r m i n a t e d .  A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  m o r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  w i l l  b e c o m e  

a v a i l a b l e  a b o u t  t h e  f e d e r a l  f u n d i n g  l e v e l .

I n f o r m a t i o n  I h a v e  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  s a v i n g s  f r o m  t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  

c o u l d  b e  s e e n  w i t h i n  t w o  t o  t h r e e  y e a r s .  T h e  p r o g r a m ,  a s  w i t h  a n y  

h i g h l y  s t r u c t u r e d  p r o g r a m ,  i n v o l v e s  i n t e n s i v e  s t a f f  t i m e  a n d  f o l l o w -  

u p  t h r o u g h  p a r o l e  a n d  p r o b a t i o n .  I t h i n k  t h a t  i n  t h e  e n d  t h e  

e x p e n d i t u r e s  a r e  w o r t h  i t  i f  w e  c a n  t e a c h  o f f e n d e r s  h o w  t o  s t r u c t u r e  

t h e i r  l i v e s  s o  a s  t o  n o t  b e c o m e  r e p e a t  o f f e n d e r s .

I b e l i e v e  t h a t  a  b o o t  c a m p  p r o g r a m  c o u l d  h e l p  u s  a d d r e s s  m a n y  

p r o b l e m s  f r o m  p r i s o n  o v e r c r o w d i n g  t o  r e c i d i v i s m  r a t e s .  A  b o o t  

c a m p  p r o g r a m  h a s  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  o f  p r o v i d i n g  u s  w i t h  m a n y  l o n g ­

t e r m  b e n e f i t s .  I w o u l d  u r g e  p o s i t i v e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  t h i s  b i l l .
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S U B J E C T : Sec tional S u m m a ry  o f  C S H B  2(FTN)
(W o rk  O rd e r  N o. 9 -L S 0 0 1 6 \R )

T O :  R ep re sen ta t iv e  Ed W il l is
A ttn :  Jane t  Seitz

F R O M :  G era ld  P. L u ck h a u p t
L eg is la t ive  C ounse l

Y ou h a v e  reques ted  a sec tional s u m m a ry  o f  the jbovc-describcd  bill. A s  a  p re lim inary  
m a t te r ,  no te  that a  sec tiona l su m m a ry  o f  a  bill should  not be  co n s id e red  an au thorita tive  
in te rp re ta t io n  o f  the bill - the  bill i t s e l f  is the bes t  s ta tem ent o f  its conten ts .

.Sec t ion  I o f  th e  h i ll p rov ides  in u n co d if icd  law  that the co m m iss io n e r  o f  correc tions  m ay  
e s tab l ish  a  boo t cam p  p ro g ram  as an  a l te rna t ive  correc tional facility  o f  the s ta te  from Ju lv
1. 1996 until Septem ber 30, 199S. con tingen t u p o n  die receipt o f  federal funds to fully fund 
an d  o p e ra te  the program .

S u b se c t io n  (a) cs tao lishcs  the p ro g ram . S u b sec t io n  (b) d esc r ib es  w h a t  the boo t  c a m p  
p rogram  involves  (rnili.urily-styled d isc ip l in e  an d  physical  tra in ing , educa tion ,  counse ling ,  
t ra in ing ) .  S u b sec tio n  (c) req u ire s  die boo t  c a m p  p ro g ram  to be d es ig n ed  so as  to  be 
c o m p le te d  w ith in  150 days. S u b sec t io n  (d) req u ires  p r iso n e rs  w h o  fail the p ro g ram  to be 
r e a s s ig n ed  to o ther  co rrec tional  ins titu tions . S u b sec t io n  (c) requ ires  the co m m iss io n e r  to 
a d o p t  reg u la t ions ,  inc lu d in g  ch a rg in g  p r iso n e rs  a  po rtion  o f  the cost  o f  the program . 
S u b s e c t io n  ( 0  a l low s the c o m m is s io n e r  to  co n tra c t  for a n  a l te rn a t iv e  boo t c a m p  program . 
S u b sec tio n  (g) requires the co m m is s io n e r  to  rep o r t  to the legislature. S u b sec t io n  (h ) l im its  
the  p r iso n e rs  e l ig ib le  for a s s ig n m e n t  to the b o o t  cam p  p ro g ram  to th o se  p risoners  w ho  arc 
u n d e r  3 0  y ea rs  o f  age, arc se lec ted  by  the c o m m iss io n e r ,  w h o  arc sen ten ced  to  a te rm  o f
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im p r is o n m e n t  o f  at least 150 day s ,  have not p rev io u s ly  p ar t ic ip a te d  in a boot c a m p  
program ,and  w h o  did  not violate A S  11.41,*' A S  1 1.4 6 . .3 0 0 / A S  11.4 6 .4 0 0 , ’'A S  11 .56 .300 ,"  
A S  1 1 . 5 6 . 8 1 0 / A S  1 1 . 6 1 . 1 0 0 / A S  1 1 . 6 1 . 1 9 0 / A S  1 1 . 6 1 . 1 9 5 / or 
A S  1 1 .6 1 .2 4 0 /

