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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION 

Reentry of Substance Abusing Female Ex-Offenders from Prison to an Urban Community  

 

Female offenders represent a population segmented by class and race in that the 

majorities are unskilled, poorly educated, unemployed or underemployed and are women of 

color.  While this group has traditionally represented a small portion of the adult offender 

population the female prison population grew by 832% from 1977 to 2007 while the male 

population grew 416% during the same time period.  The main driver behind increased rates of 

incarceration of women over the past two decades in the U.S. is not attributed to women 

exhibiting more criminal behavior but is due to governmental policy shifts in the mandatory 

minimum sentences, the get tough on crime attitude and the war on drugs.  Many female 

offenders  before going to prison and after being released often fund their use of illegal 

substances by being involved in other criminal activities to include prostitution, drug distribution 

and committing theft.  While women of all races use drugs at approximately the same rate, 

women of color are arrested and imprisoned at a much higher rate.  They also make up a 

disproportionate share of those women sentenced to prison versus community supervision 

(parole or supervised release) for drug offenses.  Improving outcomes for women returning from 

prison and their families entails examining practices that affect women’s entry into prison, their 

treatment while in prison, and their access to appropriate services and programs after they are 

released from prison.  Despite the research and statistics that show the alarming increase in the 

incarceration rate for female offenders, the high correlation between this population and their use 

of illegal substances and the noted challenges they face upon reentry; limited research has been 

conducted around the criminal justice system’s transition processes of community supervision or 

a halfway house stay and their impact on the successful reintegration of female offenders to their 
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communities. For this study, a retrospective cohort study design was used to compare the group 

of formerly incarcerated women who transitioned through a halfway house operated by a Bureau 

of Prison (BOP) contractor prior to returning directly to their community to the group of female 

ex-offenders who transitioned directly to community supervision. The women in both groups 

were residents of Washington, DC prior to serving their sentence in a federal prison.  Data 

extracted from the Washington, DC Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA) 

case management database was quantitatively analyzed to examine the demographic, drug use, 

criminal and treatment characteristics of the study population.  Interviews conducted prior to the 

quantitative analyses with local and national level experts explained the results of the 

quantitative analyses and provided insight into transition processes, substance abuse and 

treatment other individual and programmatic challenges to successful reentry female ex-

offenders face as they transition from incarceration to community integration.  Findings indicate 

that there are no statistically significant differences in rearrest or relapse rates for female 

offenders who transitioned through a halfway house prior to returning to their community and 

those who transitioned directly to their community without having a halfway house stay.  

Supervision length was found to be statistically significant in association with halfway house 

stay. A number of variables were found to have a weak to moderate statistically significant 

association with each of the outcome variables, relapse and rearrest.  Multivariate analysis results 

indicated that among the set of variables included in final models, the most significant predictors 

of relapse were employment status and poly-drug use. Significant predictors for rearrest were 

simple assault arrest, violent offense, supervision length and number of arrests (in DC) prior to 

supervision.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

Formerly incarcerated women transition from the highly structured prison environment 

directly to the unstructured environment of the community where illegal substances are easy to 

obtain and where the temptation to return to a life of crime is the salient issue.  Women who 

must face the stigma of being incarcerated have the added burden of battling substance abuse 

face multiple challenges as they transition from prison to their communities.  A significant 

number of female ex-offenders have a personal history of trauma.  In addition, because most are 

parents they have to immediately assume more parental responsibilities than their male 

counterpart.  While like most male offenders, they return to economically depressed 

communities where resources needed for successful reentry (e.g., employment, education, 

training, health care and housing) are difficult to access or obtain; access is more difficult for 

women  (Modley & Giguere, 2010).  A halfway house provides a structured environment where 

there are rules that must be adhered to, onsite criminal justice staff providing constant oversight, 

onsite access to support and guidance, housing, and a step between immediate return to the 

community and prison.  A halfway house stay also helps in the transition from an environment 

where there is sensory deprivation to the community where there is sensory overload.  Formerly 

incarcerated women who return directly under community supervision (parole or supervised 

release) must still adhere to specified conditions, but do not live in a structured and supportive 

environment.  They return to their community where they must directly confront the temptations 

that led many to be incarcerated.  An overarching question is “Which transition process, a 

halfway house stay prior to community supervision or an immediate return to community 

supervision, is the best policy suited to support and guide formerly incarcerated women who are 
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substance abusers to successfully transition back to their communities?” More specifically, 

“Which transition process produces lower rates of recidivism and relapse?”   

Statement of the Problem 

The U.S. incarcerated the most women of any nation (184,400) in 2005 (Hartney, 2007).  

Over the past two decades, the U.S. governmental policy shifts in the war on drugs, mandatory 

minimum sentences and the get tough on crime attitude have been the main drivers behind the 

increased rate of incarceration for women.   

The District of Columbia (DC) has the fourth-highest incarceration rate in the nation with 

3,214 male and female inmates or 553 people per 100,000 residents in their D.C. jails and 

contract facilities (Pierre, 2008).  Only Philadelphia and two Tennessee counties lock up 

residents at a higher rate.  District prisoners are spread across 75 institutions in 33 states (Pierre, 

2008).  It is also estimated that nearly 75% of the D.C. offender population has a history of 

substance abuse (Sipes, 2006a).  It is not surprising that statistics show that in addition to 

sanctions or punishment for the crime committed, it is also necessary that any effort to address 

crime must also address addiction (Sipes, 2006a).  

Substance abuse and the problems associated with the use of illicit drugs is one of the 

primary health and social concerns in the United States.  It is highly correlated with frequent 

criminal activity.  A large proportion of female offenders are drug users.  There is a high 

correlation between female offenders who are drug users and criminal behavior (Bush-Baskette, 

2010).  Female offenders arrested for drug offenses to include sale or possession of illegal drugs 

is the primary law violation that contributes to the increased incarceration rate.  Women who do 

not receive treatment usually end up violating their parole and returning to prison because they 

cannot stay clean (Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, 1999).  The 
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stigma associated with substance abuse decreases the chances that individuals in need will seek 

help.  In addition, lack of access to needed health and social services following reentry into the 

community may account for the high rate of parole violations among women offenders.   

Despite the growing rate of incarceration for female offenders, less research has been 

conducted on formerly incarcerated women and their reintegration or reentry into their 

communities than male ex-offenders.  The experiences women returning from prison face as they 

return to their former homes are often marginalized.  Women of color returning from prison face 

even greater challenges given the connection between poverty, substance abuse, violence, gender 

and class that often defines their lives.  These challenges work together to undermine their efforts 

to return and successfully reenter their communities.  The process followed in transitioning back 

into the community plays an extremely important role in whether or not that individual is 

successful in accessing services and resources to address the challenges that lead to relapse and 

rearrest.  

Purpose  

The purpose of this study is to examine the transition process for substance abusing 

female ex-offenders, a rapidly growing population, from prison to communities in Washington, 

DC.  The study is designed to achieve the following objectives: 1) to examine the relationships 

between the transition processes halfway house stay and community supervision with relapse 

rates and 2) to examine the relationships between the transition processes of halfway house stay 

and community supervision with rearrest (recidivism) rates  
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Significance of the Study  

Focusing on formerly incarcerated women returning to the community provides useful 

information for identifying characteristics of effective transition processes and criteria for 

halfway house placement. Information of this type is necessary to improve programs designed to 

specifically assist women returning to their communities by ensuring appropriate resources and 

services are accessible to address the unique challenges that make successful reentry difficult and 

jeopardize community safety.  Identifying the transition process for female substance abusing ex-

offenders that leads to lower rearrest and relapse rates provide the statistical and conceptual 

justification to ensure “best practices are followed” and the provision of more appropriate and 

effective resources. Successful reentry is not only a public health issue for the female ex-

offender but also impacts their families and communities.  

Empirical data and public health information produced by this study also provides 

insights needed to assist public health practitioners and the criminal justice system in addressing 

reentry issues for health planning, intervention design, program and policy development and 

substance abuse treatment for the benefit of female ex-offenders and their communities.  Data 

and information can be used to address relapse and recidivism rates of female substance abusing 

ex-offenders.  Fiscal implications are also enormous. A recent study conducted in 2002 by The 

University of Chicago Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies, determined 

that the public pays an estimated $25,000 annually to house a woman in prison, and $25,000 

annually for each child of an incarcerated mother placed in foster care (LaLonde & George, 

2002).  In comparison, in 2000 drug treatment costs ranged between $1,800 for regular 

outpatient services, and $6,800 for long-term residential services per client per year (Lapidus, 

Luthra,  Verma, Small,  Allard, & Levingston, 2004).  There is an obvious need for a transition 
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process that is fiscally sound and effective in enhancing the reentry process for substance 

abusing women returning home by positively impacting rates of  relapse and rearrest and 

improving community safety. 

Although some criminal justice experts have determined that transitioning through a 

halfway house provides offenders with a supportive environment and direct access to the 

assistance they need to better ensure a more successful outcome (Braude, 2005) there are others 

whose research does not support this position (Calathes, 1991).  This current study helps to 

provide the empirical data as it relates to formerly incarcerated female offenders transitioning to 

the community that gives more insight into which transition process is more effective in 

contributing to successful reentry.  

Overview of the Coming Chapters 

Following the Chapter 1 introduction, Chapter Two presents a review of the literature and 

includes relevant research as well as the background information required to better understand 

the link between female offenders and reentry, transition processes, public health and criminal 

behavior on a national level and as it relates to Washington, DC.  The literature review also 

includes information about the role of the federal government in the reentry of Washington, DC 

residents to their communities, background information about Court Services and Offender 

Supervision Agency (CSOSA), the role of gender differences in reentry and the challenges to 

reentry that results when a substance abuse disorder is a characteristic of the female offender.  

The description of the methods used to conduct quantitative analyses of the data extracted from 

the CSOSA case management database and key informant interviews are presented in Chapter 

Three.  Chapter Four provides the results of the data analyses.  Chapter Five provides a summary 

of the results, a discussion of the findings, and the policy, study and research implications.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Overview 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a review of the past and current literature as it 

relates to formerly incarcerated women, the transition processes of halfway house stay and 

community supervision, and proposed strategies to address challenges to reentry especially for 

those who have a substance abuse history.  The review includes studies that provide information 

about the relationship between the criminal justice system and public health issues.  Background 

information is presented on the unique criminal justice system relationship between the federal 

government and Washington, DC (District), the District’s approach to substance abuse treatment 

and reentry with specific attention given to community supervision and halfway house 

placement.  Information in this chapter provides the foundation necessary to understand the 

significance of evaluating the effectiveness of the transition process as measured by relapse and 

rearrest for the study population with the highest incarceration rates in the U.S. – women.    

Female Offenders: The Link between Criminal Justice, Policy and Public Health 

The criminal justice system has changed the way in which it deals with offenders.  

During the past 20 years the philosophy has changed from one in which offenders were to be 

rehabilitated to one with a focus on accountability.  One major result of this change in 

philosophy has been the penalties for street-level drug activities and non-violent property crimes 

have become more punitive.  Practices contributing to the increase in incarceration include 

choosing not to deal with social problems and instead choosing to arrest and lock-up individuals 

and issuing mandatory sentences.  Increasingly harsh sentencing penalties over the last two 

decades have resulted in a considerable increase in the number of offenders sentenced to prison 

for non-violent or drug-related crimes.  Focusing on accountability and harsher sentencing 



 

 7 

penalties for drug-related crimes has led to an increase in the number of women incarcerated in 

jails, and state and local prisons. 

 Drug offenses primarily account for the rapid growth in the number of women in prison.  

With the priority being community safety and accountability, many who provide community 

supervision are more focused on law enforcement than the service or rehabilitation aspect of 

parole and probation (Bush-Baskette, 2010).   As a result, due to punitive drug policies and 

enforcement of those laws many women who would have been placed under community 

supervision are now being incarcerated (Young & O’Brien, 2006). 

Upon returning to the community the former offender faces a number of limitations of 

their civil liberties.  Policies and legislation can determine the direction of an offender’s 

sentence, impose restrictions when the offender is released into the community, and place limits 

on where that person may live or be employed (Richmond, 2006). This is especially true for 

those convicted of drug offenses many of whom are also substance abusers.  Current policies 

may limit an ex-offender from living in public housing, obtaining food stamps or other benefits.  

One example would be the Work Opportunity Act of 1996, under which help is less readily 

available to many women, especially those with substance abuse or mental health problems 

(Lapidus,  Luthra, et. al., 2004).  The programs associated with this act often involve punitive 

behavioral expectations.  For example, abstinence from substance use is required in order to 

receive benefits.  Women with drug problems may have trouble meeting this requirement, 

especially when high-quality drug treatment is scarce and few programs address the special 

needs of women.  Access to treatment is also made difficult because women who have drug 

offense convictions often lose their welfare benefits.  Without these resources, women ex-



 

 8 

offenders may be required to accept any employment opportunity including those that prevent 

them from participating in treatment (Covington, 2002).    

There are also current regulations of the US Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD) that require public housing projects to evict families with whom a 

convicted felon resides, forcing some women leaving prison to abandon their children or 

partners, or become homeless (Freudenberg, 2002).  A major policy barrier to women with 

children being able to meet their basic needs is the restriction within the Temporary Assistance 

to Needy Families (TANF) welfare act (Young & O’Brien, 2006).  It places a lifetime ban 

against receiving cash assistance on persons convicted of a state or federal offense involving the 

use or sale of drugs.  It should be noted that each state has the option of enforcing this ban.  

Generally, the children of a female drug offender may still be eligible for limited cash assistance 

and the ban does not extend to food stamps.  This ban is estimated to affect as many as 92,000 

women in 23 states that enforce the ban in full or in part (Young & O’Brien, 2006). There is also 

the Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997, which allows for initiation of termination 

proceedings if a child has been residing in foster care for 15 months in a 22-month period.  This 

act has led to some women experiencing termination of their parental rights during incarceration 

(Guydish, Chan, Bostrom, Jessup, Davis, & Marsh, 2008). 

The personal and societal factors that contribute to the poor health among incarcerated 

women are typically issues, more often times than not, that occur long before they became a part 

of the criminal justice system.  Women once incarcerated present a distinct range of health 

problems upon entry to prison.  Included among these health problems are chronic diseases such 

as hypertension, asthma and diabetes, pregnancy-related problems, gynecological and substance 

abuse problems and infectious diseases such as acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS) 
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and other sexually transmitted diseases.  Three and a half percent of women prisoners were 

diagnosed as HIV-positive in 1997.  Higher rates of psychiatric disorders and extensive histories 

of physical and sexual abuse are frequently documented.   Fifty-seven percent of women in state 

prisons reported that they were physically and/or sexually assaulted at some point in their lives 

(Lapidus, Luthra, et. al., 2004).  About one in five female inmates received medication for 

psychological or emotional problems since admission to prison.  Overall, they suffer from poor 

physical health that is the result of  living in poverty and lack of access to health care (Lapidus, 

Luthra,  Verma, et. al., 2004). 

It’s in prison, that for the first time, many who are incarcerated actually have access to 

health care services.  It’s a legal requirement that prison provide these services to inmates. 

Despite having access, health status seldom improves for women during their confinement 

(Young & O’Brien, 2006).  The quality, consistency and appropriateness of the overall health 

services are often in question.  Upon being released from prison, female ex-offenders return to 

communities that have limited or no access to health care services, soaring unemployment rates, 

limited resources and a large number of residents living in poverty (Richmond, 2006).  

Improving outcomes for women returning home entails examining practices that affect women’s 

entry into prison, their treatment and access to services while in prison and their access to 

services and support after release from prison (Young & O’Brien, 2006).   
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Female Offenders: The Roles of Gender, Social Status and Parenting 

The criminal justice system was primarily designed to monitor, rehabilitate and transition 

male offenders. As the female offender population increased, the male offender was still viewed 

as the norm and therefore policies, strategies and practices were designed to address the threat 

they presented to community safety, their challenges and needs while incarcerated and as they 

returned to their community (Chesney-Lind, 2000).  Although the total population of imprisoned 

women is less than that for men, rates of imprisonment have increased at approximately double 

the rate of male incarceration.  While the male population grew 416% during 1977 to 2007, the 

female prison population grew by 832% for the same period (Women’s Prison Association, 

2009).  African American women’s incarceration rates have increased by 800% since 1986, 

compared to an increase of 400% for women of all races.  Although this increase in rate is for all 

crimes, it is largely driven by drug convictions (Lapidus, Luthra et. al., 2004). 

 Research confirms that women offenders differ significantly from their male 

counterparts in terms of their personal histories and how they enter into crime.  When compared 

with male offenders, female offenders are significantly more likely to be unemployed at the time 

of their arrest and to be receiving welfare assistance, at a rate of 30% to 8%  when compared to 

male offenders  (Schram, Koons-Witt, Williams & McShane, 2006). Female offenders also differ 

in that they are more likely to have a history of physical and/or sexual abuse (Covington, 2002).  

Forty-three percent of women surveyed reported that they had been abused at least once before 

their current admission to prison compared to 12.2 % of men (Chesney-Lind, 2000).  Gender 

differences include the impact of being separated from children and other family members, less 

access to educational, vocational and treatment programs and how staff’s traditional practices 

results in the needs of female offenders being ignored or minimized (O’Brien, & Young, 2005).  
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Female offenders have more parental responsibilities than men leaving correctional facilities.  

Incarcerated women were often the primary caretakers of young children at the time of their 

arrest.  Upon release they return to that role and the responsibilities that come with it.   

Distinctive physical and mental needs to include trauma and addiction are interrelated 

issues in the lives of women offenders.  Much of the literature on women’s treatment needs state 

that women substance abusers require specialized, gender-specific services.  Being gender 

responsive in the criminal justice system requires an acknowledgement of the realities of 

women’s lives, including the pathways they travel to criminal offending and the relationships 

that shape their lives.  What works in treatment for women is different from what works for men 

Covington & Bloom, 2006).  The severe physical or sexual abuse that many female offenders 

experience at the hands of parents, partners, or relatives require programs to adjust treatment to 

make it more appropriate for women’s empowerment and recovery (Substance Abuse and 

Mental Health Services Administration, 1999).  Programs for women should address substance 

abuse, trauma, and mental health issues through comprehensive, integrated, and culturally 

relevant services, appropriate supervision and an established system of community supervision 

and reentry (Bloom, Owen & Covington, 2005). 

A large number of women in the criminal justice system are poor, undereducated, and 

unskilled, come from impoverished urban environments, were raised by single mothers, and are 

disproportionately women of color.  While many economically disadvantaged poor families tend 

to suffer from these conditions, women of color returning from correctional facilities face the 

triple jeopardy of poverty, racism, and stigma toward ex-offenders (Covington & Bloom, 2006).  

Stigma experienced by women of color returning from prison is unique in that it is associated 

with their multiple identities based on their gender, socioeconomic status and drug use.  
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Women under supervision by justice system agencies are mothers of an estimated 1.3 

million minor children (Bloom, Owen & Covington, 2003). At midyear 2007, approximately 

65,600 women in federal and state custody reported being the mothers of 147,400 minor children 

(Women’s Prison Association, 2009).  Seventy-seven percent of incarcerated mothers reported 

providing most of the daily care for their child or children before incarceration (Women’s Prison 

Association 2009).  When such a large number of incarcerated women are removed from their 

role as caregivers, overwhelmed families and the child welfare system often must step in and 

provide guardianship.   

Most children whose parent(s) are incarcerated are shuffled between relatives or informal 

placements. Children are separated from their siblings and live with lower income caregivers 

who lack the social supports and resources to meet their needs.  A child of an incarcerated parent 

has a greater chance of exhibiting abnormal behavior, having learning problems in school, and 

becoming pregnant as a teenager (Covington, 2002).  The intergenerational impact shows how 

more than just the incarcerated parent is impacted by their involvement with the criminal justice 

system.  This has far reaching affects for the stability of families and the communities of those 

who are incarcerated (Women’s Prison Association, 2009). 

The effects of increasing punishment for drug-related offenses on women themselves, as 

well as their children, families, and communities are often hidden.  A mother’s prolonged 

incarceration often leads to the destruction of relationships with her family and financial 

hardship to the caretakers of children left behind.  All too often, placement of children in an 

overburdened and problematic foster care system, can result in termination of the women’s  

parental rights. Their elders are left without caregivers, and communities have fewer workers 

((Lapidus, et al 2004).  
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Since the 1980’s, substance abuse treatment researchers and women’s advocates  have 

emphasized the unique barriers to treatment faced by women due to their roles and experiences 

as child bearers, primary caregivers, and targets of sexual abuse and partner violence.  Beyond 

this, low-income populations are acknowledged to have competing needs for housing, 

employment, and transportation that further constrain their access to and utilization of required 

services (Braithwaite, Treadwell & Arriola, 2005).  This growing population of incarcerated 

women has a different profile of criminal behavior and criminal justice involvement when 

compared to males in the criminal justice system not only due to gender differences but also in 

their socio-economic status and their role as primary caregiver.  

