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I. Executive Summary
The following report details how various factors significantly affect successful reentry,
how existing community-based organizations tailor interventions to address those factors, and
provides recommendations for the best practices community-based reentry programs can follow.
As shown below, interventions must address health, employment, housing, skill
development, mentorship, and social networks, as these factors have the most significant impact
on reentry success. This report then goes on to analyze how the magnitude of the success of the
above interventions are mediated by factors such as race, gender, age, type of crime, type of
community, and income level. The presence of these factors requires reentry programs to tailor
their services in order to address the unique needs of the populations they serve. Examples of
community-based organizations that successfully address all of these risk factors are provided.
The next section compares the strengths and weaknesses of both community and governmental
reentry programs, discussing areas in which each type of organization is more effective, and
suggesting ways in which they can partner with each other to maximize success. The paper ends
with highlights of four American cities with large reentering populations – Tulsa and Oklahoma
City, OK; Chicago, IL; and Waco, TX – that employ successful combinations of both
community and governmental reentry programs in order to reduce recidivism rates in their
communities.
Using information on what issues community-based reentry programs should prioritize
and how they can best address these issues, this report provides recommendations best reentry
practices for community organizations. The tailored interventions section lists important
considerations to keep in mind when implementing the general recommendations as listed below:
Given the fact that research and practice typically move on separate tracks, this report
urges reentry programs to take time to evaluate their services and incorporate takeaways from
existing reentry research into their practices in order to maximize reentry success and reduce
recidivism rates.
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II. Recommendations
Our research showed that several dynamic risk factors – namely health, employment,
housing, skill development, mentorship, social networks, and organization type – significantly
affect the success of reentry. Thus, community-based organizations aiming to facilitate
successful reentry and reduce recidivism rates should place special emphasis on addressing these
risk factors.
I. HEALTH
Community-based organizations should prioritize providing reentering citizens with
quality health care that properly addresses any mental health, physical health, and substance
abuse conditions. Although community-based organizations typically have limitations to
providing formal healthcare services, many have successfully addressed health needs through
support groups and counseling services.1 Community-based organizations should work with
correctional institutions and the state government in this area especially because governments
typically have access to data on the health needs of incarcerated individuals.2
In particular, female reentering citizens often have greater health-related needs than the
general reentering population.3 Thus, organizations should specifically target services to women,
especially in the form of trauma and counseling services, as practiced by STRIVE in Waco, TX.4
II. EMPLOYMENT
We find that community-based programs that provide training and placement services to
returning citizens using a holistic approach in which they focus on both training and job
placement are the most effective in ensuring returning citizens’ successful reentry into society.
Given the importance of long-term employment on recidivism rates, community reentry
programs must emphasize placement into high quality jobs with upward potential. Ways to do so
include through educational, particularly vocational and GED-based, and entrepreneurship
programs.5
Additionally, though reentry programs may offer job training and placement programs,
the success of these services depends largely on the job opportunities available in the
neighborhoods into which their clients are reentering, which makes reentry particularly difficult
for people of color.6 One way to navigate this issue is for community organizations to partner
with prisons to better advise incarcerated individuals on which neighborhoods to return to.
III. HOUSING
Although state programs predominantly account for housing services, there are a few
community-based organizations that offer transitional housing, with the end goal of eventually
1

See section on Waco, TX under Key City Spotlights.
See section on Institutional Interventions.
3
See section on Gender under Tailored Interventions.
4
See section on Waco, TX under Key City Spotlights
5
See section on Employment under Dynamic Risk Factors.
6
See section on Race under Tailored Interventions.
2
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securing an independent living situation. Many successful programs also provided housing in
combination with other services, such as employment services, health services, socio-emotional
development, and more.7 It is important for such programs to have a specialized focus on
communities with the highest risk of homelessness, namely women, Black and Hispanic
individuals, and the elderly.8 Additionally, since many reentering women fill the responsibility of
caring for children who also need shelter, housing for reentering women must be more than just
transitional shelters, in terms of safety, security, and affordability.
IV. SKILL DEVELOPMENT
Education
Community-based organizations should provide a variety of educational programs, such
as employment training programs, college enrollment assistance and referrals, GED preparation
and testing referrals, and vocational training (on site and referrals). Educational programs must
be tailored to the unique education needs of different age demographics. For example, youth tend
to prefer GED programs are often better served through case management and tailored
educational programs based on the specifics of each juvenile’s school records.9
Interpersonal Skills
Programs that specifically develop interpersonal skills (such as anger management, time
management, goal setting and parenting) and target antisocial peer relationships are most
important for successful reentry, as these factors, if neglected, have the highest indication for
post-release failure.10 In addition, cognitive behavioral programs that target the attitudes and
perspectives individuals may have for criminal lifestyles have proven to be quite effective in
reducing recidivism.11
V. MENTORSHIP
Community-based organizations that offer reentry services should also prioritize
mentorship programs. Matching reentering citizens with mentors who share similar backgrounds
has also been shown to significantly reduce recidivism rates. Accordingly, same gender mentormentee pairings, and even same-gender group mentoring sessions, have been shown to be more
effective than mixed-gender mentoring.12 Pairing mentors based on similar racial/ethnic
identities is also important, particularly for African American males.13
Additionally, youth and adults generally have different priorities upon reentry, as adults
usually need more support with vocational training and job attainment and retainment whereas
7

See section on Housing under Dynamic Risk Factors.
See sections on Race, Gender and Age under Tailored Interventions.
9
See section on Age under Tailored Interventions.
10
See section on Skill Development under Dynamic Risk Factors.
11
Ibid.
12
See section on Gender under Tailored Interventions.
13
See section on Race under Tailored Interventions.
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youth tend to benefit more assistance with family problems, and mental health treatment, and
thus organizations should modify the environment and purpose of the mentoring for optimal
utility to the mentee based on their age.14
VI. SOCIAL NETWORKS
Community-based organizations should specifically and strategically emphasize the role
of family connection and cohesiveness as organizations which combine services such as
transitional living assistance with long-term family support have proven to be successful.15 It is
particularly important to promote familial support among young reentering individuals, as family
is generally more central to their social interactions and responsibilities. Moreover, given
women’s predominant role as primary caretaker of children, both before and after incarceration,
reentry programs should specifically address such needs through services that support building
stronger familial ties and provide them with therapy, mentorship, life skills training, domestic
violence education, and safe homes.16
While strong family ties have been shown to ease reentry, as reentering individuals often
rely on family support upon release, income level can affect the ability for strong family
connections to be formed and maintained between families and their incarcerated members.17
Therefore, programs that subsidize or cover travel and communication costs would greatly aid
incarcerated individuals in maintaining close relationships with their families.

A. INSTITUTIONAL INTERVENTION
Given that government programs and community-based organizations often have
different priorities in their reentry services, the two should work together, complementing each
other’s strengths and weaknesses in order to help facilitate successful reentry.18 For example,
while government organizations are also ideal for collecting data that can guide community
organizations in their work, as well as referring recently released individuals to community
reentry programs, community-based programs are better able to tailor their interventions to the
specific subset of reentering individuals they serve.
The rest of this paper provides further analysis and evidence to support these
recommendations and examples of community organizations that put these principles into
practice.

14

See section on Age under Tailored Interventions.
See section on Social Networks under Dynamic Risk Factors.
16
See section on Gender under Tailored Interventions.
17
See section on Income Level under Tailored Interventions.
18
See section on Institutional Interventions.
15
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III. Background
Reentry is not an under-studied issue, but it has seldom received significant attention
from policy-makers. However, recent legislation such as the Second Chance Act has brought the
issue once more into the forefront of policy debate. While the vast majority of reentry literature
to date focuses on state or national level policies that create barriers to reentry, otherwise known
as collateral consequences, there is limited analysis of what reentry looks like on a community
level. While understanding state and national penalties and policies that explicitly affect reentry
is undeniably important, research on neighborhood effects and social ecology demonstrate the
importance of one’s community on outcomes.
Sociologists William Julius Wilson, Robert Sampson and Hanna Katz revisit Wilson and
Sampson’s 1995 chapter “Toward a Theory of Race, Crime, and Urban Inequality” in a 2018
article to review the empirical evidence of their racial invariance thesis, which argues that while
the causes of crime are largely the same for both white and Black Americans, the structural
disadvantages that induce crime are disproportionately concentrated in Black neighborhoods.19
The authors reference a systematic meta-analysis conducted in 2005 by Travis Pratt and Frances
Cullen that confirmed the hypothesis that community-level structural disadvantage is a major
predictor of crime, and found that link to be robust even after controlling for factors such as
joblessness, low education, skill, poverty, and female-headed households.20
Informed by the significant literature on the effects of neighborhoods on crime, scholars
have recently turned to studying reentry on a micro level. Particularly, there has been a spotlight
on the spatial concentration of reentry for formerly incarcerated persons. The Boston Reentry
Study, directed by Bruce Western, Anthony Braga and Rhiana Kohl, is a longitudinal study
following 135 men and women released from Massachusetts state prison and entering
neighborhoods in the Boston area. Harvard sociologist Jessica Simes examined disparities in the
individuals’ neighborhood attainment after prison and found that 40 percent of respondents
returned to one of two neighborhoods in Boston,21 illustrating the trend of mass incarceration’s
incredibly concentrated impact on communities across the country.
Given the spatial concentration of reentry and the importance of social ecology, it is
critical to investigate how communities that bear the brunt of mass incarceration respond to the
unique needs of the formerly incarcerated.