S u b se c t io n s  (i) and  j )  c rea te  a boo t  c a m p  ad v iso ry  board . S u b sec t io n  (k) p ro v id es  that a 
p r iso n e r  w h o  success fu l ly  co m p le te s  the bo o t  c a m p  is e l ig ib le  for  discretionary- paro le  
no tw ith s tan d in g  any  o ther statu te  that might restrict the prisoner 's  e lig ib il i ty .  S u b sec t io n  (1) 
provides  that a  prisoner w h o  is eligible for d iscre tionary  paro le  under  su b sec t io n  (k) m ay  be 
re leased  on  p a ro le  w h en  the p r isoner  su ccess fu l ly  co m p le te s  the boot c a m p  prog ram . 
S ubsec tion  (m ) prov ides  that a p risoner w ho  successfu lly  co m p le te s  the boot c a m p  is elig ible  
for a p re -re lease  furlough. S u b sec t io n  (n) p ro v id e s  def in i t ions .

G P L :k lb  
9 6 -2 8 3 ,k l ’o

u C r im es  ag a in s t  p e rsons,  inc lud ing ,  «. e  .m urder ,  m a n s la u g h te r ,  assau lt ,  sexual 
assau lt ,  an d  sex u a l  abuse .

* B u rg la ry  in the first degree .

A rso n  in  the fu s t  degree .

"  E sc a p e  in the fu s t  degree . 

v  T erro ris t ic  th rea ten ing

*  Riot.

7 M isco n d u c t  in v o lv in g  "  rapons in the  fu s t  deg ree .  

v  M isco n d u c t  in v o lv in g  w e a p o n s  in  the seco n d  deg ree

* C rim in a l  p o ssess io n  o f  exp los ives .
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F R O M : P a tr ic ia  Y o u n g  \ p M J 
L eg is la t iv e  A na lys t

R E ; B o o t  C a m p s  fo r  Y o u n g  O f f e n d e r s  
R esea rch  R eq u es t  9 3 .1 0 0

Y o u  ash e d  for in fo rm a t io n  abou t bo o t  cam p s  fo r y o u n g  o ffenders .  Specif ica l ly ,  you  w ished  
to k n o w  th e  ag e  o f  p a r tic ipan ts ,  th<* . pc  o f  c r im e s  represen ted ,  the leng th  o f  sen tence, and  
the n u m b e r  o f  o f fen d e rs  ty p ica l ly  in the p ro g ram s.  You w e re  particu la r ly  in terested  in boo t  
c a m p  p ro g ra m s  m n n in g  in V irg in ia ,  M assachuse t ts ,  and  C u y ah o g a  C oun ty ,  O hio .