Female Offenders: The Role of Substance Abuse 

The Bureau of Justice Statistics (United States Department of Justice, 2000) reports 

approximately half of all female inmates were under the influence of alcohol or drugs at the time 

of their offense.  In that same survey, it was reported that 1 of 3 female offenders self-reported 

committing a crime to obtain drugs or money to buy drugs that led to their incarceration 

(Stanton-Tindall, Gamer et. al., 2007). About one-half of women offenders in state prisons had 

used alcohol, drugs, or both at the time of offense (Lapidus, et al., 2004).  Despite these statistics, 

according to a report from the NIDA “less than one in five inmates needing addiction treatment 

gets help” (Chandler, Fletcher, & Volkow, 2009).  United States (U.S.) correctional systems 

which are designed to deal with criminal behavior are forced to assume the responsibility of 

providing treatment.  Unfortunately, many correctional institutions have not found the resources 

and facilities to provide the necessary services.  

Certain segments of women are more harshly impacted by the war on drugs than others.  

African American and Latina women, for example, comprise a disproportionate number of 
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women arrested, charged, convicted, and incarcerated for drug-related offenses (Lapidus, et al 

2004).  Use of powder cocaine is less aggressively policed and carries fewer penalties.  Crack 

cocaine has been the focus of increased law enforcement efforts and harsher penalties.  As a 

result, women, and particularly African American women, are disproportionately harmed by 

current drug policies (Lapidus, et al 2004).  Drug offenses represent the largest share of growth 

in the number of female offenders: 38% compared with 17% for males.  In the five year period 

from 2003 to 2007, arrests of women for drug violations increased 29%, compared to 15% for 

men (Women’s Prison Association, 2009).  Drug convictions, offenses committed to get money 

to buy drugs or those committed while under the influence of drugs are common offenses 

associated with female offenders.  Women generally do not play central roles in the drug trade, 

serving instead primarily as small scale carriers, sellers, couriers, or drivers (Lapidus, et al., 

2004).  Women’s limited roles mean they often have little access to information.  As a result, 

women are often unable to give prosecutors evidence about the crimes committed by others or 

information about their contacts.  Lack of knowledge and information prevents them from being 

able to bargain their way out of severe sentences.  

Women’s initiation into drug use and their progression through the addiction cycle are 

significantly influenced by their male partners.  The severity of substance abuse and the 

problems associated with it are stronger predictors of female rates of criminal activity than male 

rates (McClellan, Farabee & Crouch, 1997).  For many addicted women offenders, their 

substance abuse is linked to poverty, psychological problems, a history of trauma and abusive 

relationships.   

The successful reentry of ex-offenders into their communities depends on the provision 

of drug treatment while in-prison and when they are released.  However, women leaving prison 
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must contend with the shortage of treatment slots due to increased demand in the community. 

Access to residential treatment and other programs is limited during reentry back to their 

communities.  If female offenders are successful at accessing treatment they, like others who 

battle addiction, then go through a recovery phase.  Recovery from alcohol and other drug abuse 

is considered a process rather than a state.   Addiction to alcohol and other drugs is viewed as a 

chronic disease that has a tendency toward relapse.  For this reason, abstinence from alcohol and 

other drugs is the goal for all addiction treatment.  Any relapse into alcohol and other drug use is 

likely to cause relapse into criminal behavior. 

Relapse to drug use is a common problem for recovering individuals. It is considered one 

of the symptoms of the condition of alcohol and other drug dependency (Substance Abuse and 

Mental Health Services Administration, 1993).  This is especially true for substance abusing ex-

offenders who often tend to be ill-prepared to handle the stressful situations that may occur 

during their return to the community.  Female ex-offenders leave a very structured environment. 

They enter one where they are primarily responsible for managing their day and time and for 

making decisions not only for themselves but because many are also parents they must do the 

same for their children.  Add to that list investing time and effort in reconnecting with their 

families, finding employment, complying with the conditions of parole or probation, resisting 

temptation to use drugs again when they return home and the temptations that come with being 

in contact with drug-using family or friends. Ex-offenders are at a greater risk for relapse 

because they often use drugs as a method of escape and to cope with the other challenges in their 

lives.  Relapse is considered one of the most important factors in women’s recidivism. While the 

occurrence of relapse cannot be predicted; it is known that each individual has their own set of 

triggers, high risk situations, or peers that can cause that person to begin the process of relapsing 
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into uncontrolled substance abuse (Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, 

1993).   

The Challenges of Reentry for the Female Ex-Offender 

Reentry is the process through which an individual goes to prison and returns, trying to 

establish a crime-free life, reconnect with family, and contribute to his or her community 

(Taxman & Byrne, 2002).  Generally, the ex-offender is left to navigate the course of their return 

to the community on their own.  Even for the ex-offenders that have transitional case managers 

to provide assistance and guidance, the primary focus of these individual is on monitoring the 

transition plan once it’s developed and not verifying that the plan is appropriate (Taxman, 2002).   

In 2009, over five million adults were under community supervision (United States 

Department of Justice, 2010).  Five-hundred and forty two of the 5,767 District residents under 

community supervision were women (United States Department of Justice, 2010).  Female ex-

offenders from the District are like other women from around the country who have served their 

required time in prison and transition to their communities with hopes for a successful return and  

a plan to improve on the lives they left behind. However, what they also have in common with 

women from around the country is the challenges that come with returning home. 

Female offenders return to the communities they left where they must face the same 

challenges and issues using the same survival techniques they used prior to incarceration.  Those 

techniques did not work then and they often do not work when they return to their communities.  

Formerly incarcerated women seldom have access to any of the services and resources they need 

to be able to address the difficult conditions they encounter while trying to make a successful 

transition back into their community.  Their ability to have a chance of maintaining contact with 

their families and children are lessened especially as a resident of Washington, DC (District) 
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because of the District’s unique involvement with the Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP).  District 

residents who are convicted felons are housed in prisons that can be as far away as 500 miles 

making it difficult for visits and physical contact (Court Services and Offender Supervision 

Agency, 2009b).  The requirements imposed by probation and parole as conditions of their 

release often create a barrier to successful reentry. 

Many offenders have limited exposure and opportunities to participate in programs while 

incarcerated, and this situation changes very little once they return to the community on parole 

supervision.  Parole agencies around the country have had their budgets cut, have increased 

caseloads, and have limited rehabilitation programs and services for those under community 

supervision (Schram, et al 2006).  Offenders report feeling overwhelmed by the transition from a 

highly structured correctional environment – one that offers little opportunity to provide for daily 

living needs – to a less structured environment following release.  At this time of intense stress, 

the female ex-offender enters a culture where little or no support exists.  Upon release, most 

offenders face having no job, no money, and weakened or broken family ties.  There are 

immediate demands to plan daily activities, to begin interacting constructively in non-adversarial 

relationships, and to manage personal or household finances and problems.  A study points out 

that until recently very little attention has been paid to prisoner reentry in general.  Even less 

focus has been given to recidivism studies of females on community supervision (Schram, et al 

2006).  

The stigma of having a criminal history impedes a formerly incarcerated women’s   

attempt to successfully reintegrate into the community and not recidivate.  The challenges stigma 

creates as an ex-offender includes social exclusion by members of the general public and the 

community and difficulty securing employment (Richmond, 2006).  Family ties and support are 
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very limited if not non-existent and opportunities for employment are not available because 

many employers will not hire felons.  Female ex-offenders are prohibited from using government 

assistance for public housing or federal aid to attend college.  In addition, they face challenges 

obtaining the health care services they need given their health problems.  Ex-offenders who have 

support from family and friends and limited access to community based resources are more 

likely to become re-involved in criminal activity and return to prison.  

Supervision of Offender Transition in Washington, DC:  Court Services and Offender 

Supervision Agency (CSOSA) 

The Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA) for the District of 

Columbia was founded in 1997 as a result of the National Capital Revitalization and Self-

Government Improvement Act of 1997.  The Act led to reorganization of criminal justice 

functions systems-wide and of the criminal justice functions in Washington, DC (Court Services 

and Offender Supervision Agency, 2003c).   

The D.C. Pretrial Services Agency (PSA) is responsible for individuals while they are 

presumed innocent.   However, once the person is convicted they are under the supervision of 

CSOSA.  CSOSA’s Community Supervision Program (CSP) provides probation supervision (in 

lieu of incarceration) and parole or supervised release (post-incarceration).  CSOSA was formed 

to provide supervision of individuals released to the community following the completion of 

their sentence.  Agency responsibilities include determining uniform supervision and reporting 

practices, developing and operating intermediate sanctions programs for sentenced offenders, 

and arranging for supervision of those D.C. offenders who are in jurisdictions outside the District 

of Columbia (Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency, 2003).  CSOSA’s federal 

employees work closely with the city’s government, police, jail system and federal partners that 
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include the Bureau of Prisons (BOP), U.S. Parole Commission, and U.S. Attorney’s office. 

CSOSA is responsible for supervising 15,500 offenders on parole, supervised release or 

probation every day.  Fifty offenders work with one Community Supervision Officer (CSO).  

The other half are assigned to special supervision officers with lower caseload of 25 to 30 

offenders (Sipes Jr., 2006a).  CSOSA’s Community Supervision Program (CSP) has five 

intermediate objectives and outcomes measures: 1) decrease in rearrest 2) decrease in drug use 3) 

decrease in multiple technical violations 4) increase in employment and job retention and 5) 

increase in education levels.  These five measures support CSP’s single long-term outcome 

measure: reduction in recidivism among violent and drug offenders under CSP supervision 

(ExpectMore.gov, 2004). 

The DC government provides the majority of services available to ex-offenders.  Services 

range from drug treatment to job placement to health and mental health initiatives and more.  

The Mayor’s One Stop Reentry Service Center provides specific services to offenders referred 

by CSOSA and other agencies.  However, CSOSA also works with more than 40 faith 

institutions throughout the city to coordinate a network of support services (e.g., mentoring, drug 

counseling, job placement, emergency food and clothing, housing assistance) for offenders 

returning to the District from prison  (Sipes, Jr., 2006a). 

CSOSA and Substance Abuse Treatment in Washington, DC 

In Washington, D.C., as in many other urban areas, statistics show that in addition to 

sanctions or punishment for the crime committed, it is also necessary that any effort to address 

crime also address addiction.  A 1998 study commissioned by CSOSA entitled “Understanding 

Supervision in the District of Columbia: The Baseline Study” revealed that the population under 

supervision has significant substance abuse problems.  Statistics show that approximately 2/3’s 
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(75%) of defendants and offenders under supervision have a history of substance abuse (Sipes 

Jr., 2006a).  

For offenders to have success in their transition to their community there must be 

identification and treatment of substance abuse and provision of social services to address their 

other needs.  National and CSOSA research supports the conclusion that treatment significantly 

reduces drug use.  This is a service that must be offered if communities are to become safe, 

recidivism is to decrease and ex-offenders are to have success in addressing their addiction to 

alcohol and other drugs (Sipes, Jr., 2006a). 

One of CSOSA’s  two key strategic goals is to prevent the population they supervise 

from engaging in criminal activity by establishing strict accountability and dramatically 

increasing the number of offenders who successfully reintegrate into society (Court Services and 

Offender Supervision Agency for the District of Columbia, 2003a).  CSOSA  dedicates 

approximately 55 percent of its annual resources to activities in the area of close supervision to 

include surveillance testing, supervision contacts, initial case planning with pre-parole offenders 

residing in Federal BOP Halfway Houses, detecting and sanctioning non-compliant behavior, 

monitoring compliance with specific interventions or conditions imposed by the court or U.S. 

Parole Commission (e.g., treatment, community service, mental health care, etc.) and referral to 

programs and services as appropriate (Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency for the 

District of Columbia, 2003a).   

CSOSA addresses five focus areas: 1) Assessment 2) Treatment 3) Monitoring and Drug 

Testing 4) Co-Occurring Disorders and 5) Relapse Prevention Programs.  Assessment is 

conducted to determine the nature and severity of the substance abuse and the relationship to 

criminal behavior.  The results can then be used to determine the appropriate programmatic 
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approach.  CSOSA identifies treatment needs of the offender through the use of the auto-

screener, a risk and needs assessment instrument, and the new Reentry and Sanctions Center.  

The auto-screener is a computerized tool that has 15 inventory screens to capture information 

about the offender in both static and dynamic dimensions.  A supervision level and a prescriptive 

supervision plan (PSP) is generated.  Monitoring and drug testing provides additional 

information after an initial drug-history assessment is done.  As part of the offender’s treatment 

process, CSOSA develops a treatment relapse prevention plan.  Offenders can be referred to 

prevention programs, including community self-help groups, such as Narcotics Anonymous 

(NA) and Alcoholics Anonymous (AA).   Upon an offender’s relapse, the offender may be 

referred back for a substance abuse evaluation and receive more treatment (Sipes, Jr., 2008b).  

Offenders in Washington, DC access treatment in several different ways: 1) By testing 

positive for drug use, which usually results in referral for assessment and possible treatment 

placement 2) By talking with the Community Supervision Officer (CSO) and requesting referral 

for treatment 3) By having a condition for substance abuse treatment imposed by the U.S. Parole 

Commission or D.C. Superior Court; and 4) By completing the pre-treatment program in 

CSOSA’s Assessment and Orientation Center and being discharged to continue treatment (Sipes, 

Jr., 2006a). 

 Approximately 15 percent of CSOSA’s annual resources are spent on treatment and 

support services to include: assessment for and placement in appropriate substance abuse 

treatment, including detoxification, residential, transitional, and outpatient programming; 

monitoring and quality assurance of contracted treatment series, pre- and post-treatment drug 

testing, placement in court-ordered non-substance abuse treatment, including sex offender and 

domestic violence programming; and operation of a system of  learning labs, providing basic 



 

 22 

adult education, GED preparation, and vocational assistance (Court Services and Offender 

Supervision Agency for the District of Columbia, 2003a).  CSOSA has stated that its most 

reliable indicator of treatment effectiveness is drug test results based on the number of positive 

urine tests before and after treatment. 

CSOSA: Reentry in Washington, DC   

Approximately 2,000 plus prisoners, 10% being women, return to Washington, DC 

annually from one of the federal prisons located throughout the country and operated by the 

Bureau of Prisons (BOP) (Solomon, Gouvis & Waul, 2001).  In 1977, no state had a population 

of over 1,000 women but by 2004, twenty-seven states housed more than 1,000 female prisoners 

(Hartney, 2007).  The prison population transitioning back to their communities can pose public 

safety challenges and has become the subject of increasing concern in the nation’s capital. 

In the case of Washington DC, there are Three Stages of Reentry – 1) prison 2) transition and 

3) community integration.  During the 1
st
 stage of reentry, the BOP incarcerates DC offenders in 

facilities located across the US.  District of Columbia inmates adjudicated in D.C. superior court 

are housed in BOP facilities around the country.  The BOP works to place DC offenders within 

500 miles of the District.  While a large number are housed within a 500 mile radius of 

Washington, DC, there are males and females housed outside of that radius.  The three maps 

below provide first a picture of where all District of Columbia inmates were housed and second 

by gender as of March 2011. The majority of Washington, DC’s offender population is housed in 

federal prisons located in North Carolina, Ohio and Maryland.  Female offenders are primarily 

housed in Connecticut, West Virginia and the District of Columbia all of which are within the 

500 mile radius. The next largest segments of women are housed in Texas, Florida, Minnesota 

and California.  Others are housed as far away as Montana (see Figure 2. Distribution of District 
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of Columbia Inmates Adjudicated in D.C. Superior Court and Housed in BOP Facilities, by State 

and Gender).   

 
 

Figure 1.  Distribution of District of Columbia Inmates Adjudicated in D.C. Superior Court and 

Housed in BOP Facilities, by State and Gender 

The 2
nd

 stage is when inmates return from BOP custody to CSOSA supervision.  The 

offenders transition from prison to the community through a halfway house.  During this stage an 

assessment and case planning is conducted with each offender prior to their being released.  The 

3
rd

 stage and most rigorous phase in terms of CSOSA’s role in reentry is community integration.  
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During the community integration stage the offender is on parole or supervised release.  They are 

closely supervised, complete the risk and needs assessment, and receive treatment and support 

services as well as community-based support.  

Those who are incarcerated and are residents of Washington, DC return to their communities 

following one of Three Paths to Transition.  The first path to transition is followed when the 

offender is released from federal prison after serving their full-sentence.  The second path to 

transition is the offender being sent home under community supervision.  Those who follow this 

path have requirements that they report to the designated post-release agency.  In addition to 

being provided with referrals for services they need; offenders are instructed to have scheduled 

sessions with their Community Supervision Officers (CSO).  The third path to transition would 

be the offender being released from prison after serving at least 90% of their time in prison.  

Those who travel the third path, transition through a halfway house (Court Services and Offender 

Supervision Agency, 2009b).  

The Criminal Justice Process and Conditions of Release: Halfway House and Community 

Supervision (Parole or Supervised Release)   

The initial process of reentry begins with the Federal BOP providing CSOSA’s Transitional 

Intervention for Parole Supervision (TIPS) unit with information on inmates six months before 

their scheduled release date.  CSOSA’s TIPS unit works together with BOP in assisting 

offenders long before they are released to the community, directly or under supervision, or to a 

BOP supervised halfway house.  CSOSA established the TIPS unit to assist D.C. offenders with 

successfully reintegrating and reestablishing ties with their families and the community.  The 

TIPS Program is designed to ensure that offenders transitioning directly to the community or 

through a halfway house receives assessment, counseling, and appropriate referrals for treatment 
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and/or services.  In addition, TIPS staff may also access the BOP’s information system for the 

inmate’s criminal history, institutional behavior records, medical conditions, mental health and 

social needs, prior community supervision adjustment and programs and services received during 

incarceration.  TIPS staff creates a plan of action that is ready when the offender enters the 

federal halfway house and/or under community supervision (Sipes, Jr., 2006b).   

The TIPS program provides counseling services, release planning, and service referrals to 

the pre-parole population in order to reduce the probability of continued criminal behavior and 

provides for a smoother transition back into the community.  During this program, the offender 

and the TIPS officer develop an initial supervision plan that remains in effect for the first 90 days 

following release, while the offender becomes accustomed to general supervision (Court 

Services and Offender Supervision Agency for the District of Columbia, 2003).  One TIPS team 

is located in a halfway house, working closely with offenders living there but still under BOP 

supervision.  The TIPS teams of Community Supervision Officers (CSOs) often known as parole 

officers in other parts of the country, evaluates and assists the vast majority of offenders 

returning from prison to Washington, DC.   

 CSOSA also has established a relationship with the faith-based community that links 

offenders to mentors who serve as a positive role model and community resource for the 

returning offender.  TIPS staffs determine if an offender is suitable for participation in the 

program and links them to mentors. TIPS staffs have the authority to approve or deny offender 

home and employment plans. They set the stage for the offender’s future supervision (Sipes, Jr.  

2006).  

Once the offender is released to the community, the offender’s supervision is transferred 

from TIPS staff to a general or special supervision team comprised of community supervision 
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officers (CSOs).  The TIPS unit is there to provide services, release planning and service 

referrals to assist D.C. offenders with successfully reintegrating and reestablishing ties with their 

families and the community.  

Granting Parole or Supervised Release 

In May 1998, the practice of transitioning parolees through halfway houses in Washington, 

DC was reinstituted through a Memorandum of Understanding between CSOSA, the D.C. 

Corrections Trustee, the U.S. Parole Commission (USPC) or Commission, and the D.C. 

Department of Corrections.  The USPC is responsible for parole decision-making functions to 

include parole determination, parole revocation and parole modification with respect to felons 

for formerly incarcerated offenders from Washington, DC.  This group, just as those who 

transition via the second aforementioned route, is also under the supervision of CSOSA.  The 

difference is they have the added release condition of a halfway house stay (Braude, 2005).   