19

Wilson, William Julius, Robert Sampson, and Hanna Katz. “Reassessing ‘Toward a Theory of Race, Crime, and
Urban Inequality’: Enduring and New Challenges in 21st Century America.” Du Bois Review: Social Science
Research 15, no. 1 (2018): 13–34.
20
Ibid.
21
Simes, Jessica. “Neighborhood Attainment after Prison.” Harvard Department of Sociology, Working Paper
(March 2016).

7

III. Dynamic Risk Factors
This section will cover a variety of factors that affect successful reentry and explain why
they are significant aspects to focus on. The risk factors covered in this section include: Health,
Employment, Housing, Skill Development, Mentorship, Social Networks, and Organization
Type. This section also includes examples of community-based organizations that put these
principles into practice and provide a model for addressing these risk factors.

A. Health
The overall health of reentering citizens is a critical factor to their success with the
reentry process, as adverse health conditions are highly prevalent among prison populations. A
study performed by the Bureau of Justice Statistics from 2007-2009 reported that roughly 60% of
people in state prisons and two-thirds of people in jail met the criteria for “drug dependence or
abuse.”22 As a 2011 RAND Corporation study of prison populations in California concludes,
prison populations also have elevated rates of physical and mental health conditions.23
Furthermore, outside research has already proven that the health conditions of reentering
individuals does affect reentry success. A 2008 Urban Institute study revealed that respondents
with physical health conditions had the fewest distinct challenges, those with mental health
conditions reported the most overall challenges, and those with substance abuse problems were
likely to relapse and recidivate.24 Additionally, a 2019 study in the Journal of Criminology
illustrated that it is not just that one’s health state correlates directly with the likelihood of crime
and recidivism, but that one’s health state affects other factors that are directly linked to
crime/recidivism (such as employment, finances, and family connections).25 Because of this,
services focusing on improving people’s employability are only marginally helpful because
chronic health issues serve as significant obstacles in achieving steady employment.26 27

B. Employment
Employment is an essential factor in facilitating successful reentry of formerly
incarcerated people. The positive benefits of employment after release include lower rates of
22

“Reentry Essentials: Prioritizing Treatment for Substance Addictions.” CSG Justice Center. The Council of State
Governments, December 12, 2018. https://csgjusticecenter.org/nrrc/posts/reentry-essentials-prioritizing-treatmentfor-substance-addictions/.
23
RAND. “Understanding the Public Health Implications of Prisoner Reentry in California.” PDF file. 2008.
https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/2011/RAND_MG1165.pdf
24
Mallik-Kane, Kamala. Visher A., Christy. “Health and Prisoner Reentry: How Physical, Mental, and Substance
Abuse Conditions Shape the Process of Reintegration” PDF file. February 2008.
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/31491/411617-Health-and-Prisoner-Reentry.PDF
25
Link, NW, Ward, JT, Stansfield, R. Consequences of mental and physical health for reentry and recidivism:
Toward a health‐based model of desistance. Criminology. 2019; 57: 544– 573. https://doi.org/10.1111/17459125.12213
26
Visher, C. A., Debus‐Sherrill, S., & Yahner, J. (2011). Employment after prison: A longitudinal study of former
prisoners. Justice Quarterly, 28(5), 698–718.
27
Western, B. (2018). Homeward: Life in the year after prison. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.
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recidivism, greater levels of economic stability, as well as identity building opportunities for
formerly incarcerated people.28 However, formerly incarcerated people face many obstacles in
securing a job. As of 2008, the unemployment rate of formerly incarcerated people was 27
percent, significantly greater than the national unemployment rate of 5.8 percent that year.29
Formerly incarcerated people are also significantly less likely to receive favorable responses or
callbacks for interviews from potential employers.30 Ultimately, formerly incarcerated people are
frequently prevented from securing employment despite the positive impact employment has in
facilitating successful reentry.
Community-based programs that provide training and placement services to returning
citizens have had mixed success. These programs are structured in a variety of ways, including
varying focuses on training and job placement. For example, Exodus Transitional Community is
an organization that serves the East Harlem community through educational employmentoriented training and holistic support. The organization manages over five thousand cases a year
and has a recidivism rate of only 4%. Their educational programs include soft skills training,
GED classes, and one-on-one mentorship. After completing these programs, 78% of the
participants were able to secure a living wage employment.31
While employment does contribute to lower recidivism rates, the type of employment,
including the longevity and wage, plays a big factor in determining successful reentry. In fact,
simply having a short term job post-release has no impact on the rate of recidivism. The impact
of employment on recidivism can only be found when returning citizens hold jobs for longer
than six months.32 Criminologists Sampson and Laub attribute this effect of employment
longevity to the fact that formerly incarcerated people are able to develop relationships with their
coworkers and employers.33 Given the importance of long term employment, community reentry
programs must emphasize high quality jobs with upward potential. The main factor in
determining whether or not returning citizens are able to secure these jobs is education level.
Returning citizens of the same education level have similar recidivism rates and these similarities
hold true across different races and genders. As seen with the Exodus Transitional Community,
these services can be given in parallel with other services that address returning citizens’ holistic
needs. However, most studies show that no community-based employment program can have the
28

Berg, Mark and Huebner, Beth. 2011. Reentry and the Ties that Bind: An Examination of Social Ties,
Employment, and Recidivism. Justice Quarterly.
29
Couloute, Lucius and Kopf, Daniel. “Out of Prison & Out of Work: Unemployment among formerly incarcerated
people.” Prison Policy Initiative. July, 2018. https://www.prisonpolicy.org/reports/outofwork.html.
30
Decker, Scott et al. “Criminal Stigma, Race, Gender, and Employment: An Expanded Assessment of the
Consequences of Imprisonment for Employment.” National Institute of Justice. January, 2014.
https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/nij/grants/244756.pdf
31
“Exodus Transitional Community.” Exodus Transitional Community. Accessed November 25, 2019.
https://www.etcny.org/.
32
Ramakers, Anke, Paul Nieuwbeerta, Johan Van Wilsem, and Anja Dirkzwager. “Not Just Any Job Will Do: A
Study on Employment Characteristics and Recidivism Risks After Release.” International Journal of Offender
Therapy and Comparative Criminology 61, no. 16 (2016): 1795–1818. https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624x16636141.
33
Sampson R. J., Laub J. H. (1990). Crime and deviance over the life course: The salience of adult social bonds.
American Sociological Review, 55, 609-627.
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same impact as natural market forces.34 The biggest indicator of a returning citizen’s ability to
secure a job is the state of the economy in the community that they return to.
Community level programs designed to teach entrepreneurial skills to currently and
formerly incarcerated individuals have also been effectively applied to support reentry.
Entrepreneurship programs prepare people for reentry by improving their confidence and
teaching skills necessary for economic self-sufficiency. These programs provide short term
lessons for successful reentry as well as long-term skills for sustained success. The Prison
Entrepreneurship Program (PEP) in Texas was founded in 2004 and teaches skills such as
business plans and taxes as well as soft skills such as meeting etiquette and resumes. PEP also
provides reentry housing and weekly classes after release.35 The program has had 1,300
graduates of which 100% were employed 90 days after release. Program graduates have also
started 112 businesses and the program has been 380 percent more effective at reducing
recidivism than similar programs.36 Similarly, the Mercy Corps Northwest’s Lifelong
Information For Entrepreneurship in Oregon is a 32-week course that covers business planning,
re-entry goal setting, public speaking, time management, finance management as well as soft
skills such as problem solving and healthy living. The 197 participants have been found to be 40
percent less likely to recidivate. Defy Ventures in New York and California provides online and
in person instruction with hundreds of modules and tutorials. The program provides character
development training and teaches business planning and financial management over five months.
Additionally, for those interested, Defy Ventures offers a nine-month business management and
creation course. The program has served 475 people. Participants have created over 100
businesses and 95 percent of participants secure stable wages within seven months. Furthermore,
program participants have a 3% recidivism rate. Rising Tide Capital in New Jersey is a 12 week
business academy. The program has served 1,385 formerly incarcerated individuals and many
have started or joined businesses. Each of these programs follows a similar model of educating
currently and formerly incarcerated people in business creation and financial management. These
skills are applicable and relevant and also promote a more positive mindset that supports
successful re-entry. The success of these programs suggests that community level
entrepreneurship programs can have tangible positive results.37

C. Housing
Securing a place to stay is a key part of successful reentry for formerly incarcerated
people. Having a stable home is a fundamental part of reentering society, providing a place from
which to orient oneself while beginning to search for employment, reestablish social networks,
34

Yang, Crystal S. “Local Labor Markets and Criminal Recidivism.” Journal of Public Economics 147 (2017): 16–
29. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2016.12.003.
35
Klein, Joyce and Mohan, Lavanya. “Prison to Proprietor: Entrepreneurship as a Re-Entry Strategy.” FIELD at the
Aspen Institute. September, 2016. https://www.aspeninstitute.org/publications/prison-proprietor-entrepreneurshipre-entry-strategy/.
36
Ibid.
37
Ibid.
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and get treatment.38 Sleeping on the street may also increase the likelihood of rearrest for
violation of laws that criminalize homelessness.39 A study of Solid Start, a program for male
formerly incarcerated people, found that housing “not only facilitated feelings of stability and
independence, it also influenced cognitive shifts in commitment to change and hope for the
future.”40 Overall, stable housing provides a strong basis of support for individuals reentering
their communities following incarceration.
However, there are numerous barriers to finding stable housing for reentering citizens.
These range from policies restricting Temporary Assistance for Needy Families benefits for
people with a prior criminal record to a scarcity of affordable housing on the housing market.41
Residing with family or friends can also be difficult for many upon reentry, whether due to
restrictive parole conditions or deterioration of these relationships due to time spent in prison.42
Others do not have any place that they could potentially return to. Greenberg and Rosenheck
(2008) found that 15.3% of individuals in jail were homeless at some point in the year leading up
to their incarceration.43 Furthermore, Roman and Travis (2006) detail a host of issues in
matching reentering citizens to housing services, including lack of coordination between
correctional facilities and local housing providers as well as lack of coordination between
housing programs and other reentry services.44 These problems can be magnified by an inability
to secure employment or other stable source of income upon reentry, making it that much more
difficult to make regular rent payments.45 Together, these obstacles have contributed to high
rates of homelessness and housing instability among formerly incarcerated individuals. One
study found that in 2008, 2% of formerly incarcerated individuals were homeless, a rate ten
times higher than the rate of homelessness among the general population.46 Additionally,
homelessness is strongly correlated with incarceration and recidivism as aspects of homelessness
have become criminalized.47 Even though these offenses are usually minor, failure to pay fines or