A c c o rd in g  to  a S ta te  L eg is la r.v e  R ep o rt ,  "P rison  B o o t  C am p s:  P o licy  C o n s id e ra t io n s  an d  
O p tions ,"  (D e n v e r :  N a tio n a l  C o n fe ren ce  o f  S ta te  L eg is la tu res ,  M arch  1991; a t tach ed )  b o o t  
c a m p s  a r c  g e n e r a l ly  m i l i t a r y - s ty le  p r o g r a m s  r e q u i r i n g  te a m  c o o p e r a t i o n  fo r  h ig h ly  
d i s c ip l in e d  d r i l l s ,  m a r c h i n g ,  a n d  la b o r .  M o s t  s u c h  p r o g r a m s  a r c  d e s ig n e d  fo r  n o n ­
v io le n t  f i r s t - t im e  fe lo n y  o f f e n d e r s  w i th  r e la t iv e ly  s h o r t  s e n te n c e s .  T y p ic a l ly  th ey  a r c  
d e s ig n e d  f o r  y o u n g  a d u l t s  b e tw e e n  th e  ag es  o f  17 a n d  25 , r e q u i r e  a  c e r t a in  d e g re e  o f  
p h y s ic a l  a n d  m e n t a l  f i tn e s s ,  las t  f r o m  60 to  ISO d a y s ,  a n d  r e p r e s e n t  a n  a l t e r n a t iv e  to 
i n c a r c e r a t i o n .  A l th o u g h  fe w  data  ex is t to eva lua te  the e f fec tiv en ess  o f  boo t c a m p  p rog ram s, 
pa rr icu ia r ly  the ir  lo n g - te rm  e ffec tiveness ,  they  a rc  popu lar :  at least 24  states curren tly
op e ra te  s u c h  prograa»s.

D esp ite  th e ir  s im ilar i t ies ,  boo t c a m p  p ro g ram s  vary  in smucture and  focus. A  b r ie f  
c o m p a r iso n  o f  the  p ro g ram s  in  V irg in ia ,  M assachuse t ts ,  and  C u y a h o g a  C o u n ty ,  O hio , 
i l lu s tra te  s o m e  o f  th e  d iffe rences .

T h e  V i rg in ia  P r o g r a m

T h e  V irg in ia  p ro g ra m  ap p e a rs  to be the  m ost s tan d a rd  a m o n g  the three. A t its i n c e p u o n -  
m id -A p n l  o f  19 9 1 - e l i g i b i l i t y  w as l im ited  to  n o n v io len t ,  m a le  fe lony  o ffen d ers  b e tw e en  the 
ages  o f  18 an d  24  y ea rs  a t  'die t im e  o f  sen tencing . fL as t  yea r  the  age  re s tr ic t io n  w a s  ch an g ed

S I T P O R T I N O  D O C U M E N T S
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to 24 years  or u n d e r  at the t im e  o f  conviction , w ith  no m in im u m  age limit.) M isd em ean a n ts  
a rc  inelig ib le ,  as arc fe lons c o n v ic te d  o f  m urder ,  m ans laugh te r ,  k idnapp ing ,  sexual assault,  
m a l ic io u s  w o u n d in g ,  robbery ,  o r  any  attem pt to co m m it  any  or these  crim es. C a m p  capacity  
is 100 partic ipan ts ,  and  p la to o n s  o f  30 to 45 ind iv idua ls  en te r  each  m onth . T o  date ,  522 
p a r t ic ip a n ts  have gone  th ro u g h  the V irg in ia  p rog ram .

T h e  p ro g ram  is vo lun tary ,  lasts 90 days, and rep resen ts  a con d it io n  o f  superv ised  p ro b a tio n  
in lieu  o f  a pen iten tia ry  sen tence .  The p r im ary  em phasis  is on discipline. C o rrec t io n s  
o f f ic e rs  invo lved  in the boot c a m p  p rogram  rece ive  U.S. M ar in e  C orps  tra in in g as drill 
o ff ice rs ,  and an o f f e n d e r ’s so le  con tac t  for the firs: two w e ek s  o f  the p roc ram  is w ith  the 
drill o f f e r  .