Parole or supervised release is granted at the discretion of the USPC if the inmate has 

observed the rules of the institution under which they’ve served their sentence, if the release of 

the inmate would not promote disrespect for the law and their transition back to the community 

would pose no threat to public welfare (United States Parole Commission, 2007). The USPC has 

sole authority to grant parole, and to establish the conditions of release, for all District of 

Columbia Code prisoners who are serving sentences for felony offenses, and who are eligible for 

parole.  

An inmate can apply for parole by completing and submitting an application form to the 

USPC. The USPC may then conduct an initial hearing or grant an effective date of parole on the 

record.  A prisoner who waives parole consideration may later apply for parole and be heard 

during the next visit of the Commission to the institution at which the prisoner is confined. The 
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U SPC considers the following information when making a decision as to whether an inmate will 

be granted parole:  

 (1) Reports and recommendations from the facility staff where the inmate is confined   

(2) The prisoner's prior criminal record to include earlier probation and parole experiences;  

(3) Reports and information gathered pre-sentence; 

(4) The sentencing judge and prosecuting attorney’s recommendations about the prisoner's parole 

provided during time of sentencing;  

(5) Information gathered about the physical, mental, or psychiatric health status of the offender; 

and  

(6) A written or oral statement that may be submitted by the victim of the offense or the victim’s 

family about the financial, social, psychological, and emotional harm done to, or loss suffered by 

the victim.  

  Prison staff must submit completed release plans and a request for a certificate of parole 

to the USPC not later than 30 days before the effective parole date.  Parole is granted upon the 

approval of release plans by the Regional Commissioner. Factors considered as elements in the 

inmate's release plan are the availability of legitimate employment and an approved residence for 

the prospective parolee, and availability of necessary aftercare for a parolee who is ill or who 

requires special care.  

The ex-offender is sent directly home but with certain conditions of post release 

supervision. First, they must report to the post-release supervision agency.  In addition they are 

instructed to have scheduled sessions with their CSO.  The ex-offenders are provided with 

referrals for services (e.g., health, employment, etc.).  Community supervision is oriented toward 

reintegrating the offender as a productive member of society.  This type of release  process 
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transitions the ex-offender directly from prison to their community whereas the halfway house 

transition process results in the ex-offender first entering into a halfway house prior to returning 

to their community. 

Female ex-offenders in this study were either paroled or placed on supervised release 

upon being released directly to their community following imprisonment or after their halfway 

house stay. The distinction between parole and supervised release per CSOSA is in terms of the 

time period in which the female ex-offender committed their offense and the releasing authority 

involved in the process.  Parolees are placed under the supervision of CSOSA at the discretion of 

the United States Parole Commission (USPC) in lieu of serving the remainder of her term of 

imprisonment, as long as her conduct complies with the conditions of release prescribed by the 

USPC and CSOSA.   Female offenders convicted of a felony offense prior to August 5, 2000 

were paroled.  Female ex-offenders on supervised release are those who committed a felony 

offense on or after August 5, 2000 and have complete a court-required length of incarceration 

which is a determinate period of at least 85% of their sentence.  Each female offender is provided 

a supervision plan based on their risk and their needs.  Supervision type does not play a role in 

the supervision plan. 

Halfway House Participation 

A halfway house is a residential facility.  Residential facilities can differ in size, ranging 

from small halfway houses for 20 to work-release facilities that house several hundred offenders. 

The residential programs may be called: diversion centers, prerelease centers, work houses, 

restitution centers, reentry or halfway houses.  They are referred to as residential re-entry centers 

(RRCs) by the Federal BOP and are used by the Bureau to place inmates in the community just 

prior to release.  Services provided by halfway houses are conducted under contractual 
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agreements with state, county, and city governments, and private corrections contractors (Federal 

Bureau of Prisons, 2000).  

In line with Program Statement 7300.09, the BOP operational philosophy for halfway house 

referrals is that, unless prohibited, eligible inmates are to be released to the community through a 

halfway house. The basis for this philosophy is the belief that having an offender transition via a 

halfway house increases the chances that the inmate will have access to the resources required to 

avoid recidivating more so than one who is released directly to the community (Federal Bureau 

of Prisons, 1999).  Goals for the offender-client transitioning through a halfway house are short-

term, involving behavior change that can be initiated while the offender is in the setting and 

continued after he or she leaves and is on the road to rehabilitation (Substance Abuse and Mental 

Health Services Administration, 1994).   

Halfway houses provide a less structured environment than prison but more structure, 

support and easier access to resources for residing offenders than those returning directly to the 

community under community supervision.  Support and structure is very important for a 

population that is used to being in a very structured environment in prison with set schedules for 

every activity.  Leaving a very structured environment and returning directly to the community 

where ex-offenders are responsible for negotiating all aspects of their lives can be overwhelming 

and lead to recidivism and/or relapse.  Halfway houses have become an important element in the 

correctional process.  While they can serve a punitive purpose (Klein-Saffram, 1995).  However,  

the focus of this study is on the provision of services and support to those transitioning and 

reentering the community and transitional services for offenders who are at the end of their 

institutional sentence  
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One of the major pluses of transitioning through a halfway house in addition to the structured 

environment and support is the easy access to services to include job placement, counseling, 

individual and group counseling, substance abuse intervention, in-house Narcotics Anonymous 

(NA)/Alcoholics Anonymous (AA) meetings/referrals and other services.  The services make it 

possible for inmates to gradually rebuild their ties to the community and find suitable 

employment and housing, while correctional staffs supervise their activities during this important 

adjustment phase. 

The BOP unit team (i.e., counselor, case manager and unit manager within the prison) makes 

the decision about halfway house placement by reviewing each case and assessing each inmate’s 

release needs, eligibility and threat to the public safety.  Prison staffs make recommendations for 

halfway house placement based on an assessment of the inmate’s needs to include services, 

public safety and housing.  According to the BOP Limitations on Eligibility for All Community 

Corrections Referrals (Federal Bureau of Prisons, 1998), inmates in the following categories are 

typically exempt from halfway house program eligibility: 

 Inmates who are assigned a Sex Offender Public Safety Factor 

 Inmates who are assigned a Deportable Alien Public Safety Factor 

 Inmates who require inpatient medical, psychological, or psychiatric treatment 

 Inmates who refuse to participate in the Inmate Financial Responsibility Program (a 

portion of earnings must be paid to the halfway house each week/month of stay).  

 Inmates who refuse to participate, withdraw, are expelled or otherwise fail to meet 

attendance and examination requirements in a required Drug Abuse Education 

Course.  
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 Inmates with unresolved pending charges, or detainers, which will likely lead to 

arrest, conviction, or confinement. 

 Inmates serving sentences of six months or less. 

 Inmates who refuse to participate in the Institution Release Preparation Program. 

 Inmates who pose a significant threat to the community.  These are inmates whose 

current offense or behavioral history suggests a substantial or continuing threat to the 

community.  Examples are inmates with repeated, serious institution rule violations, a 

history of repetitive violence, escape, or association with violent or terrorist 

organizations. 

There are offenders that refuse to go to a halfway house.  When an eligible offender 

refuses placement in a halfway house the staff will investigate the offender's reasons.  Staff may 

honor an offender's refusal of halfway house placement.  Reasons often given for refusing 

halfway house placement include the inmate’s unsuccessful experience with halfway houses in 

the past, concern about possible conflict with other halfway house residents, or the location of 

the halfway house from the release residence.  Some prisoners may view a halfway house as a 

mechanism that will only set them up for failure because of the strict requirements.  If the inmate 

does not provide what is considered to be a suitable reason, and the unit team believes that a 

placement would serve a correctional need, the unit team shall make every effort to encourage 

participation.  Inmates may think that their time left to serve is so short it is easier to spend the 

time in prison. When an inmate refuses placement, a memorandum, signed by the Associate 

Warden and the inmate, shall be placed in the Inmate Central File.  The memorandum documents 

the offender’s reasons for refusal and all unit team effort to encourage participation.  Staff may 

honor an offender’s refusal of the placement.  If the offender has no release needs (i.e., they have 
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a job and a place to live) the unit team may also decide they do not need halfway house 

placement and recommend direct release into the community after  prison (Federal Bureau of 

Prisons, 1998). 

 There are 200 privately run BOP facilities in the country.  However, nationally only a 

small percentage of inmates participate in pre-release programs, or halfway houses (Lynch & 

Sabol, 2001). The Washington, DC Department of Corrections (DOC) has contracts with four 

private halfway houses independently operated by BOP contractors.  There is one women’s 

halfway house in Washington, DC (District of Columbia Department of Corrections, 2008).   

  There is a notable difference between the average lengths of stay in a halfway house for 

those in the rest of the country versus the length of stay for ex-offenders in Washington. DC. 

Previously, offenders were to spend 90 to 120 days of their sentence in a halfway house but a 

new Department of Justice (DOJ) BOP directive enacted in 2003 reduced the required length of 

time.  The result was that 90 to 120 days ended up being only three to six weeks in a halfway 

house (Braude, 2005).  The length of stay for Washington, DC offenders is often limited and 

seldom exceeds 30 days (Sipes Jr., 2006b).  One problem identified by the BOP is that many 

D.C. offenders are serving relatively short terms for violating the conditions of their parole.  

Consequently, by the time of their hearing and eventual transport to an institution for service of 

the violation term, there is not enough time remaining to be served to allow for  processing of 

required halfway house paperwork.  Time remaining to be served is usually the most common 

barrier to participation in a halfway house. 

Halfway house staffs work with the substance abuse treatment organization to ensure 

offenders are attending required programming. A Regional Transitional Drug Abuse Treatment 

Coordinator (T-DATC) ensures that court ordered clients participate in drug abuse treatment 
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through an approved substance abuse contractor. Failure to attend required meetings may result 

in disciplinary action, which may include removal of the offender from the program and a return 

to prison.   

Criminal Justice Studies: Female Offenders, Reentry, Halfway House Stay, Relapse and 

Recidivism 

Review of criminal justice and related studies was conducted to identify those which 

focused on female offenders as the main study population or a segment of the study population,  

halfway house participation, substance abuse treatment, relapse and recidivism. The overarching 

question that guided the review of the studies was “Which transition process, halfway house stay 

or direct to community supervision, is best suited to assist substance abusing formerly 

incarcerated women in transitioning back to their communities by  providing the support, and 

services needed to be successful in addressing substance abuse and criminal behavior?”  Success 

in addressing substance abuse is measured by no relapse and criminal behavior by not being 

rearrested.  

The BOP’s position is that a halfway house stay benefits the offender by making it 

possible to reconnect with their communities, find appropriate employment and housing while 

receiving assistance from BOP personnel (Federal Bureau of Prisons, (n.d.), Community 

corrections faqs).  However, research results have not clearly justified the advantages of a 

halfway house stay especially for formerly incarcerated women. 

 In a 1985 study that focused on female offenders compared the number and severity of 

offenses of those who had a halfway house stay to those who did not have a halfway house stay, 

it was determined that the number and severity of the crimes committed were less for those with 

a halfway house stay (Dowell, Klein & Krichmar, 1985).  A key study conducted in Washington, 



 

 34 

DC based on data extracted from CSOSA databases, focused on both men and women and 

compared the recidivism rates for study participants who transitioned through a halfway house to 

those who transition under traditional supervision.  The sample size for women in this study was 

very small (59) compared to men (766). The study also only assessed whether or not halfway 

houses impacted rearrest.  Study findings indicated that there was no statistical significance 

between rearrest rates for those individuals with a halfway house stay and those who were not 

residents of a halfway house.  Relapse rates were not measured in this study (Braude, 2005). 

Calathes conducted a non-experimental study to evaluate a program provided to women 

offenders placed in a halfway house for female offenders.  At the time of the study, this was the 

only residential facility in New York City for female parolees and those referred by the courts.  

Of those female offenders who had a halfway house stay, 16% were successful in completing 

their halfway house stay meaning they were not removed for violating halfway house rules and 

84% were unsuccessful (Calethes, 1991). 

A drug related offense to include substance abuse has been shown to be directly linked to 

criminal behavior and plays a major role in female offenders reoffending (Holtfreter, Reisig & 

Morash, 2004).  However, much of the research focuses on the treatment program itself and not 

its relationship with transitional processes (e.g., community supervision or a halfway house), 

recidivism and/or relapse.  A review of the literature also reveals that a number of the studies do 

not consider all of the challenges female offenders face in returning to their communities; 

including housing, employment, parenting and substance abuse.  In a study to describe factors 

that support women’s successful transition from jail/prison to the community following 

incarceration, a study group of 27 female ex-offenders who had been released from jail/prison 

for at least six months were asked open-ended questions.  Twelve themes were identified as 
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being factors that support successful transition to the community.  In addition to the overarching 

theme of 1) belief in God, the next top themes were 2) freedom from drug addiction and the 

importance of rehabilitation and 3) the role of support at all levels to include the importance of 

role models (i.e., other women who have made a successful transition) (Parsons & Warner-

Robbins, 2002).  In a study that looked to identify what female ex-offenders needed in terms of 

support, instruction and services to make the successful transition back into their communities, 

18 female ex-offenders were interviewed and asked to describe the strengths they used to 

manage their reentry.  The overall finding based on the women’s responses was that successful 

reentry depended on both their ability to develop a belief in their capacity to succeed and their 

use of family, correctional, and community resources (O’Brien, 2001). 

A qualitative study used the grounded theory method to explore the causes and 

consequences of arrest and incarceration for 42 female ex-offenders returning from prison/jail. 

The study reported that the problems women faced prior to incarceration were very much the 

same ones they must deal with upon returning to their communities. Three themes were gleaned 

from the analysis of the data: the impact of competing demands, the need for institutional/ 

community connections and the relevance of gender-specific and culturally specific interventions 

(Richie, 2001).  

Research has shown that when drug-addicted offenders have access to both an in-prison 

treatment program and community-based treatment upon release from prison the risk of 

recidivism to drug related criminal behavior and relapse to drug use decreases (National Institute 

on Drug Abuse, 2000).  For example, offenders who participated in both a prison treatment 

program and continued to receive treatment as part of a work-release program were 70 percent 
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less likely than nonparticipants to return to drug use or be rearrested (Robbins, Marin & Surratt, 

2009). 

Qualitative and quantitative criminal justice studies that address substance abuse 

treatment for female offenders as it relates to gender, type of substance used, culture, race, 

relapse, completion of treatment and recidivism are listed in Table 1. Literature Review – 

Women and the Criminal Justice System: Female Offenders, Halfway House Participation, 

Rearrest and Relapse. 

Table 1.  

Literature Review - Women and the Criminal Justice System: Halfway House 

Participation, Rearrest and Relapse 
Year Sample Author(s) Type of Study and Purpose Outcomes 

1985 Female offenders who had 

a halfway house stay 

compared to those who 

did not have a halfway 

house stay  

Dowell, 

D.A., Klein, 

C. and 

Krichmar, C 

Quasi-experimental study  

compared the number of crimes 

committed and the severity of the 

offenses upon release of the women 

who stayed in a halfway house to 

those that did not go through a 

halfway house.   

Results indicated that 

the halfway house 

reduced both the 

number and severity of 

offenses. 

1991 Female offenders 

participated in a 6 month 

halfway house program; 

characteristics of study 

sample are being 

unemployed and drug 

usage. 

Calathes, W. Non-experimental study to evaluate 

program provided to women 

offenders residing in halfway house 

following the completion of 6-month 

program 

Sixteen percent of the 

halfway house residents 

were successful in the 

program and 86% were 

unsuccessful.  

2002 98 federally sentenced 

substance abusing female 

offenders in Canada 

 

Dowden, C 

& 

Blanchette, 

K.  

Retrospective study designed to 

explore the relationship between  

participation in substance abuse 

programming and post-release 

outcome. 

Female offenders who 

received treatment 

programming had lower 

general recidivism rates 

than those who 

received no treatment. 

2004 

 

Male and female offenders 

from Washington, DC 

who had a halfway house 

stay compared to those 

released to community 

supervision. 

Braude, L.F.  Quasi-experimental study of 

comprised primarily male offenders 

(93%) and female offenders (7%) to 

determine differences in recidivism 

rates. 

Overall there if no 

statistical significance 

between halfway stay 

and rearrest. 
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Table 1. (cont). 

Literature Review - Women and the Criminal Justice System: Halfway House 

Participation, Rearrest and Relapse 
2004 166 female offenders 

(primarily African-

American and 75% who 

used drugs and alcohol on 

a daily basis prior to 

incarceration) 

 

 

Bates, R.E. Cross-sectional survey to examine 

the relationship between 

demographics, family experiences, 

offense history, and physical and 

emotional needs and recidivism. 

 

A reduction in  

recidivism is associated 

with an expansion in or 

implementation of 

transitional and 

community programs 

especially for women  

with  substance abuse  

problems 

2007 1,404 women admitted 

into 9 in-prison  substance 

abuse programs and those 

participating in  a 

community-based 

program while on parole 

 

Grella, C.E. 

and 

Greenwell, 

L. 

Evaluation study to determine the 

correlates of treatment needs among 

a sample of women offenders with 

substance abuse problems and the 

relationship between their treatment 

needs and other background 

characteristics with completion of 

community-based treatment after 

parole 

 

Greater treatment needs 

associated with 

unstable housing before 

incarceration, a history 

of sexual or physical 

abuse, mental health 

problems, alcohol or 

drug dependence and 

first arrest. Programs 

must engage substance-

abusing women 

offenders in community 

treatment after parole to 

address Treatment 

needs, improve 

retention and reduce 

recidivism. 
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Conceptual Framework Description 

The conceptual framework shows the transition of female offenders from a federally 

operated prison to their community in Washington, DC (see Figure 2. Conceptual Framework – 

Transition Processes of Washington, DC Female Ex-Offenders to their Communities).  All 

female offenders began terms of supervised release or parole with CSOSA during the October 1, 

2002 and September 30, 2008 timeframe.  Participants in this study followed two of the Three 

Paths to Transition followed by CSOSA: 1) the second route to transition – direct to community 

supervision or 2) third route to transition – participation in a halfway house prior to transitioning 

to community supervision. Two outcomes, relapse and rearrest rates, are then compared for the 

group of women who have transitioned after a halfway house stay and the group who 

transitioned directly to community supervision to determine the role participation in a halfway 

house may have on the outcomes. The conceptual framework for this study was applied to 

address two study objectives. The two objectives examine:  the relationships between the 

transition processes of halfway house stay and community supervision and relapse rates; and 

between the transition of halfway house stay and community supervision and rearrest 

(recidivism) rates.  

 The conceptual framework described was used to investigate the transition processes of 

formerly incarcerated women from prison to their community in Washington, DC and the 

outcomes of relapse and rearrest.  
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Figure 2.  Conceptual Framework – Transition Processes of Washington, DC Female Ex-

Offenders to their Communities 
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Major Hypotheses to be Tested 

This study tests the hypotheses stated below that include the components of the 

conceptual framework: 

1) Hypothesis One – Formerly incarcerated women who are residents of Washington, DC 

and who transitioned through a halfway house will have lower relapse rates than those 

who transition directly under community supervision with no halfway house stay.  

2) Hypothesis Two – Formerly incarcerated women who are residents of Washington, DC 

and who transitioned through a halfway house will have lower recidivism rates than those 

who transitioned directly under community supervision. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS 

Overview  

This chapter provides a description of the design of the study, the CSOSA supervised 

formerly incarcerated women who transition through a halfway house and those that transition 

directly to the community under community supervision, the methods applied in this study, the 

level of measurement and variable categories.  A retrospective cohort study design is used to 

compare data extracted from the Washington, DC CSOSA Supervision and Management 

Automated Record Tracking (SMART) case management system to compare the relapse and 

rearrest rates of those female ex-offenders who had a halfway stay prior to returning to their 

communities under community supervision to those female ex-offenders who transitioned 

directly to community supervision following their release from prison.  In addition to the 

quantitative analyses key informant interviews were conducted with national and local experts in 

the field in the areas of female ex-offenders, reentry and substance abuse.  Interviews were 

conducted to provide insight into the findings from quantitative analyses, halfway house stay as a 

transition process and reentry challenges to include individual and programmatic challenges to 

successful reentry female ex-offenders face as they  return to their communities.  The study 

protocol was approved by the Institutional Review Board at the George Washington University 

(IRB# 041026). 
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Analyses 

Overview 

 The study utilized data extracted from the CSOSA’s Supervision and Management 

Automated Record Tracking (SMART) case management database.  Quantitative analysis was 

conducted to examine the characteristics of overall participants, as well as those who participated 

in a halfway house compared to those who transitioned directly to the community and relapse 

and rearrest rates.  