38

Lutze, Faith E., Jeffrey W. Rosky, and Zachary K. Hamilton. "Homelessness and reentry: A multisite outcome
evaluation of Washington State’s reentry housing program for high risk offenders." Criminal Justice and Behavior
41, no. 4 (2014): 473.
39
Ibid.
40
Pleggenkuhle, Breanne, Beth M. Huebner, and Kimberly R. Kras. "Solid start: supportive housing, social support,
and reentry transitions." Journal of Crime and Justice 39, no. 3 (2016): 380-397.
41
Roman, Caterina Gouvis. "Taking stock: Housing, homelessness, and prisoner reentry." (2004); Morani, Nicole
M., Nora Wikoff, Donald M. Linhorst, and Sheila Bratton. The Prison Journal 91, no. 3 (2011): 361.
42
Roman, Caterina Gouvis. "Taking stock: Housing, homelessness, and prisoner reentry." 11. (2004)
43
Greenberg, Greg A., and Robert A. Rosenheck. "Jail incarceration, homelessness, and mental health: A national
study." Psychiatric services 59, no. 2 (2008): 170-177.
44
Roman, Caterina Gouvis, and Jeremy Travis. "Where will I sleep tomorrow? Housing, homelessness, and the
returning prisoner." Housing Policy Debate 17, no. 2 (2006): 389-418.
45
Ibid, 405.
46
Couloute, Lucius. "Nowhere to Go: Homelessness among formerly incarcerated people." Northampton, MA:
Prison Policy Initiative (2018).
47
Stephen Metraux, Caterina G. Roman, Richard S. Cho, “Incarceration and Homelessness”, 2007 National
Symposium on Homelessness Research, March 1, 2007, https://www.huduser.gov/publications/pdf/p9.pdf.
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be present for court appearances (out of inability or due to other reasons) can lead to
incarceration.48
With that being said, one faith-based organization located in Chicago, IL is working to
combat homelessness among reentering citizens. Since its founding in 1994, the Grace House
residential program (under St. Leonard’s Ministries) has provided “interim housing, emotional
and spiritual support, and professional counseling to women who are exiting the Illinois prison
system.”49 Located on the Near West Side of Chicago, eighteen formerly incarcerated people are
housed in a building that includes a library, computer-lab, and other amenities.50 According to
Grace House, only 5% of the women who complete their program recidivate, compared to the
statewide statistic of 35%.51 In addition to Grace House, the Center for Women in Transition
provides wraparound services for women recently released from prison or jail in the St. Louis
community.52 These services include mentoring and advocacy, case management, basic
necessities, and transitional housing.53 The Center operates two apartment-style housing
arrangements. Baker House houses 12 women who are a part of the Center’s mentoring and
advocacy program and Schirmer House houses 32 women who are fulfilling a state-mandated
supervision requirement.54 In 2018, only 6.3% of the 126 women the Center served recidivated,
which is much lower than the national average of 23.3% for women within the first six months of
release.55 Some common themes among these community-based organizations appear to be
housing that is transitional—aimed toward eventually securing an independent living situation—
and housing that is combined with other services, including employment services, health
services, socio-emotional learning, and more.

D. Skill Development
I.

Education
Education is now more popularly recognized as a means to reduce recidivism. The
Bureau of Justice Statistics indicates that incarcerated persons have considerably fewer years of
education than the public. Approximately 19 percent of the public has not completed high school
compared with 40 percent of people in state prison, 27 percent of people in local jails, and 31
percent of people on probation.56 This evidence demonstrates the strong correlation between
education and incarceration. Moreover, one study from 2001, which provides the strongest
48

Ibid.
“Grace House,” St. Leonard’s Ministries, accessed October 27, 2019, http://slministries.org/gh/.
50
Ibid.
51
Ibid.
52
“Transitional Housing,” Center for Women in Transition, accessed October 27, 2019,
http://www.cwitstl.org/store/c1/Home.
53
Ibid.
54
Ibid.
55
Ibid.
56
Caroline Wolf Harlow, “Special Report: Education and Correctional Populations,” Special Report: Education and
Correctional Populations (Bureau of Justice Statistics, April 15, 2003),
https://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/ecp.pdf).
49

12

evidence to date that education reduces recidivism, reports that education improves the
likelihood of employment after release.57
Given that education is an important factor for successful reentry, many communitybased organizations around the country focus on supporting education for the formerly
incarcerated people they serve. For example, an organization in Mississippi named
Parole2Project is focused on assisting released non-violent offenders in starting a new life and
getting employed.58 One way they do this through their academic service. This community
service organization provides employment training programs, college enrollment assistance and
referrals, GED preparation and testing referral, and vocational training (on site and referrals).
The Post Prison Education Program, located in Washington state, focuses on helping formerly
incarcerated people find educational opportunities post-release.59 This community organization
provides individuals with two years of post secondary education, along with a fund of $6,700 to
help individuals resettle in their communities. Additionally, other forms of educational
programming seen in community organizations are GED classes and tutoring. In Little Rock,
Arkansas, the OurHouse Organization focuses on reducing recidivism through offering this as an
educational opportunity.60
II.

Interpersonal Skills
Beyond education in the academic sense, people have become increasingly aware of the
importance of developing interpersonal skills prior to and during reentry. These interpersonal
skills include anger management, time management, goal setting, and parenting. In particular,
the factors with the highest indication for post-release failure were identification or close
relationship with criminal peers, attitudes supportive of a criminal lifestyle, and lack of education
or employment skills.61
Interpersonal skill training can take place at both the institutional and community levels.
At the institutional level, the training is provided in the incarceration facility, and at the
community level, these programs are often referred to as “transitional services.” However, since
interpersonal skill training requires particularly close relationships between reentering
individuals and other members of society, interpersonal training is a factor that is often handled
more effectively at the community level. Interpersonal skills training programs often include
cognitive behavioral programs, anger management programs, motivation programs, and
communication and relationship skills. Cognitive behavioral programs target the attitudes and
57

Linda Smith, “Education Reduces Crime: Three State Recidivism Study Executive Summary,” ed. Stephen J.
Steurer, Education Reduces Crime: Three State Recidivism Study Executive Summary, 2003,
https://www.mtctrains.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/Education-Reduced-Crime-Three-State-RecidivismStudy.pdf).
58
“SERVICES,” Paroled2Pride (Paroled2Pride, 2017), https://www.paroled2pride.org/services).
59
Post-Prison Education Program (Seattle, Post Prison Education Program).
60
“Reentry”, Reentry (Little Rock, Our House).
61
Gerald G. Gaes and Newton Kendig, “FROM PRISON TO HOME: THE EFFECT OF INCARCERATION AND
REENTRY ON CHILDREN, FAMILIES, AND COMMUNITIES,” January 10, 2002. https://aspe.hhs.gov/basicreport/skill-sets-and-health-care-needs-released-offenders
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perspectives individuals may have for criminal lifestyles and have proven to be quite effective.
In one meta analysis by Pearson, Lipton, Cleland & Yee (2002), it was found that cognitive
behavioral therapy reduced recidivism by as much as 30% over other methods.62 Moreover, one
study found that CBT in particular was more effective on higher risk individuals.63
Another comprehensive training program, America Works, found that the comprehensive
social skills training helped people who were incarcerated for non-violent crimes the most.64 In
particular, America Works uses one to two-week long intense, tough love sessions to teach
individuals skills needed in the workplace. The program places special emphasis on interpersonal
skills, such as communication, time management and anger management. It then uses its
connections with employers to place individuals into jobs. In another set of programs, the Rhode
Island Department of Corrections programs, women received interpersonal training. However,
they did not see significant decreases in recidivism. The reason behind this was that the women
were particularly vulnerable to unstable home situations, poor social support and abusive
partners that would derail progress. Moreover, one-third of women in the program were released
with no job, income or formal job training. Hence, the Rhode Island Department of Corrections
recommended transitional living assistance safe from abusive partners, with opportunities to
develop and practice skills.65
Thus, we can see that for interpersonal skills training, community level programs might
be more effective as they would allow for better post-incarceration contact for reentering
individuals. There are countless community programs that have observed great effects with their
programs. In particular, for individuals with children, parenting training was shown to have great
effects on their success rate upon reentry. For example, an Oregon-based program found that
graduates of the program had a 48% lower rate of one-year recidivism than non-graduates.