F o l lo w in g  the tw o -w e ek  o r ien ta t io n  com e p ro g ra m  c o m p o n en ts  invo lv ing  labor,  general  
ed u ca t io n ,  subs tance  abuse  ed u ca tio n ,  life sk ills  dev e lo p m en t,  voca tional assessm en t,  and  
s o m e  social education . ' A l th o u g h  partic ipan ts  arc  not taught v o ca tio n  skills as such , m anua l  
lab o r  is be lieved  to hcip  them  d e v e lo p  a w ork  ethic. T he  ca m p  is located  on  a 2 ,6 0 0 -a c ic  
fa rm , so  o ffen d e rs  are em p lo y ed  as farm  laborers. L ab o r  for c o m m u n i ty  pro jec ts ,  such  as 
p a in tm g  schoo ls  and  c lean in g  s ta te  parks,  is also required. .All par tic ipan ts  arc ev a lu a ted  as 
to  th e ir  level o f  education : th o se  w ho  test at b e lo w  g rade  12.9 arc  enrolled  in the A dult  
B as ic  E d u ca t io n  (A B E )  o r  G en era l  Education  D e v e lo p m e n t  (G E D )  p rog ram , reg a rd le ss  o f  
w h e th e r  they  have h igh  school d ip lo m as ;  those w h o  test at or ab o v e  g rade  12.9 arc u sed  as 
tu tors .  U pon  c o m p le t io n  o f  the entire  boot c a m p  p ro g ram , p ar tic ip an ts  m ay  inv ite  fam ily  
a n d  fr ien d s  to a  full g rad u a t io n  ce rem ony . Partic ipan ts  arc on  p robation  fo l lo w in g  
g ra d u a t io n  for at leas: one  year,  the first 90 d ay s  o f  w h ich  arc  in tensive  superv is ion .

A c c o rd in g  to  D re w  M alloy ,  p ro g ra m  director, V i rg in ia ’s boot c a m p  p ro g ram  is a f iv c -v car  
p ilo t  p ro g ra m  fu n d ed  by the s ta te  legislature. Results  have  so  far been positive , w ith  a 
re c id iv ism  rate o f  15 p e rcen t  fo r  the firs: 38 m o n th s .  A d m it ted ly ,  how ever ,  th is  is a v e ry  
sh o r t  tim e to accu ra te ly  g au g e  the  e ffec tiveness  o f  a p ro g ram , and the rec id iv ism  rate is 
ex p e c te d  to increase  over time. N everthe less ,  Mr. M allo y  an tic ipa tes  fund ing  fo r  the 
p ro g ra m  b ey o n d  th e  d em o n s tra t io n  p c n o d .

T h e  M a s s a c h u s e t t s  P r o g r a m

T h e  M assach u se t ts  bo o t  c a m p  progr~*u, w hich  b eg a n  opera t io n  in A u g u s t  o f  1992, is for 
m a le  o f fen d e rs  u n d e r  the a c e  o f  40 . T ed  O ’D o n n e ll ,  D ep a r tm en t  o f  C orrec t ions  p ro jec t  
an a ly s t  w ith  the p ro g ram ,  d esc r ib es  it as o r ig in a l ly  d es ig n ed  fo r ind iv idua ls  c o n v ic te d  o f  
m is d e m e a n o r s  and  less ser ious  fe lon ies  as a short,  in tense - J ie r ra t iv e  to jail o r  p ro b a tio n ,  
r e q u i r in g  a h igh  level o f  o f fen d e r  in v o lv e m e n t  i t  is a fa u r -m o n th  p ro g ram  with a cap ac i ty  
o f  2 5 6  p ar tic ip an ts .  A p p ro x im a te ly  50 o ffenders  hav e  g raduated  from  the p ro g ram  to da  c
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E l ig ib i l i ty  c r ite ria  lo r  the M assachusetts  boot c a m p  p ro g ra m  inc iudc  that a  p a r t ic ip a n t  1) 
m u s t  be under 40  years o f  age; 2) m ay  have prior co n v ic t io n s  i f  his h is to ry  is non-v io len t;  
3) m ust have  a sen tence that is for no m ere  than  18 m on ths ;  4) m ust  not hav e  rece iv ed  a 
m a n d a to r /  sen tence  for v iolation o f  a drug law; 5) m ust  no t have been  c o n v ic te d  o f  a cr im e 
aga ins t  a p e rson  (w ith  the excep tion  o f  assau lt  and  battery);  6) m ust be m e d ic a l ly  and 
p sy ch o lo g ica lly  fit to participate; 7) must have no  h is tory  o f  escape from  a secu re  p a ram e te r  
nor any  escapes  w ith in  the past three years; and  8) m u s t  v o lu n teer  for the p ro g ram .