Participants 

Study participants were female ex-offenders who were residents of Washington, DC, 

served time in one of the federally operated prisons and were determined by CSOSA to have a 

substance abuse problem.  Female ex-offenders in this study re-entered the community between 

October 1, 2002 and September 30, 2008.  All study participants completed the CSOSA auto-

screener risk and needs assessment tool.  

Sample Characteristics 

The study sample was comprised of 690 formerly incarcerated women who re-entered 

their Washington, DC community between October 1, 2002 and September 30, 2008 following 

incarceration in a federal prison.  The women included in this study began terms of community 

supervision or a halfway house stay during this timeframe.  The study group participated in a 

halfway house after being released from prison and prior to transitioning to community 

supervision and the comparison group transitioned directly from prison to community 

supervision. 
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Procedures 

 In line with CSOSA’s Policy Statement 1201, November 25, 2003, for conducting 

research and evaluation projects involving CSOSA data, a research proposal and copy of IRB 

exempt registration approval was submitted to the Research Review Committee (RRC) for 

review and approval (Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency, 2003b).  The 

appropriate researcher agreements were signed and submitted to obtain the dataset required to 

conduct the study.  No personal identification information was provided as part of the dataset to 

ensure that data could not be linked to a specific offender.  The CSOSA case management 

database is designed to track and detail all risk assessments conducted on offenders under the 

agency’s supervision. The auto-screener enhances case management by providing a state of the 

art assessment tool that allows CSOSA staff to determine the appropriate level of supervision of 

offenders and recommend treatment and support services to meet the needs of offenders. The 

initial auto-screener assessment is performed by a community supervision officer (CSO) during a 

structured interview when an offender enters community supervision.  The auto-screener is 

comprised of 15 inventory screens.  Each screen contains a series of questions designed to assess 

the offender’s criminal risk level, probability of recidivism and supervision needs.  The offender 

answers a series of questions about education level, functional literacy, employment, residence, 

social networking and originating offense – a complete social, criminal, and functional history.  

Each question helps assess the offender’s criminal risk level, recidivism probability, and 

supervision needs.  Information is routinely updated every six months and when a major life 

event or rearrest occurs (Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency, 2005).         

From the data obtained in the interview, auto-screener generates a prescriptive 

supervision plan viewable by all staff that contains support service recommendations to guide 
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staff in the offender’s reentry process.  Based on these recommendations, the supervision officer 

can readily determine an appropriate treatment and supervision plan.  The offender signs the 

printed version of the completed plan and a contract specifying sanctions.  The officer, with their 

supervisor’s approval, is allowed to override the suggested plan.   

Measures 

The quantitative measures in this study were used to describe the sample, criminal and 

drug use history of the sample, treatment characteristics of the sample, halfway house 

participation and the outcomes relapse and rearrest (see Table 2. Variables Measured, Level of 

Measurement and Range). 

Demographics, Drug Use, Treatment and Criminal Characteristics 

Demographic Characteristics 

Individual characteristics of each woman in the sample were assessed to include: age, 

race/ethnicity, education level, marital status, employment status, parental status and number of 

children in residence.  All demographic characteristics are based on study participant’s self-

reported responses to the CSOSA auto-screener risk and assessment tool.  All women in the 

study are Black, not Hispanic and therefore race/ethnicity is a constant in this study. The variable 

representing each demographic characteristic and accompanying categories are as follows: 

Age. The actual age could not be provided by CSOSA.  Age is categorized as follows:  

1= Less than 30 years 2= 30-39 years 3 = 40-49 years and 4= 50 years and above. 

Education Level. Education level is dichotomous and categorized as: 0 = less than high 

school or 1= high school or GED or greater.  

Marital Status. Marital status is dichotomous and categorized as: 0= Not married or 1= 

Married. 
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Employment Status. Employment status is dichotomous and categorized as: 0= No or 

1 = Yes. 

Parental Status. Parental status is dichotomous and categorized as: 0= No, not a parent 

or 1= Yes, a parent.  

Number of Children in Women’s Residence. Number of children in women’s residence 

is based on the number of children that were living with the female ex-offender at the time she 

completed the CSOSA risk and needs assessment. It is possible for the female ex-offender to 

report that they have children but that no children live with them. The categories are as follows: 

0= No children, 1 = 1 to 2 children and 2 = 3 or more children. 

Drug Use Characteristics  

Drug(s) Used. Women in this study provided responses about their history of drug use.  

Drug use history data in this dataset was based on responses about the following illicit 

substances: none, alcohol, cocaine, marijuana, opiates/heroin and PCP. For each individual drug 

the response is dichotomous and categorized by two response options: 0 = No or 1= Yes.  

Poly-Drug Use.  A new variable was created to capture data about the number of drugs 

each women in the study stated they used based on their response to questions about drugs used.  

The results for this variable are categorized as: 0 = Used 1 drug or less and 1= Used 2 or more 

drugs.  

Number of days between beginning date of supervision and first positive drug test 

provides insight into the outcome variable relapse.  The results for this variable are categorized 

as: 0 = 19 or less days 1 = 20 to 96 days 2 = 97 or more days.  
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Drug Test Data Available. Drug test data was not available for all female ex-offenders 

in this study.  The results for this variable are categorized as: 0= No, drug test data is not 

available and 1 = Yes, drug test data is available.  

Treatment Characteristics: Current in Treatment Program   

Currently in Treatment Program. Female ex-offenders in this study were asked 

questions about their participation in treatment a treatment program. Treatment participation is 

based on the female offender’s self-reported responses to the CSOSA auto-screener risk and 

assessment tool.  The data is based on responses to questions asked at the time they completed 

the CSOSA auto-screener risk and needs assessment and is not based on the female ex-offender’s 

treatment history.  Treatment program participation is dichotomous and categorized by two 

response options: 0 = No and 1= Yes.  

Criminal Characteristics 

Type of Lifetime Arrests, Current Offense,  Number of Arrests, Number of Arrests 

(in DC) Before Current Supervision, Number of Days Between Supervision Begin Date and 

Rearrest Date and Supervision Length (Days).  Criminal history of the female ex-offenders in 

this study was captured in the following variables: type of arrest, current offense, total number of 

arrests, number of arrests (in DC) before supervision, number of days between supervision begin 

date and rearrest and supervision length (days).  All criminal history data are based on offender’s 

self-reported responses to the CSOSA auto-screener risk and assessment tool with the exception 

of total number of arrests (in DC) before supervision. The data for the last category is obtained 

from the CSOSA case management database (Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency, 

2005).  
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Type of Lifetime Arrests. Type of lifetime arrests represents the type of offense(s) for 

each woman in the study that led to arrest(s).  Each female in this study may have been arrested 

once or multiple times for the same or different offenses.  The data indicates each type of arrest 

therefore each female ex-offender may be captured in more than one category. The data within 

the categories types of arrests are based on responses about the following offenses: violent 

offense, drug-related offense, simple assault offense, property offense, prostitution offense and 

public order offense.  The response to each option in each category is dichotomous and 

categorized by two response options: 0 = No or 1 = Yes.  

Current Offense. Current offense is the last offense committed by the female ex-

offender prior to incarceration. The data within the categories for “current offenses” are based on 

responses about the following: violent offense, drug-related offense, simple assault offense, 

property offense, prostitution offense and public order offense.  The response to each option in 

each category is dichotomous and categorized by two response options: 0 = No or 1= Yes.  

Number of Arrests. Number of arrests is based on a combination of the total of all 

arrests for each arrest type as reported by female ex-offenders when completing the CSOSA 

auto-screener risk and needs assessment.  The arrests are not limited to arrests in DC. Data was 

categorized as follows: 0 = Less than or equal to two arrests 1= 3 to 9 arrests or 2 = 10 or more 

arrests.   

 Number of Arrests (in DC) Before Current Supervision. Number of arrests (in DC) 

before current supervision is based on the total number of arrests (in DC) before being placed on 

community supervision for all female ex-offenders in the study.  Data was categorized as 

follows: 0 = 4 or less arrests before supervision 2 = 5 to 7 arrests before supervision or 3 = 8 or 

more arrests before supervision. 



 

 48 

Supervision Length (Days). Supervision length is the number of days the study 

participant is under community supervision.  Data for the variable supervision length (days) was 

categorized as follows: 0 = 366 and less days under supervision 1 = 367-762 days under 

supervision or 2 = 763 or more days under supervision.   

Number of days between supervision begin date and rearrest date. The results for 

this variable are categorized as: 0 = 229 days or less 1 = 230 to 640 days or 3 = 641 or more 

days.    

Halfway House Participation 

Halfway house stay is the predictor variable for relapse or rearrest in this study.  Halfway 

house data from CSOSA was calculated by determining whether or not the female ex-offender in 

this study had a halfway house housing assignment sometime within the 120 days prior to 

beginning supervision.  Offenders who transitioned to the community through a halfway house 

are still under BOP custody.  CSOSA does not specifically capture this information. The closest 

proxy available to CSOSA in determining halfway house stay was housing assignment data.  

This data is not self-report and is stored in one of the CSOSA case management databases. 

Halfway house participation is dichotomous and categorized as follows: 0 = No or 1 = Yes.  

Outcome Variables 

Relapse   

Relapse is one of the outcome variables for this study.  Relapse is based on the female ex-

offender’s positive test result for use of any illegal drug, controlled substances or a narcotic use, 

unless a physician or qualified health care provider had authorized its use during their halfway 

house stay or while under community supervision (parole or supervised release). It should be 

noted that drug test data was not available for all of the female ex-offenders in the study.  If the 
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female ex-offender does not have any recorded positive drug tests, it may be because CSOSA did 

not have data available for that ex-offender.  It does not mean that the female ex-offender 

refrained from using illicit substances.  The results for the outcome relapse may be higher for 

this sample than indicated.   This data is not self-reported.  Data was extracted from the CSOSA 

case management database. 

Positive drug test while on community supervision is dichotomous and categorized as 

follows: 0 = No positive drug test or 1 = Yes a positive drug test.  

Rearrest  

Recidivism is the second of the two outcome variables for this study.  Recidivism is 

measured by rearrest.  Rearrest is based on the female ex-offender having any arrest charge dated 

after she was released from prison to include felony and misdemeanor violation.  This data is not 

self-reported.  

Rearrest while on supervision is dichotomous and categorized as follows: 0 = No 

rearrest or 1 = Rearrest. 
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Table 2. Variables Measured, Level of Measurement and Range  

Variables Level of 

Measurement 

Range 

Demographic Measures   

Age (years) Ordinal 1= Less than 30 

2= 30-39 years 

3= 40-49 years 

4= 50 years and above 

Education Level Nominal 0= Less than high school 

1= High school or GED or greater 

Marital Status Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Employment Status Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Parental Status Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Number of Children in Women’s Residence Ordinal 0= None 

1= 1 to 2 children 

2= 3 or more children 

Drug Use Characteristics   

Drug Used   

None Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Cocaine/Crack Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Opiates/Heroin 

 

Nominal 0= No 

1 = Yes 

Marijuana Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Alcohol Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

PCP Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Poly-Drug  Nominal 0= Used 1 drug or less 

1= Used 2 or more drugs 

Supervision and Drug Test   

Number of Days Between Beginning Date 

of  Supervision and the First Positive Drug 

Test  

Ordinal 0= 19 or less days 

1= 20-96 days 

2= 97 or more days 

Drug Test Data Available Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Treatment Characteristics   

Currently in Treatment Program Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 
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Table 2. (cont). Variables Measured, Level of Measurement and Range  

Variables Level of 

Measurement 

Range 

Type of Lifetime Arrests   

Drug Related Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Property Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Violent Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Violent Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Prostitution Offense Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Simple Assault  0= No 

1= Yes 

Public Order Offense Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Current Offense   

Drug Related Offense Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Violent Offense Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Property Offense Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Public Order Offense Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Assault Offense Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Prostitution Offense Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Arrests and Rearrests     

Number of  Arrests Ordinal 0= less than or equal to 2 

1 = 3-9 arrests 

2= 10 or more arrests 

Number of 

Arrests (in DC) Before Current Supervision 

Ordinal 0= 4 or less arrests 

1= 5 to 7 arrests 

2= 8 or more arrests 

Number of Days Between Supervision 

Begin Date and Rearrest Date 

Ordinal 0= 200 days or less 

1= 201 to 399 days 

2= 400 to 598 days 

3= 599 to 798 days 

4= 799 days to 997 days 

5= 998 days or more 

Community Supervision (Parole or 

Supervised Release 

  

Supervision Length (Days) Ordinal 0= 366 days or less 

1= 367 to 762 days 

2= 763 days or more 

Halfway House Participation   

Halfway House Stay Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Relapse   

Positive Drug Test While on Supervision Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 

Rearrest   

Rearrest While On Supervision Nominal 0= No 

1= Yes 
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Analyses 

Data was entered and analyzed using the statistical software package SPSS Statistics 19 

for Windows.  A p value of 0.05 was used to assess if the study findings were statistically 

significant.  

Preliminary Analysis 

Univariate analysis was conducted on each of the study variables to describe sample 

characteristics.  Study variables were examined for outliers.  The appropriate analysis was 

conducted based on type of variables.  Frequencies were determined for using nominal 

(categorical) and ordinal (ranked) variables. Summary statistics to include the mean, median and 

standard deviation were measured for continuous variables. 

In order to assess the characteristics of female ex-offenders who transitioned through a 

halfway house prior to community supervision compared to those female ex-offenders who 

transitioned directly to community supervision chi-square analyses were conducted to determine 

the association with demographic, criminal, drug use and treatment characteristics.  One variable 

was recoded as dichotomous variables to address distribution of responses.  The variable recoded 

as dichotomous is educational level.  

There were continuous variables collapsed and transformed into a new variable to divide 

the sample into groups for statistical analyses.  The transformed variables are: number of 

children in residence, total number of arrests, number of arrests (in DC) before supervision, 

supervision length (days), number of days between supervision begin date and rearrest date and 

number of days between begin date of supervision and first positive drug test. 
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Bivariate Analyses  

Bivariate analyses were conducted using the chi-square test to explore the relationships 

between formerly incarcerated women who had a halfway house stay prior to transitioning to 

community supervision compared to those who transitioned directly to community supervision. 

Halfway house stay and no halfway house stay was compared based on the variables that 

describe the demographic, criminal, drug and treatment characteristics and variables associated 

with relapse and rearrest for women in the study.  The chi-square test was used to determine if 

a relationship exists by comparing the frequency of cases in each of the categories of the 

variable for halfway house stay across the aforementioned variables.   Phi coefficient was used 

to determine the strength of the association and direction of the association. Strength of 

relationships was based on the following guidelines: weak (small) r = .10 to .29, medium r = 

.30 to .49 and strong (large) r = .50 to 1.0 (Pallant, 2007).  Phi coefficient was use for 2x2 

tables. Cramer V was used for larger tables.  

Hypotheses Testing 

Hypotheses tests were conducted following the completion of the preliminary analysis.   

Hypotheses One.  Formerly incarcerated women who participated in a halfway house 

following release from prison will have lower relapse rates than female ex-offenders who 

transitioned directly to community supervision.  

Chi-square test was conducted to explore the relationships between female ex-offenders 

who had a halfway house stay prior to transitioning to community supervision and those who did 

not transition directly to community supervision with relapse as measured by having a positive 

drug test.   
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Hypothesis Two. Formerly incarcerated women who participated in a halfway house 

following release from prison will have lower rearrest rates than female ex-offenders who 

transitioned directly to community supervision.  

Chi-square test was conducted to explore the relationships between female ex-offenders 

who had a halfway house stay prior to transitioning to community supervision and those who did 

not transitioned directly to community supervision with rearrest.   

Multivariate Analyses: Stepwise (Forward Selection) Logistic Regression 

Multivariate analyses was conducted using stepwise (forward selection) logistic 

regression to determine which set of predictors were most effective in predicting the outcome 

variables rearrest and relapse.  A review of the literature was conducted to determine which of 

the study variables would be most appropriate to include in the logistic regression models. 

Bivariate analyses results were also considered when identifying variables from demographic, 

drug use and criminal characteristics to include in the stepwise logistic regression models.  The 

rationale for using this approach is it would better help to determine from a larger set of 

established variables the most parsimonious model of predicting the likelihood that a female ex-

offender will experience rearrest and relapse following incarceration.   

Two separate stepwise (forward selection) regression analyses were conducted to predict 

rearrest and relapse.  The following statistical approach was taken to test both hypotheses: first 

the demographic variables were entered into the first block.  Next, the drug use and criminal 

characteristics variables were entered into the subsequent blocks.  At each block, variables 

moved forward to the next step if they contributed significantly to regression (i.e., if the p values 

were between 0.05 to 0.10).   At each block, the amount of variance the set of predictor variables 
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contributed was measured (Nagelkerke R Square). The final blocks contain the most significant 

predictors of rearrest and relapse.   

Qualitative Analysis: Key Informant Interviews 

Overview 

The qualitative component consisted of key informant interviews with national and local 

experts who have experience and are knowledgeable in the areas of female offenders as it relates 

to the criminal justice system, reentry and transition processes, recidivism and substance abuse. 

Semi-structured questions were asked of the key informants.  The results of the analyzed data 

was used to explain the results of the quantitative analysis and provide insight into reentry 

challenges and promising strategies and evidence-based practices; characteristics of effective 

halfway house programming and community supervision for formerly incarcerated women 

returning to their community.  

Participants 

National and local level key informants or interviewees were identified based on referrals 

from other knowledgeable and experienced experts in criminal justice and female offenders and 

by reviewing research studies and scientific articles, publications, conference material, 

information available publicly via the internet and other public sources.  The roles and 

characteristics of the 6 key informants that participated in the qualitative component of the study: 

1) a cluster coordinator for CSOSA’s faith-based initiative where responsibilities include 

overseeing and providing mentoring to female ex-offenders returning to the community 2) the 

founder of a national women’s prison group who has personal experience with the criminal 

justice system 3) a professor and lawyer who served as a state legislator and served as the 

criminal justice disposition commissioner 4) the executive director for a non-profit organization 
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focused on women’s health in Washington, DC who also served as a probation officer and 5) a 

professor in the department of law and the criminal justice administration at a major university 

and 6) the founder of a non-profit organization that for over 10 years has provided tools, 

trainings to include mentoring and accesses to services required by formerly incarcerated women 

returning to their community and their families.  

Measures 

 The measures for the qualitative guide were based on a review of the literature.  A series 

of questions about the following areas were used to guide the interview: 1) the transition process 

describes the path followed by each female offender when returning to their community. The 

women in this study followed a transition path through a  halfway house stay or direct to their 

community 2) Gender related issues includes those determined to be gender specific and include 

the role of trauma in arrest, rearrest and relapse, challenges in securing housing and employment, 

parenting  3) community services including substance abuse treatment 4) the role of halfway 

house participation in relapse and rearrest and 5) the role of parole or supervised release in 

relapse and rearrest. 

The interview guide was designed to pose questions that would provide insight into the 

results of the quantitative analyses, transition processes, reentry challenges and effective 

strategies; characteristics of halfway house and community supervision to include structure, 

staffing and programming as it relates to female offenders and to identify program components 

associated with relapse and recidivism for female ex-offenders returning to their community 

(Appendix A: Interview Guide).  The initial interview codes list was prepared based on the main 

subject area addressed in each question.  The interview codes covered the following areas: a) 

reentry - challenges, effective and  least effective strategies (and why they are not effective);  
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resources required for women’s successful reentry b) gender differences as it relates to: reentry, 

substance use disorder, halfway house participation and parole c) substance abuse – the 

challenges it presents to successful reentry and services required to address related obstacles d) 

halfway house - the process for placement, benefits of participating in a halfway house and the 

role halfway house participation plays in successful reentry and e) parole or supervised release - 

benefits of transitioning via direct parole or supervised release and the role parole plays in 

successful reentry.  Interview codes were refined as needed during the coding process. 

Procedures 

Ten potential key informants (interviewees) were contacted by telephone or e-mail and 

invited to participate in the study as interviewees.  During this initial contact, those invited to 

participate in this component of the study were provided  a formal introduction and an 

explanation of my role in the study, an overview of the purpose of the study and interview format 

and next steps should they agree to participate.  Six of the 10 key informants agreed to 

participate.  A day and time was scheduled for each telephone conference call or face to face 

meeting.  An electronic version of the informed consent and the interview guide was sent to each 

individual for their review prior to the interview.  On the day of the interview and prior to the 

interview being conducted, the informed consent was read as written.  Each key informant then 

had the opportunity to ask questions about the informed consent and interview guide. Questions 

were answered before moving forward with the interview.  Each key informant had the 

opportunity to opt out of the interview at that time.   