E. Mentorship
Participation in mentorship by reentering citizens is increasingly being viewed as a
reliable strategy to improve social and cultural ties, assist in the connection to resources, and
reduce recidivism. Furthermore, peer mentorship programs serve as “a key means of ensuring
continuity of support for those released from prison, making mainstream services go further and
providing employment opportunities for those displaying an aptitude for such roles.”66 Time
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spent in the criminal justice system often exacerbates criminal behavior by eroding critical
social, educational and vocational support.67 Due to weakened social ties, those affected by the
criminal justice system benefit greatly from mentorship programs that provide guidance and
support as citizens reenter society. Denney, Tewksbury, and Jones look into this extensively by
examining the needs of people released from prison, and their work revealed that “among the
most frequently expressed desired forms of social support were a mentor to guide them to make
everyday decisions, peers with whom to share struggles, and a support system to hold them
accountable for their lifestyle and behavior.”68 Mentorship has been shown to increase job
obtainment/security and recidivism rates, in examples such as the Ready4Work program based in
the north-east USA. Ready4Work found that those who were mentored were 35% less likely to
recidivate after one year, twice as likely to find a job, more likely to stay in the program for an
average of 3.1 months extra, than those who were not mentored.69 By addressing the social
transition out of custody, supporting the vocational and educational pursuits of a reentering
citizen, enhancing the success of other reentry services, and overall reducing recidivism,
mentorship is a vital aspect of reentry services.
There are further specific examples showing the success of mentorship. In New York, the
program Arches was created in 2012 to connect high-risk youth ages 16 to 24 with mentors from
community-based organizations who share similar backgrounds. Through individual mentoring,
group mentoring, and journaling practices, the program reduced one-year felony reconviction by
69 percent and reduced two-year felony reconviction over 50 percent.70 A Minnesota male prison
program called InnerChange connects people in prison with volunteer mentors from local faith
organizations during the individual’s last 18 months of incarceration and for the 12 months post
release. Those who continued to meet with their mentors saw significant improvements in a
variety of reentry success measures compared to the control group, including a 44 percent
decrease in recidivism for rearrests, a 52 percent decrease in reconviction, a 95 percent decrease
in new offense reincarceration, and a 62 percent decrease in technical violations.71
Mentorship is a feature of re-entry which should be prioritized but is often overlooked by
reentry organizations, particularly on the state and national level. However, there are a large
number of community organizations that provide extensive mentoring, and the support of these
organizations significantly helps formerly incarcerated people succeed when reentering.
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F. Social Networks
Generally, for formerly incarcerated persons, a wide ranging social support network will
lead to a greater feeling of acceptance and an increased likelihood of being a productive member
of society. One of the most critical aspects of a social support network include a returning
individual’s family. Having a family to depend on after a prison sentence ensures financial and
home security. This is especially important because formerly incarcerated people are almost 10
times more likely to be homeless than the general public.72 Not having a place to live creates a
revolving door of struggle and uncertainty that is accentuated for a reentering citizen.
On the opposite side of this spectrum, one may choose to disassociate with a given social
support network because of the potential negative influences and consequences of that given
group. Through social bonds, formerly incarcerated people begin to see themselves as less of a
member of a criminal outgroup. Additional complications arise for parents who received public
assistance prior to incarceration due to many states’ restrictions on access to public housing for
individuals with a criminal record. These parents are one and a half times more likely to have
their children placed in foster care than parents who did not receive public assistance prior to
their arrest. Receipt of public assistance may be associated with a weak family support network
and an inability to find adequate relative care.73 This may present additional burdens for
reunification.
I. Family Outcomes in Terms of Expectations and the Availability of Support
An increasingly important area of research into reentry success is the role that family
relationships play in creating successful reentry support, and thus the role such relationships can
play in reducing recidivism. From research that indicates parent-child relationships undergo
significant stress in incarceration scenarios, potentially creating stresses which may push
children into the criminal justice system, to research which indicates that a lack of
communication and associated support from family members can create multiple barriers to
successful reentry upon release, especially in finding housing and employment, there is sufficient
evidence to claim that reentry outcomes are heavily dependent on familial support.74 75
A major consideration community groups must take into account in their application of
family-based support is the role of expectations in shaping outcomes post-release. These
expectations are most directly addressed by the existing literature as the extent and cohesion of
formerly incarcerated persons’ family/social groups. According to Christy A. Visher and
Shannon M. E. Courtney at the Urban Institute Justice Policy Center in Washington, DC, a
notable finding in this expectation framework was the distinction between pre-release
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expectations in family support to post-release realities, especially for men.76 Visher & Shannon’s
research indicated that men, “had high expectations for the quality of family relationships and
family support they would receive after release, [but] they did not fully recognize the importance
of family until they had been in the community a few months.” This was primarily a factor
connected to the underestimation of financial and employment security post-release, causing
people post-release to cling closer to family networks for reentry assistance. However, Visher &
Shannon also note that this reliance on family relationships is not necessarily problematic in the
short term: for the cohort of men studied, 63% cited family support as a major factor against
recommiting and 43% noted that maintaining relationships with their children was a major
reason to avoid recidivism. This is especially relevant as not all men studied had children,
suggesting a higher reliance rate for those in the cohort that did. However, the major unifying
suggestion presented in Visher & Shannon is the difficulty of reconciling differences in pre-andpost release conceptions of family support, suggesting the necessary interventionist role of
community action in both stages of the process in creating successful family relationships. This
suggestion is especially important for women studied in the literature due to the prevalence of
domestic violence in vulnerable post-release situations, which may necessitate further support to
help transition from such abusive environments.77
A major consideration to further account is the relationship between family support and
financial limitations, primarily as the ability to support family members post-release and how
this influences the quality of familial relationships.78 As Fontaine, et al., notes, family support
outcomes may become diminished due to lack of resources families are capable to provide to
returning family members post-release. For instance, Fontaine, et al., notes: “while family
members [report] that the number of activities performed together increases significantly over
time … the number of hardships reported by family members also increases.”79 This finding
demonstrates a gap between positive relationships in families and external factors, especially of
an economic nature, that can affect family support. This mainly appears to be that, as economic
struggles enhance in a family network, the quality and range of support decreases. This further
suggests the necessary intersectional approach that community groups must take in addressing
financial hardship and familial support as fundamentally linked exercises.
However, a consensus within the literature (especially that of Visher & Courtney and
Fontaine, et al.) is the importance of the “closeness” of family relationships in shaping positive
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outcomes. As Visher & Courtney note the value of family ties in the resistance to recommit,
Fontaine, et al., qualifies this finding by explaining that more than just family ties, the level of
closeness among those ties was the significant factor in reentry success. Closeness here is
certainly a subjective factor, but community groups can have a significant role in shaping family
cohesion nevertheless. As relational ties can vary in intensity and positive intent, extending
services that seek to enhance people’s expectations post-release and seek to enhance family
support can be critical. Research still demonstrates that the two major dimensions to seek to
enhance these outcomes are in increasing relational cohesion, be it by therapy, reentry resource
support, and in assisting financial stability for families preparing for a post-release situation.
II. Examples Within Community Organizations
Significant examples of success in the strategies aforementioned include community
organizations which combine transitional living assistance with long-term family support. A key
example is the STRIVE Program in Waco, Texas, which combines educational and employmentbased support for women as they prepare to leave the criminal justice program. Not only does
STRIVE provide peer mentoring and counseling and employment support, but also emphasizes
the role of occupational stability in creating positive family outcomes.80 Jolie McCullough at The
Texas Tribune notes the case of Candice Diaz, a mother in the program, whose continued
successful mentorship has not only endowed her with professional skills but also has
strengthened her relationship with her children, as they state noting a positive “difference” in her
since her participation in the program.81 Programs like STRIVE address the major structural
positions posed in this section, especially the intersectionality of financial stability and family
cohesion; the case of Diaz is one of many in the STRIVE program which have both helped
uniquely disadvantaged women in the criminal justice system prepare for successful reentry and
subsequently strengthen their familial relationships, which, as this section notes, poses successful
reentry factors.
However, programs that exclusively focus on strengthening familial ties are also uniquely
of interest. An organization of interest would certainly be The Family Connection Center based
out of New Hampshire Department of Corrections. This program exclusively focuses on keeping
families and their incarcerated members in contact, through services such as recording
books/stories for children at home, requiring parenting classes for incarcerated individuals, and
offering parent support groups.82 Such group interactions strengthen both the relationship
between families and associated emotional importance of family for incarcerated individuals,
previously mentioned to aid in curtailing chances of recidivism post-release. The Family
Connection Center acknowledges specifically the role of parental neglect through incarceration
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as a high-risk factor for a child’s future incarceration.83 Thus, a significant role is to be played by
organizations that specifically and strategically emphasize the role of family connection and
cohesiveness, even outside the intersectional frameworks posited above.

G.