A cco rd in g  to M r. O ’D onnell,  because  the p ro g ram  cap ac ity  has ye t  to be fil led , the orig inal 
cr ite rion  o f  "no h istory  o f  escape"  was re lax ed  to its c u n c n t  fo rm . .Another p ro p o sed  
a m e n d m e n t  w o u ld  e lim inate  the criterion co n c e rn in g  p r io r  co n v ic t io n s  and  sh if t  the focus 
m o re  to the p resen t conviction.

T he  p ro g ram , described  by M r. O ’Donnell as  h a  r ing  a "m arine  drill c a m p  a tm o sp h e re ,"  
includes educat ion ,  w ork , counse ling , life skills, and  team  bu ild ing  co m p o n en ts .  F o llo w in g  
g radua tion ,  par tic ipan ts  arc in paro le  status for  an  a m o u n t  o f  tim e based  on  the d u ra t io n  o f  
the o rig inal sen tence .  .Aftercare paro le  req u irem en ts  m a y  inc iudc  c o m p o n e n ts  such  as 
con tac t ing  paro le  officers, m ain ta in ing  jobs, a n d  a t ten d in g  co u n se lin g  sessions.

T h e  O h io  P r o g r r a i n - C u v a b o g a  C o u n tv

U nlike  the boot c a m p  pro c a m s  in V irginia  and M assach u se t ts ,  C u y a h o g a  C o u n ty ’s p ro g ram  
is fo r ju v e n i le s  be tw een  the ag es  o f  14 and 17 w h o  hav e  b een  co n v ic ted  o f  fe lo n ie s  and 
sen tenced  to s u r e  institu tions for ap p ro x im a te ly  6 to 12 m on ths .  P a r t ic ip an ts  m u s t  be 
m en ta l ly  and  physica l ly  capable and have not b een  co n v ic ted  o f  ag g rav a ted  m u rd e r ,  m urder ,  
rape, m an s lau g h te r ,  k id rap p in g ,  sexual assault,  a g g rav a ted  arson, c r im inal en t ic e m e n t ,  o r  
co r ru p t io n  o f  a m inor.

7"his is a n o n v o lun ta ry ,  90-day residentia l  p ro g ra m  fo l lo w ed  by  six to  n ine  m o n th s  o f  h ig h ly  
sm ucturcd a f te ica rc .  P um cipan ts  are random ly  se lec ted  bu t g en e ra l ly  w il l in g  to  par tic ipa te .  
T e n  arc ad m itted  a t the beg inn ing  o f  each m o n th ,  and  ten  arc  re leased  at the en d  o f  each  
m on th .  T h e  m a x im u m  capacity  is 30  partic ipan ts  at an y  g iv en  tim e. T o  da te ,  1 11 you th  
h av e  en te red  the p rogram . A lthough  disc ip line  is a part  o f  the p r o g r a m 's  s t ruc tu re ,  it is 
based  m o re  on the O utw ard  Bound, cha llenge  ed u ca tio n  m o d e l  than  a m i l i ta ry  one. 
F u r th e rm o re ,  the p ro g ra m ’s substance is p r im ari ly  t rea tm en t  fo r  the  ju v e n i l e  an d  reu n if ic a t io n  
w iin  the fam ily  and  com m unity .  O ther co m p o n en ts  in c lu d e  su b s tan ce  ab u se  ed u ca t io n ,  
general educa tion ,  life skills d ev e lo p m en t,  and  bas te  jo b  acq u is i t io n  and  re te n t io n  skills .
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T h e  O liio  p ro g ram  began  in A pril o f  1992 with a federal g ran t  from  the U.S. Justice 
D e p a r tm e n t  fo r  an 18-m onth  p ro jec t  to be eva lua ted  by the N a tio n a l  Institu te  o f  Justice. 
R ec id iv ism  d a ta  w ill not be ava iiab lc  until 1994. A cco rd in g  to T im  H ow ard ,  project 
d irec to r ,  the u n u su a l ly  s trong  em phas is  on  the af te rcare  c o m p o n e n t  should  result  in low  
re c id iv ism  rates.

M o re  d e ta i led  in fo rm atio n  on ea ch  o f  these p ro g ram s  is being  sen t  and  will be fo rw arded  
to y o u  u p o n  arrival.  I h ope  this in fo rm ation  is useful. I f  you  h a v e  aucstions, p lease  let me 
k n o w .

A t ta c h m e n t