Five interviews were conducted telephonically and one interview was conducted in 

person at a mutually agreed to location.  To open the interview, participants were asked to 

explain their background in criminal justice, their role in the transition and reentry process for 
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female offenders leaving prison and returning to their community and how long they have been 

involved in this aspect of the criminal justice process. The interview format was semi-structured 

in that questions were prepared in advance.  As questions were asked during the interviews it 

became apparent that the responses overlapped.  For example, as key informants responded to 

questions about the transition process they often included in their response how gender 

differences may play a role in the transition process.  To maintain the confidentiality of the key 

informants who participated in this phase of the study, their role or characteristics are not 

included when sharing their response.  The average time for each interview was 1-hour.  

Once each interview was completed participants were offered the opportunity to provide 

additional responses in writing to any of the interview questions.  Several participants provided 

additional information via e-mail once the interviews were completed.  The additional responses 

were incorporated into the notes taken during their individual interview.  Interview notes were 

the basis of the analysis. 

Interview notes were reviewed and then coded to identify themes and patterns.  Key 

statements and quotes were extracted and were then organized into meaningful categories using 

abbreviated codes.  Quotes served as significant statements and supported the emerging themes 

of the interviews.  Emerging themes were used to describe the transition process for female ex-

offenders and the role that gender plays, provide insight into the halfway house and community 

supervision (parole or supervised release) and identify current challenges to successful reentry to 

include the effective and least effective strategies and required community resources.  The results 

provided the foundation to explain the results of the quantitative analysis. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Results 

Overview 

Chapter 4 presents the results of the study.  The first portion of this chapter presents the 

preliminary analysis which includes the descriptive statistics of the study population.  The 

second section presents the bivariate analyses to show the relationships between the variables 

halfway house stay, relapse and rearrest and statistically significant independent variables.  The 

third section presents the results of the multivariate analyses conducted with the outcome 

variables relapse and rearrest and select independent variables. The final section presents the 

results of the key informant interviews that were conducted to provide insight into the results of 

the quantitative analysis and as well as current data on individual and programmatic challenges 

to successful reentry for female ex-offenders. 

Preliminary Analysis  

Preliminary analysis was conducted to generate descriptive statistics used to describe 

study sample characteristics.  Demographic, criminal, drug use and drug treatment characteristics 

of the study sample are presented in Table 3.  

Descriptive Characteristics 

The CSOSA dataset utilized includes female ex-offenders who re-entered the community 

between October 1, 2002 and September 30, 2008.  The initial sample (n=690) included all 

female offenders who began terms of supervised release or parole with CSOSA during the afore-

mentioned timeframe and who have completed CSOSA’s auto-screener. An initial analysis of the 

dataset revealed that the breakdown for ethnicity to be: Black, Not Hispanic – 665 (94%), 

American Indian/Alaskan Native – 1 (.1%), Hispanic – 2 (.3%), White, Not Hispanic – 20 (3%), 
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Asian – 1 (.1%) and Other – 1 (.1%).  The unit of analysis formed by each ethnic group with the 

exception of the “Black, Not Hispanic” group is not large enough to ascertain important group 

characteristics in association with the outcome variables or other independent variables.  A 

decision was made to eliminate the ethnic groups that have small non-representative sample 

sizes. The final sample comprised of only those female offenders identified as “Black, Not 

Hispanic” with a total sample size of 665 Black, Not Hispanic female ex-offenders. 

Demographic Characteristics 

 Preliminary distribution analyses were conducted for the following demographic 

measures: age, education level, marital status, employment status, parental status and number of 

children in women’s residence. 

Forty-six percent of the women (46.2%) ranged in age between 40-49 years. Thirty-one 

percent were age 50 and over.  Fifty-five percent of the 665 women in this study achieved an 

educational level of high school, GED or greater.  Eighty-seven are not currently married.  

Seventy-seven percent of the study participants are not employed.  Seventy-seven percent of the 

women in this study are parents to at least one child and 52 have at least one child living with 

them at their current residence. 

Drug use Characteristics  

The drug use characteristics of the study population are represented by the variables 

drugs used, poly-drug use, the number of days between the beginning date of supervision and 

the first positive drug test and drug test data available.  

Drugs Used.   Study participants were able to respond “yes” to more than one of the 

drugs listed.  Seventy-four percent of the study population identified cocaine (crack and other 

variations of this drug) as the primary drug used, 38% responded they used heroin and 31% 

stated that the third drug used was marijuana.  Eight percent of the study participants responded 



 

 61 

that they did not use drugs.  The data for this variable is based on information obtained from the 

CSOSA auto-screener risk and needs assessment.  The risk and needs assessment is based on 

responses obtained from the female ex-offender and therefore the data from this instrument is 

self-reported.   

Poly-drug Use.  Fifty-eight percent (n=385) of study participants responded that they 

used 2 or more drugs included in this study. Forty-two percent (n=280) responded that they used 

more than one drug or less.   

Number of Days Between Beginning Date of Supervision and the First Positive Drug 

Test.  Of the 665 female ex-offenders in the study, 66% (n=437) had a positive drug test while 

on supervision.  Thirty-four percent of the women in this study that had a positive drug test while 

on supervision also had a positive drug test in less than or equal to 19 days after their supervision 

start date.  

Drug Test Data Available. Of the 665 women in the study, 527 (80%) had drug test data 

available. One-hundred and thirty-eight (20%) did not have drug test data available.  

Treatment Program Characteristic 

Participation in Treatment Program.  Eighty-seven percent (n=581) of the study 

participants responded that they were not currently enrolled in a substance abuse treatment 

program at the time of survey completion.  Thirteen percent (84) of the female ex-offenders 

participated in a treatment modality.   
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Criminal Characteristics 

The criminal characteristics of the study population are represented by the variables type 

of lifetime arrests, current offense,  number of arrests and number of arrests (in DC) before 

current supervision.  

Type of Lifetime Arrests.  Participants were asked to indicate which offenses they had 

been arrested for in their lifetime. Participants could answer ‘yes’ to more than one offense. The 

type of arrest is not exclusive in that each woman in the study may have been arrested more than 

once for more than one type of arrest.  The largest number of women reported a drug related 

arrest at 74%, property arrests at 25%, and violent arrests at 24%. 

Current Offense.   Current offense data was provided for those categories in which no 

less than 0.5 % of the study population is represented. This is a mutually exclusive variable in 

that female ex-offenders could only select one current offense. The primary current offense is a 

drug related offense at 53%.  A violent offense (e.g., robbery with force) was the next highest 

offense at 13%.  The next two current offenses are property offense at 6% and public order 

offense (e.g., failure to appear) at 4.8%. 

 Number of Arrests.  Of the total number of arrests for women in this study, based on 

responses to CSOSA auto-screener risk and needs assessment, 46% of the 665 female ex-

offenders in this study have 3 to 9 arrests, 30% reported 2 or less arrests and 24% have 10 or 

more arrests. 

Number of Arrests in Washington DC Before Current Supervision.  Of the 665 

women in this study 99% (656) were arrested in Washington, DC for a criminal offense before 

the supervision period began on which this study is based.  Forty-two percent had 4 or less 

arrests in Washington, DC before supervision. 
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Number of Days Between Supervision Begin Date and Rearrest.  Thirty-one percent 

of the women in this study were rearrested in 200 days or less from the start of their supervision. 

Over 50% of the female ex-offenders were rearrested in less than 399 days which is a little more 

than a year after beginning supervision.   

Supervision Length (Days). Forty-two percent (n= 283) of the women in the study who 

had supervision end dates were on supervision for 763 or more days. 

Transition Process: Halfway House Stay 

 

Halfway House Stay.  Twenty-two percent of the women had a halfway house stay prior 

to transitioning to community supervision.  The majority, 78%, did not participate in a halfway 

house and transitioned directly to community supervision. 

Outcome Variables: Relapse and Rearrests 

Relapse: Positive Drug Test While on Supervision.  Of the 665 women in this study, 

79% had drug test data available collected during the time of their supervision. Of the 527 who 

had drug test data available, 83% had a positive drug test while on supervision. 

Rearrest While on Supervision. Sixty-eight percent (n=452) of the women in this study 

were rearrested while on supervision.  
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Table 3. 

Descriptive Analysis of Characteristics of Study Sample (n=665 Female Ex-Offenders) 

  
Number of Female Ex-Offenders 

for Each Category (N = 665) 

% of Female Ex-Offenders for 

Each Category 

Demographic Characteristics     

Age     

Less than 30 39 6% 

30-39 years 112 17% 

40-49 years 307 46% 

50 years and above 207 31% 

Education Level     

Less than high school 301 45% 

High school or GED or greater 364 55% 

Marital Status     

No 578 87% 

Yes 87 13% 

Employment Status     

No 515 77% 

Yes 150 23% 

Parental Status     

No 156 24% 

Yes 509 76% 

Number of children in women's 

residence 
    

None 321 48% 

1-2 children 127 19% 

3 or more children 217 33% 
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Table 3 (cont). 

Descriptive Analysis of Characteristics of Study Sample (n=665 Female Ex-Offenders) 

 

Number of Female Ex-Offenders 

for Each Category (N = 665)  

% of Female Ex-Offenders for 

Each Category  

Drug Use Characteristics 
  

Drug Used     

None 50 8% 

Cocaine/Crack 495 74% 

Opiates/Heroin 251 38% 

Marijuana 203 31% 

Alcohol 151 23% 

PCP 101 15% 

Poly-Drug Use     

1 or less drugs 280 42% 

2 or more drugs 385 58% 

Number of Days Between Beginning 

Date of Supervision and the First 

Drug Test 

    

Less than or equal to 19 days 147 34% 

20-96 days 146 33% 

97 or more days 144 33% 

Drug Test Data Available 
  

No 527 80% 

Yes 138 20% 

Treatment Characteristics 
  

Currently in Treatment Program 
  

No 581 87% 

Yes 74 13% 

Criminal Characteristics 
  

Type of Lifetime Arrests     

Drug Related 494 74% 

Property 168 25% 

Violent 160 24% 

Prostitution 155 23% 

Simple Assault 126 19% 

Public Order 69 10% 
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Table 3 (cont). 

 

Descriptive Analysis of Characteristics of Study Sample(n=665 Female Ex-Offenders) 

 

Number of Female Ex-Offenders 

for Each Category (N=665)  

% of Female Ex-Offenders for 

Each Category  

Current Offense 
  

Drug Related Offense 355 53% 

Violent Offense 85 13% 

Property Offense 40 6% 

Public Order Offense 32 5% 

Assault Offense 24 4% 

Prostitution Offense 20 3% 

Number of Arrests     

Less than or equal to 2 202 30% 

3-9 arrests 304 46% 

10 or more arrests 159 24% 

Number of Arrests (in DC) Before 

Current Supervision 
    

4 or less arrests before supervision 277 42% 

5-7 arrests before supervision 168 26% 

8 or more arrests before supervision 211 32% 

Number of Days Between Supervision 

Begin Date and Rearrest Date 
    

200 days or less supervision 142 31% 

201-399 days supervision 99 22% 

400-598 days supervision 51 11% 

599-798 days supervision 62 14% 

799-997 days supervision 29 6% 

998 days or more 72 16% 

Supervision Length (Days) 
  

Less than 366 days 191 29% 

Between 367 and 762 Days 191 29% 

763 Days or More 283 42% 

Halfway House Stay 
  

No 521 78% 

Yes 144 22% 

*Relapse: Positive Drug Test While 

on Supervision 
    

No 437 83% 

Yes 90 17% 

Rearrest While on Supervision     

No 455 68% 

Yes 210 32% 

*Relapse: Positive Drug Test While on Supervision - Drug test data was only available for 527 of the 665 women in this study 
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Bivariate Analysis 

Overview 

 This section starts by presenting the bivariate analysis results for female ex-offenders 

that have drug test data available. Analysis was conducted to determine if there are any 

significant differences between those female ex-offenders in the study who have drug test data 

available compared to those who do not have drug test data available.  The findings will 

determine if the 138 women who do not have drug test data available could be included in the 

next set of analyses conducted with the descriptive variables and  halfway house stay, relapse or 

rearrest or if the analyses will include only the 527 who had drug test data available.  

The next section then presents bivariate analyses for female ex-offenders that participated 

in a halfway house prior to transitioning to community supervision and those who transitioned 

directly to community supervision and the corresponding demographic, criminal, drug use and 

treatment characteristics for each.  Bivariate analysis was then conducted with halfway house 

stay and the outcome variables relapse and rearrest to test the following study hypotheses:  

Hypothesis 1.  Formerly incarcerated women who participated in a halfway house following 

release from prison will have lower relapse rates than female ex-offenders who transitioned 

directly to community supervision and Hypothesis 2.  Formerly incarcerated women who 

participated in a halfway house following release from prison will have lower rearrest rates than 

female ex-offenders who transitioned directly to community supervision. 

Bivariate Analysis: Drug Test Data Available and Background Characteristics 

Of the 665 women in the study, drug test data was available for 527. Prior to conducting 

bivariate analysis on data for those female ex-offenders who had drug test results, bivariate 

analysis was performed on the entire data set to include those who had no drug test data 
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available. This step was taken to assess if the women who do not have drug test results differed 

significantly from those who have drug test results based on the study variables (Table X). 

There were statistically significant findings for educational level where p=.01 (phi =-

.100),  none (phi = -.093) and alcohol (phi = -.093) for drugs used both with p values of .02, 

poly-drug where p=.03 (phi = .298), number of days between supervision begin date and rearrest 

date with a p value of .02 (-.094), and supervision length (days) with a p < .001 (phi = .178) (see 

Table 4).  While statistically significant associations were identified, based on the phi coefficient 

the relationships for each of the relationships are weak and non-significant. While the association 

with the variable poly-drug which has a phi correlation of .298, this is still considered to be   

weak and only slightly stronger positive relationship than the other variables.  Overall these 

results indicate that there are no significant differences between the 138 women who do not have 

drug test data available and those 427 who have drug test data available.   
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Table 4. 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine descriptive characteristics, halfway house stay and rearrest 

with Drug Test Data Available Among 665 Female Ex-Offenders  

  
Drug Test Given 

(N=527)  

No Drug 

Test Given 

(N=138) 

 
Test 

Statistic 
Sig. 

 N % N %  p 

Demographic 

Characteristics 
    

    

Age of Women         

Less than 30 29 6% 10 7% .75  .86 

30-39 years 89 17% 23 17%   

40-49 years 246 47% 61 44%   

50 years and above 163 31% 44 32%   

Education Level       

Less than high school 252 48% 49 35% 6.90 .01 

High school or GED or 

greater 
275 52% 89 64%   

Marital Status       

No 455 86% 123 89% .75  .39 

Yes 72 14% 15 11%   

Employment Status       

No 414 79% 101 73% 1.81  .18 

Yes 113 21% 37 27%   

Parental Status       

No 126 24% 30 22% .29  .59 

Yes 401 76% 108 78%   

Number of Children in 

Women's Residence 
      

None 254 48% 67 49% .60  .74 

1-2 children 98 19% 29 21%   

3 or more children 175 33% 42 30%   
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Table 4 (cont). 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine descriptive characteristics, halfway house stay and rearrest 

with Drug Test Data Available Among 665 Female Ex-Offenders   

  
Drug Test 

Given 

(n=527) 

 

No Drug 

Test Given 

(n=138) 

 
Test 

Statistic 
Sig. 

 N % N %  p 

Drug Use Characteristics 
  

    

Drugs Used       

None 
  

    

No 494 94% 121 88% 5.77  .02 

Yes 33 6% 17 12%   

Alcohol       

No 418 79% 96 70% 5.93  .02 

Yes 109 21% 42 30%   

Cocaine       

No 131 25% 39 28% 0.67  .42 

Yes 396 75% 99 72%   

Marijuana       

No 370 70% 92 67% 0.65  .42 

Yes 157 30% 46 33%   

Opiates-Heroin       

No 323 61% 91 66% 1.01 .32 

Yes 204 39% 47 34%   

PCP       

No 448 85% 116 84% .08  .78 

Yes 79 15% 22 16%   

Poly-Drug        

1 drug or less 221 42% 59 43% .03 .86 

2 or more drugs 306 58% 79 57%   

Days Between Supervision 

and First Positive Drug Test 
      

Less than or equal to 19 days       

20 to 96 days       

97 or more days       

Treatment Characteristics       

Currently in Treatment 

Program 
  

    

No Program 456 87% 125 91% 1.63  .20 

Program 71 13% 13 9%   
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Table 4.(cont.) 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine descriptive characteristics, halfway house stay and rearrest 

with Drug Test Data Available Among 665 Female Ex-Offenders  

  
Drug Test 

Given (n=527) 
 

No Drug 

Test Given 

(n=138) 

 
Test 

Statistic 
Sig. 

 N % N %  p 

Criminal Characteristics       

Type of Lifetime Arrests       

Violent Arrest       

No 404 77% 101 73% .72  .40 

Yes 123 23% 37 27%   

Drug Arrest       

No 132 25% 39 28% .59  .44 

Yes 395 75% 99 79%   

Simple Assault Arrest       

No 430 82% 109 79% .49  .49 

Yes 97 18% 29 21%   

Property Offense Arrest       

No 397 75% 100 73% .48  .49 

Yes 130 25% 38 27%   

Prostitution Arrest       

No 409 78% 101 73% 1.20 .27 

Yes 118 22% 37 27%   

Public Order Arrest       

No 477 91% 119 86% 2.16  .14 

Yes 50 9% 19 14%   

 Current Offense       

Violent Offense       

No 463 88% 117 85% .93  .34 

Yes 64 12% 21 15%   

Drug Offense       

No 251 48% 59 43% 1.04  .31 

Yes 276 52% 79 57%   

Simple Assault       

No 508 96% 133 96% 0.00  .99 

Yes 19 4% 5 4%   
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Table 4.(cont.) 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine descriptive characteristics, halfway house stay and rearrest 

with Drug Test Data Available Among 665 Female Ex-Offenders  

  
Drug Test 

Given (n=527) 
 

No Drug 

Test Given 

(n=138) 

 
Test 

Statistic 
Sig. 

 N % N %  p 

Criminal Characteristics       

Current Offense       

Property Offense       

No 498 95% 127 92% 1.18  .28 

Yes 29 5% 11 8%   

Public Order Offense       

No 502 95% 131 95% .03  .87 

Yes 25 5% 7 5%   

Number of Arrests       

Less than or equal to 2 155 30% 47 34% 2.43  .30 

3-9 arrests 249 47% 55 40%   

10 or more arrests 123 23% 36 26%   

Total Arrests (in DC) 

Before Current 

Supervision 

      

4 or less arrests before 

supervision 
221 43% 56 41% .10  .95 

5-7 arrests before 

supervision 
132 25% 36 27%   

8 or more arrests before 

supervision 
167 32% 44 32%   

Number of Days Between 

Supervision Begin Date 

and Rearrest Date 

  

    

200 days or less 

supervision 
111 30% 31 36% 13.70 (5) .02 

201-399 days supervision 76 21% 23 27%   

400-598 days supervision 41 11% 10 12%   

599-798 days supervision 51 14% 11 13%   

799-997 days supervision 21 6% 8 9%   

998 days or more 69 18% 3 3%   

Supervision Length 

(Days) 
      

Less than 366 days 135 26% 56 40% 21.03 <.001 

Between 367 and 762 

Days 
171 32% 20 15%   

763 Days or More 221 42% 62 45%   
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Table 4.(cont.) 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine descriptive characteristics, halfway house stay and rearrest 

with Drug Test Data Available among 665 Female Ex-Offenders  

  
Drug Test 

Given (n=527) 
 

No Drug 

Test Given 

(n=138) 

 
Test 

Statistic 
Sig. 

 N % N %  p 

Halfway House Stay       

No 417 79% 104 75% .91  .34 

Yes 110 21% 34 25%   

Rearrest While on 

Supervision 
      

No  158 30%  52 38% 3.00  .08 

Yes 369 70% 86 62%   

 

Bivariate Analysis: Descriptive Characteristics and Halfway House Stay  

Demographic Characteristics and Halfway House Stay. The ages of the women, 

educational level, marital, employment and parental status  and the number of children currently 

residing with women who participated in a halfway house are not significantly different from 

those who did not have a halfway house stay and transitioned directly to community supervision. 