Organization Type

Among the work exploring various factors that affect the ability of formerly incarcerated
people to find successful reentry, researchers have begun to focus on how the types of
organizations these reentering citizens engage with affect their reentry and recidivism rates.
While we currently lack sufficient research to support a formula for creating a sustainable reentry
program that will significantly impact recidivism rates nationally, we are able to draw from
research highlighting specific programs and their individual impacts.84 The characteristics of
these organizations that have proven to have a demonstrable impact on reentry and recidivism
are whether it is community- or state-based, as well as the size of the particular organization.85
I. Community vs. State
In dissecting what makes a reentry program successful, it is important to understand the
two main types of reentry. While one form involves the supervision of government liaisons
through parole and probation programs, the other primary form focuses on an individual
voluntarily accepting or seeking admission to community- or government-based programs that
can provide them with support services that will ease the return to their communities.86 Despite
the lack of consensus on how exactly reentry programs should be structured, there is sufficient
evidence to suggest that community-based organizations often emphasize elements that lead to
successful reentry that government-based organizations tend to miss.87
Beginning with the influence of government-based organizations stationed in jails and
prisons, research has proven that it is often beneficial for correctional staff and facility programs
to strive to help individuals acquire a positive view of community in order to help them address
and overcome any present issues with mental health or substance abuse.88 Men and women face
constant struggles with reentry because, as Jesse Jannetta—a senior policy fellow at The Urban
Institute—argues, their time in jail often leaves them “undereducated, [with] few employable
skills, and frequently suffer[ing] from addiction and other physical or mental health concerns.”89
Many of the criticisms of government-based organizations center on the fact that most of these
programs focus on work and employability alone. Although these programs are successful to the
extent that beneficiaries are able to secure jobs, these programs often fail to target the
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intersection of issues present at unemployment for formerly incarcerated citizens, nor do they
focus on success in that particular job. On an even larger scale, these government-based
programs tend to fail the communities they set out to help because they are rooted in states that
consistently invest financial capital into incarcerating people while never focusing on the root of
the crimes that plague the neighborhoods they often target.
These issues often fall into the sphere of community-based programs, which emphasize
larger issues of access to social services like healthcare, housing, and economic development.90
Given the fact that many of these needs and access problems are not addressed during the
duration of an incarcerated citizen’s sentence, some programs choose to partner with jails to
dismantle these issues from their root.91 Conversely, research has shown the success of investing
justice resources to address the needs of individual communities. In a study conducted by
Chelsea Thomson, Leah Sakala, Ryan King, and Samantha Harvell, all of the Urban Institute, the
role of community organizers in reducing crime rates was discussed further. After looking at data
from the Work and Gain Education and Employment Skills (WAAGES) community-based
reentry program in Colorado, it was noted that their initiative boasted a 2.5% recidivism rate for
program members returning to prison for new crimes. The study drew a clear connection
between these rates and the community- and citizen-focused strategies, emphasizing the
necessity of a clear focus on economic development, treatment and counseling, as well as
reinvesting in healthier neighborhoods.92
Researchers at the Council of State Governments Justice Center agree, citing the
successes of Second Chance Act Grantees as support for these community-specific strategies.
These grants provide federal assistance to government and non-profit agencies on their mission
to provide employment assistance, housing, addiction treatment, mentoring, or any other type of
support that would reduce recidivism. Their study on successful reentry strategies centers on the
impact of incarceration on individuals from vulnerable communities, emphasizing the necessity
of focus on access issues, but also on specific characteristics of their chosen populations. In the
explanation of tailored approaches for specific populations, the study finds that reentry
interventions have more success when accounting for characteristics such as age or geographic
location of individuals.93 Because government-based organizations tend to focus on a more
holistic assessment of issues for the general population of incarcerated citizens, communitybased organizations take on the range of issues facing more specific subgroups, such as youth,
women, and tribal communities.
II. Organization Size
Beyond research surrounding the types of organizations formerly incarcerated people
may engage with on their path to reentry, scholars have also focused on how the size of
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individual organizations affect their success in facilitating successful reentry. Because of a lack
of literature on the effectiveness of different types of reentry programs, it remains difficult to
discern whether program size is instrumental in success. In an analysis of reentry and recidivism
conducted by Nathan James, an analyst in crime policy for the Congressional Research Service,
it was concluded that the way a program is implemented is just as imperative to its overall
success as the model it was based on. While there are numerous factors that could result in the
failed implementation of a successful program, a pattern of success for intensive individualfocused programs was noted.94
Additionally, in the case of treatment programs, cognitive-behavioral treatment is best
implemented through the matching of particular therapists to individuals by way of addressing
the specific learning characteristics of program participants.95 While there is no specific
recommended program size, we can infer that these programs function best with smaller group
sizes to accommodate for the lack of resources available to most reentry programs and
community-based organizations. James Lynch and William Sabol concur, adding that “the size
of the returning prisoner and parole populations has increased, but that funding for supervision
has not kept pace.”96 We can conclude that programs that allow for a larger allocation of funds
and mentorship/therapeutic resources for formerly incarcerated individuals would be conducive
to greater success simply because of a greater availability of resources.

IV. Tailored Interventions
Although each of the above risk factors affect reentry, the magnitude of their individual
effects are mediated by certain other factors that warrant tailored interventions. The factors
discussed in this section include: Race, Gender, Age, Type of Crime, Type of Community, and
Income Level. This section will highlight how those factors uniquely interact with established
risk factors for reentry, and provide examples of organizations that successfully address those
specific needs.

A. Race
Race plays a major role in the reentry experiences and chances of recidivism for formerly
incarcerated people. One of the main causes of this is the fact that the predominantly lowincome, Black, latinx or mixed race neighborhoods that recently released individuals return to
often are not conducive to successful reentry.97 This is expanded upon by Robert J. Sampson in
Great American City: Chicago and the Enduring Neighborhood Effect, who finds that the
correlation between concentrated disadvantage and incarceration rates is zero in white
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neighborhoods, but 0.6 in predominantly Black, latinx or mixed race neighborhoods.98 Sampson
and Wilson (2018) also study the variation in crime rates across Black and white communities
and find similar levels of variation based on ecological contexts for both Black and white
communities, implying that race is simply a marker for susceptibility to the concentrated
disadvantages in neighborhoods that most induce crime.99 It is the spatial concentration of
disadvantage itself that largely explains why race is such a strong mediator of successful reentry.
I. Housing
One risk factor in which race acts as a strong mediator is housing. According to a study
on the connection between homelessness and incarceration from the Prison Policy Initiative, the
rate of unsheltered homelesness is higher for Black than white or Hispanic men.100 In addition,
the same study also suggests that women of color face homelessness at higher rates than white
women, with black women experiencing sheltered homelessness rates nearly four times the rate
of white men and double the rate of Black men.101 In addition to outright homelessness, housing
insecurity is also a problem as many formerly incarcerated people live in marginal housing
(rooming house, hotel, or motel). Again, people of color are particularly at risk, with Hispanics
being the most likely to live in marginal housing.102 With this being said, it is clear that housing
programs need to specifically and purposefully target these underserved groups, as too many
people (of color, in particular) are falling through the cracks. This means that more general
solutions to the housing crisis, like the decriminalization of homelessness and the expansion of
social services for the homeless, need to explicitly take race into account because experiences
vary widely by race.
II. Mentorship
Like most interventions, mentorship cannot be structured universally without attention to
intersectionality as people of color often have different experiences than their white counterparts.
This is especially the case when it comes to African American men and, more specifically, boys.
Black male mentors are extremely important for the development of a positive racial identity, as
they serve to counterbalance the negative messaging that these boys have received about
themselves.103 This is further supported by research that shows that “when minority youth have
developed a healthy ethnic identity, they are more likely to achieve more positive academic,
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psychological, and social outcomes.”104 Therefore, a goal of mentorship should be to foster this
sense of ethnic identity, which can be most effectively achieved with the presence of a role
model.105
III.
Employment
Employment is seen as an important intervention in reducing recidivism; however, race is
often a mediator in employment post-incarceration. For incarcerated black men, hourly wages
are 10 percent lower after prison than before.106 Similarly, black men with a prison record have
the most difficulty moving through the hiring process - their odds of receiving a callback for an
interview or job offer are 125 percent lower than for formerly incarcerated white males.107
Similarly, black women were 37 percent less likely to receive a positive response from potential
employers than white women. This same study showed that recently released white female
incarcerated persons have odds that are 11 percent greater than the odds for black women who
have not been incarcerated for employment.108 These statistics show the impact that race has on
employment, which is particularly concerning given the importance employment has in reducing
rates of recidivism.
IV. Education
Education is another heavily supported means to reduce recidivism in communities.
However, factors like race have influenced the impact this intervention can make. In different
educational opportunities, formerly incarcerated white males were more likely to identify college
courses as being beneficial. Secondary education was also seen to promote higher levels of self
esteem, and individuals were more likely to continue their education post-release and not likely
to face barriers to employment. In contrast, although black males in this study reported that
college education was important for self-confidence and critical thinking, they did not find it
helpful in employability. Black males reported that their employment and educational
opportunities were most likely reduced by the institutionalized racism in the communities they
reentered. Therefore, black males reported higher value in vocational training that provided work
skills that made them readily employable post-release.109

B. Gender
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Gender has a significant impact on an individual’s experiences with reentry. The needs of
men differ greatly from their female counterparts and young women often face unique risk
factors that affect their individual needs. Upon gaining an understanding of how exactly these
critical differences affect reentry, community organizations will be able to provide tailored
services to address the barriers that gender differences provide to reentry.
I. Health and Family Ties
With regard to health-related needs of reentering persons, clear gender differences appear
both in the type of issues that are most prevalent and in the type of treatment that is most
effective. In particular, mental health needs vary significantly by gender. For one, returning
women are more likely (one quarter of females compared to one tenth of males) to have cooccurring substance abuse and mental health issues. Additionally, they report higher rates of
anxiety and depression in the year following incarceration. The Justice Policy Center at the
Urban Institute notes that women are often “doubly-disadvantaged” as they generally experience
poorer outcomes overall when reentering regardless of their health status.110 Lastly, women also
use mental health services at a higher rate than men, perhaps indicating their willingness to
engage in treatment.111 Community centers should keep all of these factors in mind when
supporting reentering females and consider offering programs geared toward women which
address all these needs, especially if there is an increased likelihood they will take advantage of
such programs.
Furthermore, females are more vulnerable to the stigmatization of incarceration and the
negative consequences of trauma. Not only do women report higher rates of trauma compared to
men, they also exhibited higher rates of personal feelings of shame, which can bleed into their
ability to cope with reintegration.112 This is especially important as a study by the Journal of
Correctional Education revealed that self-esteem was the largest barrier to employment faced by
women post-release.113 Additionally, women under correctional supervision are more likely to
report having experienced physical and sexual abuse as children and adults than their male
counterparts.114 Furthermore, domestic violence remains a key problem for women coming out
of incarceration, and contact with the criminal justice system creates many obstacles for women
in accessing domestic violence shelters and support.115 Correspondingly, it appears women
would especially benefit from programs providing therapy, mentorships, life skills training,
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domestic violence education, and even safe homes to help women handle their feelings of
stigmatization, trauma, and potentially dangerous home situations.
Lastly, another study revealed that prior to their incarceration, women are more likely to
have served as the primary caretakers of children.116 They also hope to continue being their
children’s primary caretaker upon release.117 During reintegration, more women than men report
that a constant source of stress they have is the fear of losing legal custody of their children.118
More community centers should develop programs that are relational and promote healthy
connections to children, family, significant others and the community in order to improve their
chances of maintaining a steady family life coming out of incarceration and protect their parental
statuses.
II.

Housing
In addition to the issues present at the intersection of gender and health, experiences with
housing during reentry also differ greatly based on gender. Although housing security for all is
important to allow reentering individuals to establish a sense of place within the community, a
specialized focus on reentering women is necessary because they are at a higher risk of
homelessness than their male counterparts, often due to structural inequalities that make them
extremely vulnerable to housing insecurity and force them to depend on others for support.
Housing for women during reentry must also be more than just transitional shelters—it needs to
be safe, secure, and affordable—as many women fill the responsibility of caring for children who
also need shelter because single men are often excluded from public welfare and affordable
housing initiatives.119 This issue is a widespread reality, as nearly 65% of women in state prisons
alone are mothers, and approximately ⅔ of those women lived with their children prior to
becoming incarcerated. According to a study conducted by the Center for Law and Social Policy,
many women cite their children as being a top priority for them after release.120 Additionally,
over 96% of the reentering parents wanted assistance with their relationships with the other
parent of their children, suggesting that a strong familial bond is vital to the successful
reintegration of these formerly incarcerated citizens, which can be facilitated by simpler access
to secure housing.121
III. Organization Type
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The framework of the organization that a reentering person engages with also plays a
large role in the success of that individual’s reentry journey. Kelley Blanchette, an expert in
forensic psychology with a specialty in female correctional services, emphasizes this idea in her
studies on the reintegration of formerly incarcerated females. In her analysis of where
reintegration efforts and services are successful, she explains the necessity of programs separate
from those geared toward male reentering citizens is essential, and can most easily be instituted
in community-based organizations.122 She describes three “gendered” pathways to women’s
incarceration that should be addressed in reentry services. Among these pathways include a focus
on childhood victimization as a factor in mental illness, substance abuse, dysfunctional intimate
relationships that enable adult victimization, and reduced self-efficacy. Given the strong
emphasis on mental and physical health, as well as other connected risk factors that require
holistic attention, it is necessary for women to engage with organizations that are able to provide
services attentive to their specific needs. Most government-based organizations tend to be
lacking in this area, guiding their rehabilitation programs with gender-neutral principles.
Community organizations differ in their ability to emphasize an incorporation of these principles
and female-centered strategies to find approaches that will produce the most effective and
successful reentry programs for reentering females.123
IV. Mentorship
Research conducted by Public/Private Ventures, a nonpartisan social research and policy
organization focusing on the effectiveness of policies and initiatives in vulnerable communities,
suggests that successful mentorship relationships can attribute their demonstrated success to a
focus on background experiences and demographics in constructing mentor relationships.124
Their findings emphasize the necessity for mentorship pairs to share a common experience, as
mutual understanding allows pairs to communicate more honestly. More specifically, the
research calls for one-on-one matches to be between pairs of the same gender, arguing that even
group sessions work best when they are limited to the same gender. This is true not only because
of the ability to create the previously mentioned honest environment, but to also lower the
possibility of inappropriate relationships occurring.125
These same gender pairings are also beneficial to the mentee because of differential
mentorship dynamics based on gender.126 According to research conducted by the Women’s
Prison Association (WPA), mentoring relationships should be approached differently when it
comes to mentoring men vs. mentoring women.127 While men are problem-focused and goaloriented, women seek mentoring relationships where they “feel safe and can form interpersonal
relationships that serve as a basis for support.” It is further noted that women’s relationships tend
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to be built on “intimacy, empathy and self-disclosure,” while men more often maintain their
relationships through activities.128 Gender Responsive Strategies (Bloom, Owen and Covington)
concur, positing that women’s largest motivation is to build connections with others.129 In
addition to this, the WPA discusses the assistance that mentors should be equipped to provide for
women, focusing specifically on issues of domestic violence and trauma. It should also be taken
into account that childcare is often a greater issue for women, as they need to obtain it in order to
develop a more consistent and dedicated mentorship relationship. These types of practices have
proven to be successful in programs like WomenCare, which tries to recruit mentors from
various demographics and with different experiences that will allow for pairings that are more
suited to each others’ experiences. The success of this program is highlighted by the fact that the
recidivism rates of its participants dropped to less than 7% in two years after the mentoring
relationship was active.130
With the influence of these various risk factors, it is not only important that communitybased organizations implement the described interventions to counter said factors, but also that
they are structured to offer support tailored to the needs of reentering citizens. Addressing the
critical differences facing individuals of different gender identities will have a clearly positive
impact on their reentry process.

C. Age
This section describes the ways in which the age of formerly incarcerated individuals
affects the reentry process and the effectiveness of various interventions. It begins by explaining
the impact of age on a wide range of outcomes relevant to reentry, such as housing, education,
mentorship, and health. It then discusses existing literature on tailoring reentry services to fit the
specific needs of different age groups. We find that greater steps need to be taken toward rendering
mentorship and housing programs more accessible to older populations, while familial supports
and educational measures such as GED programs must be better tailored to the needs of youth.
Firstly, youth and adults generally have different priorities upon reentry. We see programs
for adult mentorship such as Ready4Work overwhelmingly focus on vocational training and job
attainment and retainment.131 Youth programs, though having a significant focus on jobs, tend to
provide more variety in services, such as GED programs, assistance with family problems, and
mental illness support. Mentorship for older individuals has the added complication of time
constraints due to reentering adults having greater work obligations and more dependents
compared to reentering youth.132 This leads to adults not meeting with their mentors as regularly
as youths.133 Therefore, the logistics of meeting with mentors are a more significant consideration
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among older individuals, as is the use of mentoring time. Making mentorship accessible in terms
of transportation and time flexibility are important amendments to these unique barriers faced by
older mentees. Another important consideration is the attitude surrounding the mentorship process:
Ready4Work found that adult mentees were more sensitive to hierarchical and condescending
attitudes and environments. When done properly, mentorship involves establishing a trusting and
openly communicative relationship between a mentor and mentee, something that is especially
important among older mentees. One way this can be done is through peer mentorship, which has
been shown to be effective among youth and adults through participant feedback and comparative
recidivism rates.134 We therefore see that as older reentering citizens generally have more time,
family, and financial burdens, mentorship is difficult to logistically pursue and must be tailored to
the specific, largely vocational and financial needs of their life. In addition, we see that peer
mentorships are particularly effective in combating the issue of perceived hierarchy, which is
particularly harmful to older mentees.
Moreover, the National Evaluation and Technical Assistance Center for the Education of
Children and Youth who are Neglected, Delinquent, and At-Risk created a Mentoring Toolkit
outlining evidence-based strategies for mentoring youth affected by the criminal justice system.
The toolkit first emphasizes that mentorship programs for youth have greater efficacy when
implemented for a long period (over one year) as a result of many youth having a history of
negative relationships with adults in the past. By increasing the duration of the mentorship, youth
have more time to establish the necessary trust to receive the benefits of a positive relationship.135
The toolkit also highlights the trend for youth mentorship programs to be more effective when
mentors and mentees are of the same gender and race. Studies analyzing the Juvenile Mentoring
Program (JUMP) reveal that when mentors were paired with mentees of different races and
genders, there was significantly less improvement in reducing substance use, gang involvement,
and violence of all kinds.136
Age additionally plays a significant role in housing outcomes for reentering citizens. One
study conducted by the Prison Policy Initiative found that among formerly incarcerated people,
older populations were at the highest risk for homelessness upon reentry, with 865 out of every
10,000 formerly incarcerated individuals ages 45 and older facing insecurity, as opposed to 570
out of every 10,000 formerly incarcerated individuals of all ages.137 Housing instability, while still
a significant issue, is less of a problem for younger populations, as individuals under 24 face
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housing insecurity at about 30% of the rate for individuals ages 45 and older.138 However, this is
not necessarily an indicator that reentry programs are better at meeting the housing needs of
younger people. Another report from 2007 notes that although older reentering citizens face higher
rates of housing instability, they also face lower reincarceration rates, suggesting that younger
people are simply getting rearrested rather than being matched with better housing reentry
services.139 This is not an irresolvable problem. Williams et al found that risk of homelessness
among older non-veteran and veteran reentering citizens is roughly the same, but only veteran
reentering citizens are set up with homelessness prevention planning prior to release due to
assistance from the Department of Veterans Affairs.140 Older non-veterans reentering society do
not get the same degree of support, and thus more efforts must be made to target housing
interventions toward older populations as a whole, not just older veterans.
De Wese-Mitchell describes the correlation between young age, lack of education, and
incarceration, detailing that many incarcerated individuals are young high school dropouts, and
notes the struggles of finding a job during reentry due to insufficient education and skills as well
as lack of support in attaining a better education post-incarceration.141 A report from 2009 by the
Urban Institute stresses the importance of tailoring educational programs to younger populations,
who might be returning to school instead of seeking to earn a GED, and have likely had recent bad
encounters with the education system.142 The authors suggest case management and tailoring
educational programs based on the specifics of each juvenile’s school records.143
The age of a reentering individual can also be an indicator of their familial situation, and
their social environment. The Sociogenic Model of Crime finds that informal social interactions
have important effects on recidivism.144 These social interactions are provided more by family and
school to youth, whereas adults find these interactions more in their place of employment.
Research by the Vera Institute of Justice shows that the nature of these interactions have significant
effects on recidivism and relapse, with the rate of illicit drug use falling from 80% to 42% when
families are provided with support.145 Moreover, when 65% of women in state prison are mothers,
and when mothers with dependent children tend to be younger, there are unique challenges young
women face regarding familial obligations. It is therefore important to promote familial support
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particularly among young reentering individuals, as family is generally a more significant aspect
of their social interactions and responsibilities, compared to older reentering individuals.