Of those who had a halfway house stay, 58% were in the category of unstable employment 

compared to 41% who transitioned directly to community supervision.  Stable employment was 

held by 42% who had a halfway house stay compared to 59% who transitioned directly to 

community supervision. 

Drug Use Characteristics and Halfway House Stay. Drug use data was obtained during 

the completion of the CSOSA auto-screener risk and needs assessment.  The risk and needs 

assessment was completed by the female ex-offender when she met with CSOSA staff and 

represents her drug use history at that point in time.  The results of the data analysis for each of 

the descriptive statistics for drug use and halfway house stay shows that the associated 

significance level or p value is larger than .05 for all of the drug use categories with the 
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exception of the category entitled none.  The p value for the reporting of no drugs used is 0.02 

meaning that this finding is statistically significant in its association with halfway house stay and 

reporting of no drugs used.  The phi coefficient for no drug use was measured as - .095 

indicating a weak negative association with halfway house stay.  

Days Between Supervision and First Positive Drug Test and Halfway House Stay. 

The result of the data analysis for days between supervision and first positive drug test and 

halfway house stay shows that the associated significance level or p value of 0. 17 is greater  

than .05. This means that the days between supervision and first positive drug test by those who 

had a halfway house stay is not statistically significant or different from the female felony ex-

offenders in this study who transitioned directly to community supervision.  Forty-six  percent 

(n=41)  of the female ex-offenders who had a halfway house stay had a positive drug test 20 to 

96 days after the start of their supervision date. Thirty-five percent (n=122) of the female ex-

offenders on community supervision had a positive drug test at 19 days or less after supervision 

begin date and at  97 days and more (n=121).  

Currently in a Treatment Program and Halfway House Stay. The results of the data 

analysis for current participation in a treatment program and halfway house stay shows the p 

value of 0.14, is larger than .05. This means that the relationship between current participation in 

a treatment program and a halfway house stay is not statistically significant or different from the 

female ex-offenders in this study who transitioned directly to community supervision. Ninety-

one percent (n=131) of the women who had a halfway house stay did not participate in a 

treatment program. Eighty-four percent (n=450) of those who returned to community supervision 

were not participants in a treatment program.  
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Criminal Characteristics and Halfway House Stay 

Type of Lifetime Arrests and Halfway House Stay.  The results of the data analysis for 

types of lifetime arrests and halfway house stay shows the p value is larger than .05 for each type 

of arrest.  The type of lifetime arrests for those who had a halfway house stay is not statistically 

significant. The largest number for type of lifetime arrests was drug arrest both for those who 

had a halfway house stay was at 79% (n= 113) and 73% for community supervision (n=381) . A 

total of 494 (74%) of the 665 women in this study had a drug arrest.  

Current Offense and Halfway House Stay. The results of the chi-square test for each of 

the descriptive statistics for each current offense and halfway house stay indicates that the p 

value is larger than 0.05 for all of the current offense categories.  Fifty-nine percent (n=85) of the 

women in the study had a drug offense. This was also the leading current offense for those who 

transitioned directly to community supervision with 52% (n=270) selecting this offense.   

Number of Arrests and Halfway House Stay.  The results of the data analysis for each 

of the descriptive statistics for number of arrests while on supervision and halfway house stay 

shows that the associated significance level p= 0.74 is larger than .05. This finding indicates the 

number of arrests by those who had a halfway house stay is not statistically significant or 

different from the female felony ex-offenders in this study who transitioned directly to 

community supervision.  Forty-seven percent (n=67) of the women who had a halfway house 

stay and 46% (n=237) who transitioned to community supervision were in the range of 3 to 9 

arrests.  

Total Arrests (in DC) Before Supervision and Halfway House Stay. The results of the 

data analysis for total number of arrests in DC before supervision and halfway house stay shows 

that the associated significance level, p= 0.14 is more than .05. The total arrests (in DC) before 
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supervision by those who had a halfway house stay is not statistically significant for female ex-

offenders in this study who transitioned directly to community supervision.  Thirty-six percent 

(n=51) of those who had a halfway house stay were arrested 8 or more times before supervision 

versus 42% (n=227) who had 4 or less arrests before supervision.  

Number of Days Between Supervision Begin Date and Rearrest and Halfway House 

Stay. The results of the data analysis for number of days between supervision begin date and 

rearrest date and halfway house stay shows that the p value of 0.55 is more than .05. The number 

of days between supervision begin date and rearrest by those who had a halfway house stay is 

not statistically significant for female ex-offenders in this study who transitioned directly to 

community supervision. Thirty percent (n=108) of the women in the study who had a halfway 

house stay and 37% (n=34) who transitioned via community supervision were rearrested  within 

200 days or less after the start of supervision. Fifty-two percent (n=187) of the women in the 

study who had a halfway house stay and 59% (n=54) of those who were under community 

supervision were rearrested in less than 399 days of beginning supervision.  

Supervision Length (Days). The results of the data for supervision length (days) shows 

that the p-value of 0.04 is less than .05 indicating that the variable is statistically significant in its 

association with halfway house stay. The phi coefficient for supervision length was measured as  

0.10 indicating a weak positive association with halfway house stay. 

Bivariate Analyses: Hypotheses Testing Results 

Hypothesis One.  Formerly incarcerated women who are residents of Washington, DC 

and who transitioned through a halfway house will have lower relapse rates than those who 

transition directly under community supervision with no halfway house stay.  
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Relapse and Halfway House Stay.  The analysis between the independent study variable 

halfway house stay and the dependent variable relapse was conducted to determine if an 

association exists between the two variables.  The results of the data analysis for halfway house 

stay and relapse as measured by positive drug tests while on supervision indicates that 81% 

(n=89) of female ex-offenders who transitioned through a halfway house had a positive drug test 

while on supervision compared to 83% (n=348) who transitioned direct to community 

supervision.  A test statistic of 0.40 and associated p value of 0.53 demonstrates the results for 

those who had a halfway house stay and relapsed were not statistically different than those 

without a halfway house stay.   

Hypothesis Two.  Formerly incarcerated women who are residents of Washington, DC 

and who transitioned through a halfway house will have lower recidivism rates (as measured by 

rearrest) than those who transitioned directly under community supervision. 

Rearrests and Halfway House Stay. The analysis between the independent study variable 

halfway house stay and the dependent variable rearrest was conducted to determine if an 

association exists.  The results of the data analysis for halfway house stay and rearrest as 

measured by being rearrested while on supervision indicates that 64% (n=92) of female 

offenders who transitioned through a halfway house were rearrested while on supervision 

compared to 70% (n=363) who transitioned direct to community supervision.  A test statistic of 

1.75 with an associated p value of 0.19 demonstrates those who had a halfway house stay and 

were rearrested while on supervision the results are not statistically different from the female ex-

offenders in this study who transitioned directly to community supervision.  
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Table 5. 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine Descriptive Characteristics, Relapse and Rearrest with 

Halfway House among 665 Female Ex-offenders 

  
Halfway 

House 

N=144 

  

Direct to Community 

Supervision 

N=521 

  
Test 

Statistic 
Sig. 

  N % N %  p 

Demographic 

Characteristics       

Age of Women 
      

Less than 30 8 6% 31 6%  0.69 

30-39 years 20 13.9% 92 17.7% 
  

40-49 years 67 46.5% 240 46.1% 
  

50 years and above 49 34.0% 158 30.3% 
  

Education Level 
      

Less than High School 68 47% 233 45% 0.29 0.59 

High School or greater 76 53% 288 55% 
  

Marital Status 
      

No 130 90% 448 86% 1.83 0.18 

Yes 14 10% 73 14% 
  

Employment Status 
      

No 111 77% 404 77% 0.01 0.91 

Yes 33 23% 117 23% 
  

Parental Status 
      

No 42 29% 114 22% 3.34 0.07 

Yes 102 71% 407 78% 
  

Number of Children in 

Women’s Residence       

None 77 54% 244 47% 2.78 0.25 

1-2 children 28 19% 99 19% 
  

3 or more children 39 27% 178 34% 
  

Drug Use Characteristics         
  

Drugs Used       

None              

No 140 97% 475 91% 5.94 0.02 

Yes 4 3% 46 9%     
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Table 5. (cont.) 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine Descriptive Characteristics, Relapse and Rearrest with 

Halfway House among 665 Female Ex-offenders 

  
Halfway 

House 

N=144 

  

Direct to Community 

Supervision 

N=521 

  
Test 

Statistic 
Sig. 

  N % N %  p 

Drug Use Characteristics       

Alcohol       

No 105 73% 409 79% 2.02 0.16 

Yes 39 27% 112 21% 0.37   

Cocaine              

No 34 26% 136 26% 0.37 0.54 

Yes 110 76% 385 74%     

Marijuana             

No 93 65% 369 71% 2.07 0.15 

Yes 51 35% 152 29%     

Opiates-Heroin              

No 88 61% 326 63% 0.10 0.75 

Yes 56 39% 195 37%     

PCP              

No 126 88% 438 84% 1.03 0.31 

Yes 18 12% 83 16%     

Poly-Drug              

 1 drug or less 53 37% 227 44% 2.12 0.15 

2 or more drugs used 91 63% 294 56%     

Days Between Supervision 

and First Positive Drug 

Test 
      

Less than or equal to 19 

days 

25 28% 122 35% 8.10 0.17 

20 to 96 days 41 46% 105 30% 
  

97 days or more days 22 26% 121 35% 
  

Currently in Treatment 

Program 

    

  

No 131 91% 450 86% 2.16 0.14 

Yes 13 9% 71 14%   
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Table 5. (cont.) 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine Descriptive Characteristics, Relapse and Rearrest with 

Halfway House among 665 Female Ex-offenders 

  Halfway 

House 

N=144 

  Direct to Community 

Supervision 

N=521 

  Test 

Statistic 

Sig. 

  N % N %  p 

Criminal Characteristics       

Type of Lifetime Arrests              

Violent Arrest             

No 114 79% 391 75% 1.05 0.31 

Yes 30 21% 130 25%     

Drug Arrest             

No 31 22% 140 27% 1.67 0.19 

Yes 113 79% 381 73%     

Simple Assault Arrest             

No 113 79% 426 82% 0.80 0.37 

Yes 31 22% 95 18%     

Property Offense Arrest             

No 112 78% 385 74% 0.90 0.34 

Yes 32 22% 136 26%     

Prostitution Arrest             

No 117 81% 393 75% 2.14 0.14 

Yes 27 19% 128 25%     

Public Order             

No 133 92% 463 89% 1.48 0.22 

Yes 11 8% 58 11%     

Current Offense              

Violent Offense             

No 125 87% 455 87% 0.02 0.87 

Yes 19 13% 66 13%     

Drug Offense             

No 59 41% 251 48% 2.35 0.13 

Yes 85 59% 270 52%     

Simple Assault             

No 140 97% 501 96% 0.37 0.06 

Yes 4 3% 20 4%     

Property Offense             

No 139 97% 486 93% 2.10 0.15 

Yes 5 3% 35 7%     

Public Order             

No 137 95% 496 95% 0.00 0.98 

Yes 7 5% 25 5%     
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Table 5. (cont.) 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine Descriptive Characteristics, Relapse and Rearrest with 

Halfway House among 665 Female Ex-offenders 

  Halfway 

House 

N=144 

  Direct to Community 

Supervision 

N=521 

  Test 

Statistic 

Sig. 

  N % N %  p 

Criminal Characteristics       

Number of Arrests       

Less than or equal to 2 46 32% 156 30% 0.61 0.74 

3 to 9 arrests 67 47% 237 46%   

10 or more arrests 31 21% 128 24%   

       

Total Arrests (in DC) 

Before Current 

Supervision 

      

4 or less arrests before 

supervision 

50 35% 227 42% 3.99 0.14 

5-7 arrests before 

supervision 

42 29% 126 25%   

8 or more arrests before 

supervision 

51 36% 160 33%   

Number of Days Between 

Supervision Begin Date 

and Rearrest 

      

200 days or less supervision 108 30% 34 37% 3.99 0.55 

201-399 days supervision 79 22% 20 22%   

400-598 days supervision 39 11% 12 13%   

599-798 days supervision 54 15% 8 9%   

799-997 days supervision 24 7% 5 5%   

998 days or more 59 16% 13 14%   

Supervision Length (Days)       

366 and less days 

supervision 

40 28% 151 29% 6.23 0.04 

367-762 days under 

supervision 

31 22% 160 31%   

763 or more days under 

supervision 

41 37% 149 32%   

*Relapse: Positive Drug 

Test While on Supervision 

            

No 21 19% 69 17% 0.40 0.53 

Yes 89 81% 348 83%     

Rearrest While on 

Supervision 

            

No 52 36% 158 30% 1.75 0.19 

Yes 92 64% 363 70%     

*Relapse: Positive Drug Test While on Supervision - Drug test data was only available for 527 of the 665 women in this study 
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Demographic Characteristics and Relapse 

The next set of analysis focused on exploring relationships between relapse and the 

independent variables associated with demographics, drug use, treatment and criminal 

characteristics. Bivariate analysis was conducted on those who had drug test data available and 

those women in the study who did not have drug test data available to determine if there were 

any differences between the two groups based on the study variables (Table 6).   

The results of the data analysis for each of the descriptive statistics for demographic 

characteristics and relapse indicate that the associated significance level or p value is larger than 

0.05.  The exception is employment status which has a p value of 0.01.  This result indicates that 

there is a statistically significant association between employment status and relapse.  However, 

the phi coefficient is -.119 indicating a weak negative association with relapse.  

Drug Use Characteristics and Relapse 

The results of the data analysis for each of the descriptive statistics for each drug used 

and relapse shows the p value is larger than 0.05 for all of the drug use categories with the 

exception of the category none with a p value of <0.001 and opiates/heroin with a p value of 

0.01.   The results for none or no drug used and opiates/heroin indicates that there are statistically 

significant associations between these variables and relapse. The phi coefficient for the response 

none is -.237 indicating a weak negative association with relapse. The phi coefficient for 

opiates/heroin is .100 and indicates a weak positive association.  

Poly-drug use was found to not be statistically significant in its association with relapse 

with p = 0.86.  Of those who relapsed, 58% (306) were poly-drug users.  
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Criminal Characteristics and Relapse 

Relapse and Type of Lifetime Arrests. The results of the data analysis for each of the 

descriptive statistics for type of arrest and relapse show the p value is larger than 0.05 for all of 

the types of arrest with the exception of drug arrest with a p value of 0.02.  Drug arrest is 

statistically significant for any of the other arrest types.  The phi coefficient for drug arrest is 

.098 indicating a positive but weak association with relapse. Seventy-seven percent (n=336) of 

the women in the study who had a positive drug test had a drug arrest.  

Relapse and Current Offense. The associated significance for the current offenses have 

p values larger than .05 indicating there is no association between relapse and the current 

offenses in this study.  Of the women who relapsed, 54% (n=236) committed a drug offense. 

Relapse and Supervision Length (Days). The results of the data analysis for relapse and 

supervision length (days) shows that the p value of   >.001 indicates that the association is  

statistically significant because it is larger than .05. The phi coefficient for supervision length is 

0.17 indicating a weak positive association with relapse. 

Of those who relapsed, 41% (n=181) had been under community supervision for 763 

days or more. 

 Relapse and Total Number of Arrests. Statistical significance for the total number of 

arrests and relapse has a p value of 0.14 which is larger than .05. Total number of arrests for 

those who relapsed is no different from the female ex-offenders in this study who did not have a 

positive drug test on supervision. Forty-seven percent (n= 204) of the women in this study who 

had a positive drug test while on supervision had 3 to 9 arrests. 

Relapse and Total Arrests (in DC) Before Current Supervision. The results of the 

data analysis for relapse and number of arrests before supervision shows that the associated 
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significance level or p value of 0.48 is larger than .05. The result is not statistically significant. 

Of those who tested positive for drug use while on supervision, 41% (n=179) had 4 or less 

arrests before current supervision. 

Relapse and Number of Days Between Supervision Begin Date and Rearrest. The 

results of the data analysis for relapse and number of days between supervision begin date and 

rearrest shows that the p value of 0.14 is more than .05. Findings indicate that the number of 

days between supervision begin date and rearrest date by those who relapsed is not statistically 

significant. Twenty nine percent (n=94) of those who relapsed were rearrested in 200 days or 

less. Thirty seven percent (n=17) of the women in the study who did not have a positive drug test 

were rearrested in 200 days or less.  Fifty-one percent (n=165) of the women in this study who 

relapsed were rearrested in 399 days or less after beginning supervision.  A slightly higher 

percentage of female ex-offenders, 57% (n=76) who did not relapse were rearrested within the 

same aforementioned time frame. 

Relapse and Rearrest While on Supervision.  The results of the data analysis for 

rearrest while on supervision shows that the p value of <0.001 has a statistically significant 

association with relapse. A phi coefficient of .19 indicates there is a positive weak association 

between the two variables.  Seventy-four percent (n=323) of the women in this study who 

relapsed were rearrested compared to 51% (n=46) who did not relapse but were rearrested.  

Treatment Characteristic and Relapse 

Relapse and Currently in Treatment Program. The results of the data analysis for 

current participation in a treatment program and relapse shows that the p value of 0.97 is not 

statistically significant because the value is larger than .05. Eighty-six percent (n= 378) of the 
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women in this study who has a positive drug test responded they did not currently participate in a 

treatment program.  

Table 6. 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine Descriptive Characteristics, Halfway House Stay and 

Rearrest with Relapse among 527 Female Ex-offenders Who Received a Drug Test 

  Relapse (N=437) 
 

No Relapse 

(N=90) 
 

Test 

Statistic 
Sig. 

 N % N %  p 

Demographic 

Characteristics 
    

    

Age of Women         

Less than 30 25 6% 4 4% 0.51 .92 

30-39 years 72 17% 17 19%   

40-49 years 205 47% 41 46%   

50 years and above 135 31% 28 31%   

Education Level       

Less than high school 209 48% 43 4.8% 0.00 0.99 

High school or GED or 

greater 
228 52% 47 52%   

Marital Status       

No 373 85% 82 91% 2.10 0.15 

Yes 64 14% 8 .9%   

Employment Status       

No 353 81% 61 68% 7.49 0.01 

Yes 84 19% 29 32%   

Parental Status       

No 105 24% 21 23% 0.02 0.89 

Yes 332 76% 69 77%   

Number of Children in 

Women's Residence 
  

    

None 206 47% 48 53% 1.24 0.54 

1-2 children 82 19% 16 18%   

3 or more children 149 34% 26 29%   
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Table 6. (cont.) 

 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine Descriptive Characteristics, Halfway House Stay and 

Rearrest with Relapse among 527 Female Ex-offenders Who Received a Drug Test 

  Relapse (N=437) 
 

No Relapse 

(N=90) 

 Test 

Statistic 

Sig. 

 
N % N %  p 

Drug Use 

Characteristics   

    

Drugs Used       

None 
  

    

No 421 96% 73 81% 29.48 <.001 

Yes 16 4% 17 1.9%   

Alcohol       

No 340 78% 78 87% 3.05 0.08 

Yes 97 22% 12 13%   

Cocaine       

No 102 23.3% 29 32.2% 2.69 0.10 

Yes 335 76.7% 61 67.8%   

Marijuana       

No 302 69.1% 68 75.6% 1.19 0.28 

Yes 135 30.9% 22 24.4%   

Opiates-Heroin       

No 257 58.8% 66 73.3% 6.04 0.01 

Yes 180 41.2% 24 26.7%   

PCP       

No 369 84.4% 79 87.8% 0.65 0.42 

Yes 68 15.6% 11 12.2%   

Poly-Drug Use       

1 drug or less 221 42% 59 43% .03 0.86 

2 or more drugs 306 58% 79 57%   

Currently in Treatment 

Program 
  

    

No  378 86% 78 87% 0.00 0.97 

Yes 59 14% 12 13%   
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Table 6. (cont.) 

 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine Descriptive Characteristics, Halfway House Stay and 

Rearrest with Relapse among 527 Female Ex-offenders Who Received a Drug Test 

  Relapse (N=437)  
No Relapse 

(N=90) 

 Test 

Statistic 

Sig. 

 N % N %  p 

Criminal 

Characteristics 

 

  

    

Type of Lifetime 

Arrests 
  

    

Violent Arrest       

No 338 77% 66 73% 0.67 0.41 

Yes 99 23% 24 27%   

Drug Arrest       

No 101 23% 31 34% 5.11 0.02 

Yes 336 77% 59 66%   

Simple Assault Arrest       

No 355 81% 75 83% 0.22 0.64 

Yes 82 19% 15 17%   

Property Offense 

Arrest 
  

    

No 327 75% 70 78% 0.35 0.55 

Yes 10 25% 20 22%   

Prostitution Arrest       

No 338 77% 71 79% 0.10 0.75 

Yes 99 23% 19 21%   

Public Order Arrest       

No 398 91% 79 88% 0.95 0.33 

Yes 39 9% 11 12%   

Current Offense       

Violent Offense       

No 388 89% 75 83% 2.08 0.15 

Yes 49 11% 15 17%   

Drug Offense       

No 201 46% 50 56% 2.74 0.10 

Yes 236 54% 40 44%   

Simple Assault Offense       

No 421 96% 87 97% 0.02 0.88 

Yes 16 4% 3 3%   
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Table 6. (cont.) 

 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine Descriptive Characteristics, Halfway House Stay and 

Rearrest with Relapse among 527 Female Ex-offenders Who Received a Drug Test 

  Relapse (N=437)  
No Relapse 

(N=90) 

 Test 

Statistic 

Sig. 

 N % N %  p 

Criminal 

Characteristics 

 

  

    

Current Offense       

Property Offense       

No 414 95% 84 93% 0.28 0.60 

Yes 23 5% 6 7%   

Prostitution Offense       

No 423 97% 86 96% 0.35 0.56 

Yes 14 3% 4 4%   

Public Order Offense       

No 418 96% 84 93% 0.89 0.35 

Yes 19 4% 6 7%   

Number of Arrests       

Less than or equal to 2 124 28% 31 34% 3.93 0.14 

3-9 arrests 204 47% 45 50%   

10 or more arrests 109 25% 14 16%   

Total Arrests (in DC) 

Before Current 

Supervision 

  

    

4 or less arrests before 

supervision 
179 41% 42 48% 1.46 0.48 

5-7 arrests before 

supervision 
110 27% 22 25%   

8 or more arrests before 

supervision 
143 32% 24 27%   

Number of Days 

Between Supervision 

Begin Date and 

Rearrest Date 

  

    

200 days or less 

supervision 
94 29% 48 36% 10.2 0.70 

201-399 days 

supervision 
71 22% 28 21%   

400-598 days 

supervision 
38 12% 13 10%   

599-798 days 

supervision 
40 12% 22 17%   

799-997 days 

supervision 
19 6% 10 8%   

998 days or more 61 19% 11 8%   

 



 

 89 

Table 6. (cont.) 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine Descriptive Characteristics, Halfway House Stay and 

Rearrest with Relapse among 527 Female Ex-offenders Who Received a Drug Test 

  Relapse (N=437)  
No Relapse 

(N=90) 

 Test 

Statistic 

Sig. 

 N % N %  p 

Supervision Length 

(Days) 
      

Less than 366 days 108 25% 83 36% 19.27 >0.001 

Between 367 and 762 

Days 
148 34% 43 19%   

763 Days or More 119 41% 102 45%   

Halfway House       

No 348 80% 69 77% 0.40 0.53 

Yes 89 20% 21 23%   

Rearrest While on 

Supervision 
  

    

No 114 26% 44 49% 18.48 >0.001 

Yes 323 74% 46 51%   

 

Bivariate Analyses: Rearrest and Demographics, Criminal, Drug Use and Treatment 

Characteristics 

The next set of analysis focused on exploring relationships between rearrest and the 

independent variables associated with demographic, drug use, treatment and criminal 

characteristics (Table 7). 

Demographic Characteristics and Rearrest 

Rearrest and Demographic Characteristics. The results of the data analysis for 

demographic characteristics and rearrests while on supervision shows p value is larger than 0.05 

for all variables with the exception of educational level (p=0.04) and current employment status 

(p<0.001).  A phi value of -0.08 was assessed for educational level indicating a weak  negative 

association with rearrest meaning that those who were not rearrested were likely to have 

achieved an educational level at high school, GED on greater.  The phi value for employment 
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status was assessed to be -.13 which indicates a weak negative association indicating the women 

in this study who were rearrested were less likely to be employed.   

Drug Use Characteristics and Rearrest 

Rearrest and Drug Use.  The results of the data analysis for each of the descriptive 

statistics for drug use and rearrest while on supervision shows that the associated significance 

level or p value is larger than 0.05 for all of the drug use categories with the exceptions of the 

categories of none,  cocaine and marijuana.  None has a  p value of 0.00. Cocaine has  a p value 

of 0.01 and marijuana has a  p value of 0.04.  The phi value for none was measured to be -.113, 

cocaine .099 and marijuana at .078. Of the three variables, none was the only one that had a 

weak but negative association with rearrest meaning that they have an inverse relationship. 

Cocaine and marijuana have slightly weaker but positive relationship with rearrest meaning that 

each has a direct relationship.  

Poly-drug was found to have a p value of 0.863 indicating that the associated significance 

level or p value is larger than 0.05 is not significantly associated with rearrest.  

Rearrest and Number of Days between Supervision and First Positive Drug Test While 

on Supervision.  The results of the data analysis for rearrest and days between supervision and 

first positive drug test while on supervision shows that the associated significance level or p 

value of 0.01 is less than 0.05.  The finding indicates that there is a significant association 

between the rearrest and number of days between supervision and first positive drug test.  Of 

those who were rearrested while on supervision, 36% had their first positive drug test 19 days or 

less after beginning supervision. A phi value of -.120 indicates is a negative weak association 

with rearrest.  
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Criminal Characteristics and Rearrests 

Rearrest and Type of Arrests.  The results of the data analysis for rearrest and type of 

arrests shows that the associated significance level or p value is larger than 0.05 for 10 of the 12 

type of arrests.  The results are not statistically significant for these categories.  The exceptions 

are simple assault with a p value of 0.00 and prostitution with a p value of 0.02.  The findings 

indicate that there is a significant association between rearrest and arrest types simple assault and 

prostitution.  The phi value for simple assault is .122 indicating that there is a positive weak 

relationship with rearrest. A positive weak relationship also exists between prostitution and 

rearrest with a phi value of .091. It is noted that seventy-five percent of those who were 

rearrested while on supervision were arrested for a drug offense. The next two largest types of 

arrests are prostitution arrests and simple assault arrests both at 22%.  

Rearrest and Current Offense.  The results of the data analysis for current offense and 

each of those listed under categories and rearrests shows that the associated significance level or 

p value is larger than 0.05 for all of the current offense categories for five of the six current 

offenses with violent offense p<0.000 indicating there is an association with rearrest. A phi value 

of -.137 was assessed which indicates a weak negative association with rearrest.  

Rearrest and Number of Arrests. The results of the data analysis for rearrest and total 

number of arrests shows a p value of 0.00 is less than 0.05.  The finding indicates a significant 

association between the total number of arrests and rearrest while on supervision.  A phi 

coefficient of .143 indicates that a positive weak relationship exists between the two variables 

meaning that there is an inverse relationship between rearrest and the total number of arrests.  

Rearrest and Total Arrests (in DC) Before Current Supervision.  The results of the data 

analysis for rearrest and number of arrests before supervision shows that the associated 
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significance level or p value of 0.00 is less than 0.05.  The finding indicates that there is a 

significant association between rearrest and number of days before supervision.  Of those who 

were “rearrested while on supervision”,  38% had a total number of 8 or more arrests before 

supervision. A phi value of .198 for total number of arrests in Washington DC before current 

supervision shows a positive but weak association with rearrests meaning that there is a direct 

relationship between rearrest and the total number of arrests the female offender had experienced 

prior to current supervision.    

Rearrest and Supervision Length (Days).  The results of the data analysis for rearrest and 

supervision length (days) shows that the associated significance level or p value of 0.00 is less 

than 0.05.  Of those who were rearrested while on supervision, 40% had a “supervision length” 

of 366 days or less. The phi value of .318 showed a positive and medium association with 

rearrest meaning there is a direct relationship between rearrest and supervision length (days).   

Treatment Characteristic and Rearrest 

 Rearrest and Currently in Treatment Program. The results of the data analysis for 

rearrest and currently in a treatment program shows that the associated significance level or p 

value of 0.76 is larger than 0.05. The result is not statistically significant. Of those who were 

rearrested while on supervision, 88% (401) did not participate in a treatment program. Eighty-six 

percent (180) who were not rearrested did not participate in a treatment program.  
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Table 7. 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine Descriptive Characteristics, Halfway House Stay and 

Relapse with Rearrest among 665 Female Ex-Offenders Who Were Rearrested 

 

  

Rearrest 

While on 

Supervision 

n=455 

  

No Arrest 

While on 

Supervision 

n=210 

  
Test 

Statistic 
Sig. 

  N % N %  p 

Demographic Measures             

Age of Women             

Less than 30 29 6% 10 5% 7.16 0.07 

30-39 years 85 19% 27 13.0%     

40-49 years 212 47% 95 45%     

50 years and above 129 28% 78 37%     

Education Level             

Less than high school 218 48% 83 40% 4.08 0.04 

High school or GED or greater 237 52% 127 60%     

Marital Status             

No 402 88% 176 84% 2.61 0.11 

Yes 53 12% 34 16%     

Employment Status             

Not employed 369 81% 146 70% 11.02 0.00 

Employed 86 19% 64 30%     

Parental Status             

No 114 25% 42 20% 2.05 0.15 

Yes 341 75% 161 80%     

Number of Children Living Women’s 

Residence 
            

None 217 48% 104 50%     

1-2 children 89 20% 38 18%     

3 or more children 149 32% 68 32% 0.27 0.88 
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Table 7. 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine Descriptive Characteristics, Halfway House Stay and 

Relapse with Rearrest among 665 Female Ex-Offenders Who Were Rearrested 
 

  

Rearrest 

While on 

Supervision 

n=455 

  

No Arrest 

While on 

Supervision 

n=210 

  
Test 

Statistic 
Sig. 

  N % N %  p 

Drugs Used             

None             

No 430 95% 185 88% 8.49 0.00 

Yes 25 5% 25 12%     

Alcohol              

No 347 76% 167 80% 0.87 0.35 

Yes 108 24% 43 20%     

Cocaine              

No 103 23% 67 32% 6.49 0.01 

Yes 352 77% 143 68%     

Marijuana             

No 305 67% 157 75% 4.45 0.04 

Yes 150 33% 53 25%     

Opiates-Heroin              

No 285 63% 129 61% 0.09 0.77 

Yes 170 37% 81 39%     

PCP             

No 381 84% 183 87% 1.29 0.26 

Yes 74 16% 27 13%     

Poly-Drug Use       

 1 drug or less 179 39% 101 48% 4.52 .03 

2 or more drugs 276 61% 109 52%    

Days Between Supervision and First 

Positive Drug Test 
            

19 or less days 116 36% 31 27% 9.72 0.01 

20-96 days 114 35% 32 28%     

97 or more days 93 29% 51 45%     

Currently in Treatment Program       

No 401 88% 180 86% 0.76 0.38 

Yes 54 12% 30 14%   
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Table 7. 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine Descriptive Characteristics, Halfway House Stay and 

Relapse with Rearrest among 665 Female Ex-Offenders Who Were Rearrested 

 

  

Rearrest 

While on 

Supervision 

n=455 

  

No Arrest 

While on 

Supervision 

n=210 

  
Test 

Statistic 
Sig. 

  N % N %  p 

Criminal Characteristics       

Type of Lifetime Arrests        

Violent             

No 353 78% 152 72% 2.13 0.15 

Yes 102 22% 58 28%     

Drug             

No 114 25% 57 27% 0.33 0.57 

Yes 341 75% 153 73%     

Simple Assault             

No 354 78% 185 88% 9.91 0.00 

Yes 101 22% 25 12%     

Property Offense             

No 338 74% 159 76% 0.16 0.69 

Yes 117 26% 51 24%     

Current Offense       

Violent             

No 411 90% 169 81% 12.51 0.00 

Yes 44 10% 41 19%     

Drug             

No 213 47% 97 46% 0.02 0.88 

Yes 242 53% 113 54%     

Simple Assault             

No 439 97% 202 96% 0.04 0.85 

Yes 16 3% 8 4%     

Property             

No 429 94% 196 93% 0.23 0.63 

Yes 26 6% 14 7%     

Prostitution             

No 440 97% 205 98% 0.41 0.52 

Yes 15 3% 5 2%     

Public Order             

No 432 95% 201 96% 0.19 0.67 

Yes 23 5% 9 4%     
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Table 7. 

Bivariate Analysis to Examine Descriptive Characteristics, Halfway House Stay and 

Relapse with Rearrest among 665 Female Ex-Offenders Who Were Rearrested 

  

Rearrest 

While on 

Supervision 

n=455 

  

No Arrest 

While on 

Supervision 

n=210 

  
Test 

Statistic 
Sig. 

  N % N %  p 

 Number of Arrests             

Less than or equal to 2 126 28% 76 36% 13.62 0.00 

3 to 9 arrests 202 44% 102 49%     

10 or more arrests 127 28% 32 15%     

Total Arrests (in DC)  Before Supervision             

4 or less arrests before supervision 162 36% 115 55% 25.72 0.00 

5-7 arrests before supervision 115 26% 53 25%     

8 or more arrests before supervision 169 38% 45 20%     

Supervision Length (Days)       

366 and less days supervision 166 37% 25 12% 82.8 0.00 

367-762 days under supervision 148 32% 43 20%     

763 or more days under supervision 141 31% 89 68%     

Halfway House Stay       

No 363 80% 158 75% 1.75 0.19 

Yes 92 20% 52 25%   

*Relapse: Positive Drug Test While on 

Supervision 
      

No 46 13% 44 28% 18.48 <.001 

Yes 323 87% 114 72%   

*Relapse: Positive Drug Test While on Supervision – Drug test data only available for 527 of the 665 women in the study 

Summary of Bivariate Analysis  

Variables identified as having a statistically significant association with rearrest and 

relapse were determined to have weak associations based on their phi coefficient values.  In 

addition, the results showed that for both hypotheses one and two there is no statistically 

significant relationship between halfway house stay and rearrest or relapse.  The next section of 

the study focuses on multivariate analyses as a way to determine which variables form the most 

effective models for predicting rearrest or relapse among the female ex-offenders in this study.  
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Multivariate Analyses 

The main goal of this analysis was to determine which set of predictors does the best job 

in predicting rearrest and relapse following incarceration.  Stepwise (forward selection) logistic 

regression was the principal analytic approach used to achieve this goal.  Variables selected for 

inclusion in the logistic regression models for rearrest and relapse was based on a combination of 

a review of relevant literature and the results of a series of procedures in SPSS carried out to 

identify appropriate demographic, drug use and criminal characteristics variables.  

Analytic Approach: Stepwise (Forward Selection) Logistic Regression 

The following demographic variables were included in the logistic regression: education 

level, employment status, and number of children in women’s residence.  Variables representing 

drug use characteristics entered into the next blocks were poly-drug use, alcohol, cocaine/crack, 

marijuana, opiates/heroin, and PCP.  To determine the impact of the ex-offenders’ criminal 

characteristics, indicator variables of the following criminal characteristics variables were 

included in the regression analysis:  current offense, type of lifetime arrests, number of arrests (in 

DC) before supervision
1
, whether the ex-offender had a halfway house stay, and supervision 

length (dummy coded variables created for those offenders who had less than 366 days of 

supervision, between 367 and 762 days of supervision, and more than 763 days of supervision).  

The current offense indicator variables included: violent, drug-related, assault, prostitution, and 

public order offenses.  The type of lifetime arrests that were included in the analyses included: 

violent, drug-related, simple assault, property, prostitution, and public order.      

  

                                                           
1 This variable was used only for the logistic regression models predicting rearrest. 
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Significant Predictors of Rearrest 

  The stepwise logistic regression analysis to predict rearrest after incarceration included 

656 cases all of whom were rearrested.  Demographic variables were included in predictor Block 

1.   As shown in Table 8, the most significant demographic predictor was employment status, 

which accounted for 2.4% of the variance (Nagelkerke R Square) in rearrest status, and was 

statistically significant,   01.,17.1112  p .  Prediction success for this demographic variable 

alone overall was modest, with 0% of ex-offenders with no rearrests and 100% of ex-offenders 

with rearrests correctly predicted, for an overall prediction success rate of 68.0%.   

When the type of lifetime arrests variables were added to Block 2, along with the 

significant demographic variables from Block 1, the amount of explained variance increased by 

3.1% percentage points (Nagelkerke R Square for Block 2 = .055).  Predictor Block 2, which 

included employment status , and the significant type of lifetime arrests variables (whether ex-

offender had a simple assault arrest and prostitution arrests) was statistically significant, 

  001.,28.2632  p .  See Table 8 for results. Including the type of lifetime arrests variables 

changed neither the overall prediction success nor the model’s ability to accurately predict ex-

offenders with rearrest and no rearrest.  

As shown in Table 8, Predictor Block 3 included the significant demographic, type of 

lifetime arrests, and current offense variables.  Two current offense type variables were selected 

to move forward in the regression model; current violent offense and current assault offense.  

Predictor Block 3 was statistically significant,    001.,84.3652  p  and accounted for 7.6% 

of the variance in rearrest, thereby further improving the model’s ability to distinguish ex-

offenders with rearrests and those without them.  The contribution of the violent current offense 

variables improved the overall prediction accuracy by about one percentage point  and increased 
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model’s ability to accurately predict ex-offenders who did not experience rearrests by about eight 

percentage points (0% in Block 2 to 8.1% in Block 3).   

Although the drug use variables were added to the analysis that included the significant 

demographic variable, type of lifetime arrests, and current offense variables that moved forward 

from the previous predictor blocks, none of the drug use variables contributed significantly to 

regression and thus did not move forward in the subsequent predictor blocks.     

The ex-offenders’ days of supervision (less than 366 days, between 363 and 762 days, 

and more than 763 days) and whether the ex-offenders had a halfway house stay were included 

as potential predictors of rearrest for predictor Block 4.  As shown in Table 8, whether the 

offender had less than 366 days and between 363 and 762 days of supervision moved forward as 

significant predictors to be included in Block 4, along with the other significant predictors from 

the previous predictor blocks.  Predictor Block 4 was statistically significant, 

  001.,57.10972  p , and accounted for 22% of the variance in rearrest.  The overall 

prediction accuracy was 72.3%, which resulted in an improvement from the previous prediction 

models by approximately three percentage points.  In addition, the prediction accuracy for the 

group of ex-offenders with no rearrests increased from 8.1% to 30.5%.    

Table 9 shows the results of the final model predicting rearrest status after incarceration, 

which includes employment status, as well as whether ex-offender had a simple assault arrest, a 

prostitution arrest, current violent offense, current assault offense, less than 366 days of 

supervision, between 367 and 762 days of supervision, and the number of arrests (in the District 

of Columbia) the ex-offender had before supervision.  This final model was statistically 

significant,   001.,04.11582  p   and explained approximately 23% of the variance in 

rearrest status after incarceration.  Prediction success for this final prediction model overall was 
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improved, with 85.9% of ex-offenders with rearrests and 40% of ex-offenders without rearrests 

correctly predicted, for an overall success rate of 71.2%.   

As indicated by the Wald results shown in Table 9, in the final prediction model for 

rearrest, the most significant predictors were: whether offender has a simple assault arrest (z= 

5.28, p < .05); whether offender has a current violent offense (z= 4.82, p < .05); whether length 

of supervision was 366 days or less (z= 47.55, p < .001), whether the length of supervision was 

between 367 and 762 days (z= 29.47, p < .001), and number of arrests  the ex-offender had 

while in the District of Columbia before supervision (z= 5.43, p < .05).  
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Table 8.  

Stepwise Forward Selection Logistic Regression: Predicting Rearrest (N= 656) 

       95% C.I .for 

EXP(B) 

 

 B S.E. Wald df p Exp(B) Lower Upper Model Summary 

Block 1: 

Demographic 

Variables 

Added 

         

Employment 

Status 

.65 .19 11.36 1 .001 1.91 1.31 2.80  

Constant .26 .16 2.44 1 .118 1.29 
   

           024.2,01.,17.1112  Rp  

Block 2:  

Type of 

Lifetime 

Arrests 

Variables 

Added 

         

Employment 

Status 

.63 .20 10.45 1.00 .00 1.88 1.28 2.76 
 

Simple Assault 

Arrest 

.70 .24 8.12 1.00 .00 2.01 1.24 3.24 
 

Prostitution 

Arrest 

.48 .21 5.13 1.00 .02 1.62 1.07 2.47 
 

Constant 
.05 .18 .09 1.00 .76 1.05      

           055.2,001.,28.2632  Rp  
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Table 8 (cont.) 