D. Type of Crime
Reentering citizens have varying experiences with the reentry process based on the type
of crime committed. Certain policies, such as the One Strike and You’re Out initiative in public
housing which allows public housing authorities to evict residents for engaging in illegal drug
use on or off public housing property, disproportionately affects reentering individuals who have
committed drug-related offenses.146
In addition, several reentry programs only offer services to individuals previously
convicted for nonviolent and nonsexual crimes.147 A study by James Byrne and Faye Taxman
examined eight Reentry Partnership Initiative Programs which the authors determined to be
representative of a larger 68 program sample. Of these programs, the authors found that four
restricted former sex offenders from participation, and one of these also restricted individuals
formerly incarcerated for a violent offense.148 Therefore, formerly incarcerated people who have
“serious” offenses on their record are typically shut out of reentry services. In order to foster a
more inclusive effort to reduce recidivism, opportunities for reentry assistance must be open to
reentering individuals who do not fit into the minor, non-violent drug offenses category.
Exclusion from reentry services for individuals who have committed violent crimes or
sex offenses makes reentry more difficult for these people. One study found that individuals
formerly incarcerated for sex offenses who do not receive some form of treatment have twice the
recidivism rate as those who do receive treatment.149 Additionally, specific reentry programs
should be created for individuals who have committed multiple offenses and substance abuse
offenses. The Byrne and Taxman report explains that most prisons do not have systems in place
to identify risk factors for individuals who have committed multiple offenses. This results in
reentry programs being unprepared to support these individuals. Other research also
differentiates between individuals who are dependent on drugs and those who use drugs
recreationally. A study by Marcia Chaiken and Bruce Johnson suggests that treatment is more
necessary for individuals for which drug-alcohol dependency is directly linked to other criminal
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behavior. They also report that treatment is not as vital for those who use drugs or alcohol
recreationally as this usage does not directly affect other criminal behavior.150
A federal reentry program, the Serious and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative (SVORI),
was an initiative to fund reentry programs that served individuals who had committed serious
and violent offenses. These programs generally offered services such as diagnostic and risk
assessments, individual reentry plans, transition teams, community resources, and supervision.
Assessment of SVORI shows that participating individuals had better access to resources than
non-participating individuals. However, the results also show that the SVORI funded programs
had no effect on criminal behavior, recidivism, housing, or substance abuse.151

E. Type of Community
The negative impact of the neighborhood one lives in after reentry is larger for those
entering economically depressed areas where the job market is fully saturated or essentially
nonexistent.152 This negative impact is worsened when considering one’s race. Due to redlining
and segregation, black returning citizens generally face harsher conditions and therefore
experience higher rates of recidivism.153
The types of community that people return to become increasingly important as
reentering citizens tend to be very concentrated in the same neighborhoods. Even those that
express wishes to leave these communities often return because of family ties and lack of
housing elsewhere. Recent studies by Piketty and Sampson have found increasing income
inequality contributing to not only greater concentrations of wealth but also greater
concentrations of poverty.154 When upward mobility and employment are important factors in
reducing recidivism, such concentrations of poverty may prevent successful reentry. However,
while poverty has remained concentrated, the location of such concentration has been shifting.
Poverty in particular has been growing significantly in suburban areas at double the rate of urban
centers as public housing in urban areas was demolished.155 In a study by David Kirk focusing
on those reentering in the Chicago area, he found that the percentage of people who returned to
Chicago in a given year declined from 59% to 32% from 1998 to 2013 while the surrounding
150
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suburbs of Cook County saw a percent increase in returning individuals, in line with the findings
of the suburbanization of poverty. Notably, Kirk found that while the spread of reentering
citizens was more even when looking at the greater Chicago area as a whole, the reentering
citizens actually experienced greater concentration and segregation in the city limits.
Furthermore, neighborhoods with increasing poverty also saw increases in returning people.156
Significantly, studies have shown that suburbs are not prepared to handle the increase in
returning citizens. According to a study by Scott Allard, most reentry programs are concentrated
in urban centers as these have been where reentry has previously been concentrated.157 As
reentry shifts to the suburbs, social programs still have to catch up. The effect is even more
strongly seen in rural areas, and individuals reentering in these areas are forced often either to
seek services in urban areas or go without them.158 Thus, community organizations are
particularly important in suburban and rural areas to fill the gaps that currently exist.
The greatest predictor of a successful reentry is the sustainability of employment.
However, some communities are simply unable to provide low-skilled, high-wage labor for
returning citizens. One successful strategy to resolve these challenges has been to develop
partnerships between community organizations and jails.159 When organizations develop
relationships with returning citizens before they decide their place to live, these organizations
can better advise them on the benefits and consequences of various neighborhoods. Harvard
economist Raj Chetty conducted a study to test the effect of additional knowledge about
neighborhoods on people’s decisions on where they should live. He found that the individuals
who were given advice and information about locations chose neighborhoods that had
significantly greater economic opportunities and lower crime rates.160 Therefore, aiding returning
citizens with their housing decision will have a large impact on their reentry success.

F. Income Level
Although social networks are an important risk factor that impacts all people, differences
in income level affect the ability for strong family connections to be cultivated and maintained.
Prior to incarceration, there are a number of formerly incarcerated individuals who received
public assistance. While in prison they become one and a half times more likely to have their
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children placed in foster care than parents who were not on assistance.161 Another difficulty for
low-income families are costs such as gas, tolls, renting a car, facility rules, and communication
as barriers to contacting their loved ones.162 The clear way to tailor this issue is to provide
financial support for these families. In 2011, after a previous 38 years of operation, New York
ended its free bussing program to upstate correctional facilities.163 A program like this could
significantly help thousands of families who find the costs insurmountable.
Research also indicates there is a generally causal relationship between employment
opportunity, and thus wage stability, and recidivism. Given that employment stability remains
the key indicator of stable income level post-release, external market conditions are critical in the
flux between employment opportunity and thus income stability.164

V. Institutional Interventions
While both government and community organizations lower recidivism rates, they each
have their strengths and weaknesses. Due to our legislative structure, the state and the federal
government have the ability to create the most impactful change that affects the greatest number
of people. Since legislative change is so impactful and can only be influenced on the
governmental level, government officials should focus their energy on policy and allocating
funds and outsource some of their reentry work to community organizations. When state and
local governments re-classify and decriminalize certain offenses, they reduce costs associated
with incarceration, which allows for these savings to be reinvested into community-based
treatment.165 Communities are better able to tailor their interventions to the specific subset of
individuals reentering.166 In addition, they generally tend to be more cost-effective and led by
individuals who themselves have gone through the criminal justice and reentry process.167 These
programs do not need to follow the strict bureaucratic structures that a government organization
would be required to follow.
In addition to this, the Urban Institute has supported the use of community-based
organizations in reducing recidivism rates, arguing that a comprehensive approach gives
organizations the ability to address problems facing every individual community and provide
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adequate services where reentering citizens live.168 Conversely, the Urban Institute
acknowledges the value in government organizations, accounting for the fact that comprehensive
approaches may spread resources so thin that there can be no measurable impact in any specific
area. They also noted that greater utilization of halfway houses or transitional living facilities for
reentering individuals would result in a more positive impact on reentering individuals’
recidivism rates.169 Given that governments on local and state levels can provide support and
funding to specific community programs, their research calls for greater communication and
collaboration between community based and government based organizations.
Both levels of organization, government and community, cannot exist without one
another. Rather, efficiency and outcomes would be improved if there was increased collaboration
between them. In particular, community organizations can often provide the aftercare that
government programs are not always capable of providing. In areas of lower population density
and geographic areas such as rural and suburban areas, community organizations are more
capable of providing specialized and detailed care over the entire area. Governmental
organizations have the ability to collect data that would help community organizations better
understand the people they serve.170 In addition, governmental organizations have more power to
communicate with prisons and jails. This communication allows them to intervene before people
leave jail and identify at-risk individuals who they can refer to community organizations. They
are also more capable of addressing issues that are inherently under the government’s
jurisdiction, such as helping individuals keep their legal documents up to date or providing
education in conjunction with the wider education system. In fact, a UN report recommends
following the Nelson Mandela rule which means that individuals should be integrated into the
larger education system so that it is easier to transfer them from one system to another.171 On the
other hand, vocational skills training needs to be well suited to the community’s labor market,
and thus may be better handled by community organizations.
The two programs must communicate and build off the strengths of one another. While
governmental organizations should focus on funding, policy writing, data collection, and
referrals, community organizations should focus on tailored interventions and personal support.
Collaboration between the two types of organizations are also key to preparing the community to
accept the returning individuals.
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VI. Key City Spotlights
This section highlights five cities in America to demonstrate how areas with large
reentering populations serve those communities using a varying combination of community and
government organizations. The five cities this section looks at are Tulsa and Oklahoma City,
OK; Chicago, IL; and Waco, TX.

A. Tulsa and Oklahoma City, OK
We can see the examples of the efficacy of community organizations towards reentry
success in the cities of Tulsa and Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. Oklahoma has one of the highest
incarceration rates in the United States.172 The state also has the second highest indigenous
population in the country, with Oklahoma City having the fourth largest indigenous population in
the country.173 Tailored interventions are beneficial to indigenous peoples as a group with unique
needs and circumstances both culturally and legally, and these interventions are more easily
carried out by community organizations where specialized services can more readily be
provided, and where personal services relating to culture, social ties, and mentorship can more
effectively be administered. As a state with relatively low population density, community
organizations are also particularly effective regarding their ability to provide services in a
manner less centralized than state-wide or federal organizations.174
Such an example of efficacy is exactly the case of Tulsa. The Community Service
Council (CSC) of Tulsa notes the particular risks associated with areas with high reentry
demand. Demands for housing, employment assistance and education have created unique
threats to public safety and have increased homelessness. The case of such debilitating demand is
apparent in Tulsa, where nearly 1,500 formerly incarcerated citizens were released back into the
community in 2013 alone. Moreover, 75% of these returning citizens are diagnosed with
substance abuse disorders and 24% have a history of mental illness, documented from Oklahoma
state prisons.175
However, in Tulsa, community groups offer a comprehensive model of reentry services
that offer high-impact results, significantly curtailing local recidivism while offering a lens to
investigate community efforts with high reentry demand. Through the CSC, such services are
distributed from the “Tulsa Reentry One-Stop” which assists in career-reentry services
(especially in “high-demand occupations”) and support services aimed at reintegration.176 The
CSC’s One Stop program notes that, in 2015, 77% of citizens that successfully completed their
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reintegration program were still working the following quarter post-exit. The CSC also continued
to provide educational training in multiple high-demand occupations: “CNC Machining,
Welding, Core Construction, Forklift, Certified Production Technician, Food Service
Management, and Hospitality.”177 Such career-based interventions, as illuminated previously in
this paper, are critical in securing financial independence, a major determinant of reentry
success.
The One Stop’s recognition of mental and substance illnesses is also a critical
intervention category, primarily as targeting employment-based discrimination based on such
illnesses provides a platform for successful training and employment-based skills. As
aforementioned, most returning citizens to Tulsa have extensive histories with substance abuse,
mental illness, or both. Recognizing the relevant challenges such factors bring is arguably
evidenced in the CSC’s reentry success.
The Citizen Potawatomi Nation in the Oklahoma City region works on a small and
personalized level with reentering indigenous people. This is done in the context of the larger
Oklahoma Inter-Tribal Reentry Alliance, with various tribes across the state participating in the
Alliance and using it as a resource to promote reentry initiatives in their individual
communities.178 The Citizen Potawatomi Nation’s reentry program has had only one person
return to prison following completion of the program, out of 300 people participating over the
past 5 years.179 While providing many services for those in the program, such as buying clothing,
paying for utilities, assisting in the search for housing, providing GED and vocational training,
and helping with transportation, the coordinator of the program cites the talking circles done by
the group as one of the most beneficial aspects. The circles are discussions by participants which
often address sobriety concerns, culture, and family and social life. This level of intimacy is not
seen in larger reentry organizations, and it is coordinated effectively by the Citizen Potawatomi
nation to address the concerns of reentering citizens in a prompt and personal manner.
Furthermore, the shared cultural experience of the program’s participants and organizers add
meaning to the steps of reentry, and addresses many underlying issues on the path to
rehabilitation. The unique effectiveness of this can be seen in anecdotes from participants who
did not find reentry programs built for a more general group effective, but who have found
success in the programs run by and for indigenous peoples.
Oklahoma also presents the valuable gains that can be made in reentry services by
combining local, faith-based, or community organizations with state correctional support. In
Oklahoma, The Oklahoma Partnership for Successful Reentry (OPSR) works to combine broad
reentry services with state resources and planning. This is evidenced by the OPSR’s Healing
Communities initiative, which encourages returning citizens to engage in community service and
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provides need-based assistance.180 OPSR is the “selected partner of the Oklahoma Department of
Corrections (ODOC)”181 in implementing the Healing Communities initiative, which is assisting
in co-sponsoring the initiative through supporting local churches, especially in the Tulsa and
Oklahoma City areas, providing resources to assist where necessary. Such assistance has allowed
OPSR to grow, and it now supports 12 local chapters with government assistance.182
The case of OPSR demonstrates the potential gains, both in organization and growth, that
community groups can make in engaging with state or local governments. Not only do such cosponsorships help alleviate financial barriers to services, such as in the case of OPSR’s
expansion with state correctional assistance, but they also help to solidify the mission of reentry.
Combining the essential missions of state correctional reentry with community groups’ more
localized initiatives allows for more broad-based support and individual assistance, and it also
demonstrates state correctional departments’ recognition and commitment to successful reentry.
As the Oklahoma Department of Corrections partnered with OPSR, local initiatives were given
increasing assistance, community expansion was made possible, and the state committed
tangibly to citizen reentry. Such a case is replicable and significant in all other localities.

B. Chicago, IL
Chicago is a key example of a city with a stark layout of spatially concentrated
disadvantage, a manifestation of which is the concentration of returning citizens. For example, in
neighborhoods such as Lawndale and the South Side, incarceration rates reach 13%.183 However,
in areas like Chicago, where decades of unequal distribution of resources and unjust policies
have contributed to widespread wealth inequality and concentrated poverty and disadvantage in
communities of color, community-based programs fill in the gaps where the government falls
short.184 Specific programs recognize historic disinvestment in communities such as North and
South Lawndale, in which people returning from prison are inevitably met with limited housing,
sparse job opportunities, and minimal state services to address issues such as substance abuse or
mental health.185
For example, Safer Foundation in Chicago aims to secure employment for returning
individuals through providing dedicated, wrap-around support services and programs.186 Aspects
of their programs such as the Youth Empowerment Program, which helps youth obtain their
High School Equivalent Diploma, and their Financial Opportunity Center, which provides one180
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on-one financial literacy and strategy lessons from Financial Coach and Income Support
Specialist, foster a forward-looking transition back into their communities.187 Safer Foundation
has shown to reduce recidivism to 17.5% for clients who have maintained employment for a 30day period, compared to a state average over 40%.188
Another strong example of a community based organization addressing specific
community needs is Bethel New Life (BNL) in Chicago. In 2002, BNL began the “Welcome
Home” campaign to support the reentry of individuals who were formerly incarcerated through
addressing the specific barriers within their community, such as stigma in the workforce and lack
of experience. For example, along with their traditional services that help individuals find
housing and employment, BNL “implement[ed] a network of support, conduct[ed] sermons that
address reentry to raise awareness, and [held] community discussions on reentry.”189 Although
there is no clear evidence as to the direct effectiveness of this initiative, this program
demonstrates the ability of community organizations to interact in alternative ways with their
community and target specific issues.

C. Waco, TX
Waco, Texas is a city that sits in central Texas in McLennan county with a citywide
incarcerated population of 786 out of 245,671 residents as of 2015, although certain
neighborhoods in the northeast and southeast portions of the central Waco have incarceration
rates of about 9.7%.190 191 Out of those 786, 107 returned to prison, leading to the recidivism rate
of approximately 13.61%. There are several reentry programs serving the Waco area, most of
which are community-based.192 For example, Associated Family Counseling is a reentry
initiative that provides counseling services to formerly incarcerated individuals, including those
with sex offense and juvenile records. Another example is The House Where Jesus Shines, a
faith-based prisoner reentry program for reentering men. The program offers residency to
reentering citizens as they make efforts to reintegrate into society, putting an emphasis on
prosocial behaviors such as cooperative living and respectfulness and providing communal
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activities, meals, and Bible studies.193 The program additionally offers a recovery support group
specifically targeted toward people with substance abuse issues but also open to anyone
struggling with “life controlling issues.”194
More recently, the Strength Through Restoration, Independence, Vision and
Empowerment (STRIVE) program was established in Waco to specifically target women with a
high risk of recidivating.195 The program focuses primarily on job skills and healing from
emotional trauma. At STRIVE, women are taught office, interview and customer skills, and
usually secure jobs upon leaving prison.196 As for healing, the program sets aside at least 3 hours
a day for “teach[ing] coping strategies, self love, and the difference between healthy and
unhealthy relationships,” noting that oftentimes it is past traumas and an inability to unpack them
that leads people into vicious cycles.197 Although at the moment, the program only works with
31 reentering women, the directors are seeking to improve their services and eventually
expand.198 The success of these programs highlights the necessity of attending to the specific
needs of reentering citizens in the communities they enter upon release.

VII. Final Discussion
This report provides recommendations on which interventions community-based reentry
organizations should prioritize, details on how these interventions can be best implemented in
order to address specific needs, and examples of organizations that successfully put these
guidelines into practice.
More recently, the importance of evidence-based practice in guiding reentry has become
more and more acknowledged. However, research and practice have generally been moving on
separate tracks; numerous studies surrounding best practices for reentry exist, yet very few
reentry programs are actually evaluating the efficacy of the services they offer and applying the
research that exists. Thus, we urge more collaboration between researchers, policymakers, and
practitioners in order to develop reentry interventions and implementation plans that would be
most effective for facilitating successful reentry and reducing recidivism.
Still, our recommendations are limited; they do not address the failure of prisons to
achieve their stated aim of rehabilitating individuals during their sentences. This report also does
not address the plethora of deep-rooted systemic issues within many communities that serve as
facilitators of crime, making incarceration, and subsequently reincarceration, nearly inevitable
for certain subgroups of people. Outside of modifying the practices of community-based reentry
193
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programs, there must be significant change within our communities and our justice system in
order to address the root causes of crime.
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