Stepwise Forward Selection Logistic Regression: Predicting Rearrest (N= 656) 
 

       95% C.I. for 

EXP(B) 

 

 B S.E. Wald df p Exp (B) Lower Upper Model Summary 

Block 3:  

Current 

Offense 

Variables 

      
   

Employment 

Status 

.57 .20 8.19 1.00 .00 1.76 1.20 2.60  

Simple 

Assault 

Arrest 

.88 .29 9.58 1.00 .00 2.42 1.38 4.22  

Prostitution 

Arrest 

.38 .22 3.12 1.00 .08 1.47 .96 2.25  

Current 

Violent 

Offense 

-.68 .25 7.64 1.00 .01 .51 .31 .82  

Current 

Simple 

Assault 

Offense 

-1.01 .52 3.75 1.00 .05 .36 .13 1.01  

Constant 
.22 .19 1.43 1.00 .23 1.25      

           076.2,001.,84.3652  Rp  
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Table 8 (cont.) 

 

Stepwise Forward Selection Logistic Regression: Predicting Rearrest (N= 656) 

       95% C.I. for 

EXP(B) 

 

 B S.E. Wald df p Exp 

(B) 

Lower Upper Model Summary 

Block 4:  

Drug Use 

Variables 

Added 

         

Employment 

Status 

.34 .21 2.61 1.00 .11 1.41 .93 2.13 
 

Simple 

Assault 

Arrest 

.78 .30 6.85 1.00 .01 2.18 1.22 3.91 
 

Prostitution 

Arrest 

.30 .23 1.64 1.00 .20 1.35 .85 2.12 
 

Current 

Violent 

Offense 

-.67 .26 6.57 1.00 .01 .51 .30 .85 
 

Current  

Assault 

Offense 

-.69 .56 1.53 1.00 .22 .50 .17 1.49 
 

Length of 

Supervision 

was 366 

days or Less 

1.81 .25 52.16 1.00 .00 6.11 3.74 9.99 
 

Length of 

Supervision 

was Between 

367 and 762 

days 

1.21 .22 31.40 1.00 .00 3.37 2.20 5.15  

Constant 
-.34 .21 2.54 1.00 .11 .71      

           22.2,001.,57.10972  Rp  
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Table 9. Final Model: Stepwise Forward Selection Logistic Regression: Predicting  

Rearrest (N= 656) 

       95% C.I. for 

EXP(B) 

 

 B S.E. Wald df p Exp(B) Lower Upper Model Summary 

Final Model:  

Supervision 

Length and 

Halfway House 

Variables Added 

      
   

Employment 

Status 

.30 .21 1.98 1.00 .16 1.35 .89 2.06 
 

Simple Assault 

Arrest 

.69 .30 5.28 1.00 .02 2.00 1.11 3.61 
 

Prostitution 

Arrest 

.19 .24 .61 1.00 .43 1.20 .76 1.92 
 

Current Violent 

Offense 

-.59 .27 4.82 1.00 .03 .56 .33 .94 
 

Current Assault 

Offense 

-.71 .56 1.60 1.00 .21 .49 .17 1.47 
 

Length of 

Supervision was 

366 days or Less 

1.74 .25 47.55 1.00 .00 5.72 3.48 9.38 
 

Length of 

Supervision was 

Between 367 and 

762 days 

1.18 .22 29.47 1.00 .00 3.26 2.13 5.00 
 

Number of 

Arrests (in DC) 

Before 

Supervision 

.27 .12 5.43 1.00 .02 1.31 1.04 1.64 
 

Constant 
-.75 .28 7.29 1.00 .01 .47      

       
    23.2,001.,04.11582  Rp  

 

 

 

 



 

 105 

Significant Predictors of Relapse 

  The stepwise logistic regression analysis to predict relapse after incarceration included 

527 offenders all of whom took a drug test.  The demographic variables were included in 

predictor Block 1.   As shown in Table 10, the most significant demographic predictor was 

employment status, which accounted for approximately 2.2% of the variance (Nagelkerke R 

Square) in relapse status, and was statistically significant,   01.,929.612  p . Prediction 

success for this demographic variable alone overall was modest, with 0% of ex-offenders with no 

relapse and 100% of ex-offenders with relapse correctly predicted, for an overall prediction 

success rate of 82.9%.   

When the type of lifetime arrests variables were added to Block 2, along with the 

significant demographic variable from Block1, the amount of explained variance increased by 

approximately one percentage point (Nagelkerke R Square for Block 2 = .034).  Predictor Block 

2, which included employment status, and the significant type of lifetime arrests variables (drug 

arrest) was statistically significant,   01.,784.1022  p .  See Table Y for the results. Adding 

the drug arrest variable neither changed the overall prediction success nor improve the model’s 

ability to accurately predict ex-offenders with or without relapse experience.    

Although the current offense variables were added to the analysis that included the 

significant demographic variable and type of arrests that moved forward from the previous 

predictor blocks, none of these variables contributed significantly to regression and thus did not 

move forward in the subsequent predictor blocks.     

The addition of the significant drug use variable (i.e., poly-drug) to Predictor Block 3 

resulted in a significant prediction model,   01.,47.1632  p , which accounted for 

approximately 5% of the variance in relapse after incarceration.  The addition of the poly-drug 
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use variable neither changed the overall prediction success nor improved the model’s ability to 

accurately predict ex-offenders with or without relapse experience.    

As shown in Table 10, the ex-offenders’ days of supervision and whether the ex-

offenders had a halfway house stay were included as potential predictors of relapse for the final 

model; however, none of these variables  moved forward as significant predictors to be included 

in the final model.  Thus, Predictor Block 3 is the final model for predicting whether an offender 

experienced relapse after incarceration.  

As indicated by the Wald results shown in Table 11, among the set of variables in the 

final prediction model for relapse, the most significant predictors were: employment status (z= 

5.30, p < .05),  and poly-drug use (z= 5.67, p < .05).  

Summary 

 

As indicated by the results of the two stepwise logistic regression analyses, demographic, 

and criminal history are significant determinants of whether a female ex-offender experience 

both rearrest or relapse after incarceration.  Specifically, it was shown across both prediction 

models that ex-offenders who are currently employed and had longer supervision were more 

likely to not experience rearrest or relapse as these were the most two significant variables across 

both models. Another pattern that emerged from both models predicting rearrest and relapse was 

that demographic variables alone yielded a 0% prediction accuracy when it came to predicting 

female ex-offenders who did not experience rearrests or relapse after incarceration.  This finding 

speaks to the significance of including criminal history characteristics in addition to 

demographics when determining whether an ex-offender will have rearrests or experience 

relapse after incarceration.   
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Drug characteristics contributed meaningfully to the prediction of whether an ex-offender 

relapsed but not for the prediction of whether an ex-offender experienced rearrest.  Specifically, 

an ex-offender who reported being a poly-drug user is about twice [Exp (B)= 1.76] as likely to 

experience a relapse than a non-poly-drug user.   

The length of the ex-offenders’ supervision contributed meaningfully to the prediction of 

whether an ex-offender experienced rearrests.  Ex-offenders with 366 days or less of supervision 

were about six times as likely to experience a rearrest, whereas ex-offenders with longer periods 

of supervision (between 367 and 762 days) were three times as likely to experience rearrests. 

Table 10.  

Stepwise Forward Selection Logistic Regression: Predicting Relapse (N= 527) 

       95% C.I .for 

EXP(B) 

 

 B S.E. Wald df p Exp(B) Lower Upper Model Summary 

Block 1: 

Demographic 

Variables 

Added 

         

Employment 

Status 

0.69 0.26 7.30 1 0.007 2.00 1.21 3.30 
 

Constant 1.06 0.22 24.38 1 0 2.90    

           022.2,01.,93.612  Rp  

Block 2:  

Type of 

Lifetime Arrest 

Variables 

Added 

         

Employment 

Status 

0.65 0.26 6.25 1 0.01 1.91 1.15 3.16 0.65 

Drug Arrest 0.50 0.25 3.99 1 0.05 1.65 1.01 2.71 0.50 

Constant 0.74 0.27 7.64 1 0.01 2.09   0.74 

           034.2,01.,78.1022  Rp  
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Table 11. Final Model: Stepwise Forward Selection Logistic Regression: Predicting Relapse  

(N= 527) 

       95% C.I .for 

EXP(B) 

 

 B S.E. Wald df p Exp(B) Lower Upper Model Summary 

Final Model:  

Drug Use 

Variables 

      
   

Employment 

Status 

0.60 0.26 5.30 1 0.02 1.82 1.09 3.04 

 

Drug Arrest 0.42 0.26 2.66 1 0.10 1.52 0.92 2.51 
 

Poly-drug Use 0.57 0.24 5.67 1 0.02 1.76 1.11 2.82 
 

Constant 1.17 0.30 15.44 1 0.00 3.24   
 

         
  051.2,01.,47.1632  Rp  
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The quantitative results provide descriptive information about the study population, 

identifies relationships between the descriptive variables, their associations and the strength and 

direction of their relationships with the study variable, halfway house stay, and outcome 

variables, relapse and rearrest.  The next section presents the results of the qualitative portion of 

this study. The qualitative results provides insight into the findings from the quantitative portion 

of this study by presenting current and more specific information about the behaviors,  needs and 

effectively addressing the needs of the study population and the individual and programmatic 

challenges they face when transitioning  to their communities via a halfway house or community 

supervision.   

Qualitative Results – Key Informant Interviews 

Overview 

The purpose of this section of Chapter 4 is to present the results of the key informant 

interviews.  The interviews were conducted to identify connections between results of the 

quantitative analyses and current challenges faced by substance abusing female ex-offenders 

returning to their communities following a prison sentence. In addition, interviews provided   

additional insight into the roles of each transition process (i.e., halfway house stay and 

community supervision) as it relates to relapse and rearrest from the perspectives of experts in 

the field.  Interview questions also generated responses that provided a better understanding and 

awareness about promising strategies, programs and interventions being administered to improve 

the rates of successful reentry for women returning from prison.   

The qualitative component of the study consisted of key informant interviews conducted 

with local and national level experts.  National and local level key informants were identified 

based on their research studies, scientific articles and other public sources as well as their 
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professional reputation in the field of criminal justice as it relates to female ex-offenders, 

substance abuse treatment, transition processes and relapse and rearrest.  

The roles and characteristics of the 6 key informants interviewed for this phase of the 

study are as follows: 1)  a cluster coordinator for CSOSA’s faith-based initiative where 

responsibilities include overseeing and providing mentoring to female ex-offenders returning to 

the community 2) the founder of a national women’s prison group who also served time in prison 

3) a professor and lawyer who served as a state legislator and served as the criminal justice 

disposition commissioner 4) the executive director for a non-profit organization focused on 

women’s health in Washington, DC who also previously served as a probation officer 5) a 

professor in the department of law and the criminal justice administration at a major university 

who has a long standing history regarding women and incarceration and 6) the founder of a non-

profit organization whose mission is to assist female ex-offenders returning to their community. 

Data Analysis 

Data analysis for this phase included a review of interview notes, identification of themes 

or patterns which were then organized into meaningful categories using abbreviated codes.  As 

questions were asked during the interviews it became apparent that the responses overlapped.  

For example, as the key informants responded to questions about transition processes they also 

included in their responses how gender differences may play a role in the transition process. The 

results are therefore organized by themes instead of by the questions in the Interview Guide 

(Appendix A. Interview Guide) to reduce duplication in responses.  To maintain the 

confidentiality of the key informants who participated in this phase of the study, their role or 

characteristics are not included when sharing their response.  Each key informant is referred to as 

the interviewee, expert or key informant.  
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Key informants were asked from their perspective and experience to share their insight 

into individual and programmatic challenges faced by formerly incarcerated women when 

transitioning to their communities, the strategies they’ve found to be effective in successful 

reentry as measured by lower rates of relapse and rearrest, as well as those found to be least 

effective and why they were effective or least effective and the role of transition processes (i.e., 

halfway house stay or community supervision) in reentry.  

Themes and Sub-Themes 

The generated themes are separated into two main themes: 1) Challenges to successful 

transition for formerly incarcerated women as they return from prison to community integration 

and 2) Programmatic challenges to women’s transition.  Sub-themes are listed according to one 

of the corresponding themes: 

Theme: Challenges to successful transition for formerly incarcerated women as they return 

from prison to community integration 

Sub-Theme: Formerly incarcerated women’s obstacles to successful reentry are 

unique and different from those faced by formerly incarcerated men - Interview questions 

around gender related issues not only focused on the general differences between male and 

female ex-offenders when returning to their communities, but also differences between the 

genders in terms of substance use, being referred to a halfway house and in their needs for 

successful transition. These questions were asked because most research and strategies around 

reentry focuses on male ex-offenders.  There are differences between men and women and 

therefore differences between male ex-offenders and female ex-offenders.  When it comes to 

treatment modalities, the experience of the interviewees was that there is a lack of residential 

treatment for women when compared to male offenders.  Residential treatment is a live-in 
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facility that provides therapy for substance abuse, mental illness, or other behavioral problems. 

The benefit for female ex-offenders is that they are in a supportive environment with other 

women who are facing the same challenges and it provides immediate access to housing.  They 

are not only able to receive the treatment services they need but also the support. The importance 

of access is even more relevant for female offenders since they have higher substance abuse rates 

than male offenders.  It was also stated that the reasons women use substances differently from 

men is that women often use illegal substances to anesthetize their pain or to escape reality. 

Health needs are often different for women from their male counterparts.  Accessing the services 

required to address those health needs is a greater challenge due to limited availability and the 

need for unique services.   

There was a consensus among the key informants that the path to criminality for female 

offenders is different than their male counterparts.  Crimes committed by female offenders are 

primarily associated with their poverty, to support their drug habit or to escape physical violence 

from their partner.  Major crimes for women are theft, larceny, fraud, burglary and drug offenses. 

Several interviewees stated that women don’t commit lots of violent crimes. They are often 

incarcerated due to their relationships with men involved in criminal practices.  

Female ex-offenders, unlike male ex-offenders, are often not only parents but served as 

the primary caregiver before they were incarcerated.  Women returning to their communities 

have to think about how they will take care of their children upon return to the community while 

male ex-offenders often only have to think about their own well-being when they return from 

prison. While this was stated previously, it is repeated in this section to demonstrate the 

differences between male ex-offenders compared to female ex-offenders.  Programs directed at 

meeting the needs of female ex-offenders must include a component that provides guidance on 
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proper parenting, access to childcare.  Female ex-offenders must find employment immediately 

often because they are responsible for the care of others (e.g., their children).  Men also have 

more employment options. They are in a position to take any job opportunity primarily because 

they aren’t caregivers and also because of the type of employment available.  The types of 

positions that female ex-offenders are qualified to pursue are often at a lower pay rate than those 

available to male ex-offenders.  There are multiple differences between the characteristics and 

needs of female ex-offenders compared to male ex-offenders.  The consensus of many of the 

interviewees in this study summed up in one of the comments “These differences are not taken 

into consideration when dealing with men and women.” 

Sub-Theme: Formerly incarcerated women are the primary caregivers -The 

common theme around challenges includes the role that many formerly incarcerated women are 

the primary care givers for their children.  When women are sent to prison they are faced with 

the challenge of finding someone to care for their children until their release.  While imprisoned, 

female ex-offenders face the challenge of not losing their parental rights.  One of the 

responsibilities as a parent is that even while incarcerated, in order to regain custody of your 

child you must be able to show that you are involved in your child’s life.  If a female ex-offender 

cannot legally arrange for a place for her child(ren) to live while she is incarcerated, the 

child(ren) is placed with a non-kinship foster parent.  However, this arrangement cannot be for 

longer than a predetermined period of time based on state statues established under the Adoption 

and Safe Families Act of 1997 otherwise the woman will risk losing custody of her dependent 

child(ren) (Solinger, R. et al 2010).  A major challenge for female ex-offenders who are primary 

caregivers and are transitioning is finding a way to reconnect with their children and family once 

they return to their community.  As a resident of Washington, DC, female ex-offenders may find 
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themselves incarcerated in a prison that is a formidable distance from their home-base since the 

Bureau of Prison’s allows DC residents to be housed at prisons up to 500 miles from 

Washington, DC.  This distance therefore creates a major barrier to maintaining a relationship 

with family and children. This geographic and subsequent figurative relationship distance makes 

the ability to resume a relationship once they return home much more difficult. 

Sub-Theme: Lack of housing and returning to environments where criminal activity 

and the use of illegal substances are common present challenges for women transitioning 

from prison – Interviewees stated that finding safe and suitable housing for released women and 

their children is difficult to accomplish given the lack of affordable housing, laws that prevent 

ex-offenders from inhabiting federally subsidized housing and the lack of financial resources. 

Women are often forced to accept supportive (transitional) housing.  The feeling by key 

informants is that supportive housing is another form of incarceration because women are forced 

to live with many others where there are an abundance of rules that stifle independence and 

increase the occurrence of a parole violation. More importantly, as pointed out by several of 

those interviewed, supportive housing does not allow you to bring your children into the 

residence.  A number of state level policies prevent a previously incarcerated woman from living 

in state sponsored public housing with other states not allowing residence in public housing if the 

woman has been convicted of a felony.  Female ex-offenders have to be cautious about where 

they secure housing to make sure they avoid exposure to illegal substances.  A drug offense as a 

criminal charge and substance abuse as both a health and criminal issue are common occurrences 

with female offenders, especially with women of color.  They are often returning to a community 

where the environment itself leads to relapse and rearrest.   Often female ex-offenders are not 

strong enough in their recovery to return to the community and say no to drug use.  It was stated 
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that “If you are living with someone you have to abide by their rules”. The rules may be that 

they have to leave the residence by a specific time and they are not allowed to return until a 

specific time.  Another rule could be that they have no say in who is allowed access to the 

residence.  If the individual who is allowed access to the residence by the person who has the 

lease or owns the property is someone the offender should not associate with this could be a 

violation of a condition of their parole.  

Sub-Theme: Returning to destructive relationships - Other challenges identified by 

key informants in this study is that returning to the homes they left while being incarcerated 

often means that these formerly incarcerated women are returning to destructive relationships 

and/or ones in which the use of illegal substances or criminal activity are common.  Key 

informants mentioned that in Washington, DC there is an increase in domestic abuse and that 

many female ex-offenders are returning to these types of harmful environments.  

Sub-Theme: Employment is difficult to get and difficult to keep - Another challenge 

that was mentioned often by those interviewed is the need to not only find employment but as 

stated by one of the experts they “also need assistance in keeping a job once they get it.”  Key 

informants pointed out that many women are not qualified for the jobs that are available because 

of their lower educational achievement.  Formerly incarcerated women often did not graduate 

from high school or obtain their GED.  Women who are returning to their communities after 

serving time in prison don’t know how to be effective in a work setting.  They “need to practice 

working” as stated by one key informant.   Upon returning home and securing employment, 

several interviewees stated that formerly incarcerated women often struggle with knowing how 

to follow instructions, respond to authority and prioritize the work tasks they are assigned.  Other 

statements were made about not only the challenge of finding employment but also finding the 
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most appropriate employment was that “women need practical training; not theoretical 

training” and “they need to be in a place where it’s okay to make mistakes.” Practical training 

helps you by providing instruction on what’s realistic and applicable in the work environment.  

Theoretical training is more hypothetical than applicable. 

Sub-Theme: Lack of self-esteem - A challenge to success transition mentioned by 

several of the interviewees was the lack of self-esteem that many female ex-offenders exhibit and 

how this often is not addressed in terms of programming or treatment provided to women who 

are returning to their communities.  One expert stated that female ex-offenders “feel as if they 

are a failure and that they’ve disappointed everyone in their lives; and if they feel better about 

themselves, they will feel better about looking for work.” 

Sub-Theme: A history of trauma is common among formerly incarcerated women – 

In line with a lack of self-esteem a common theme for every interviewee was that trauma plays a 

prominent role in why many of the women were incarcerated in the first place and why they 

resort to the use of illegal substances.  The issue of trauma was emphasized as a major barrier to 

successful reentry.  Traumatic events can be physical or psychological. Trauma may be 

experienced directly or witnessing violence against others.  As one interviewee stated “the 

abnormal begins to look normal to them” in terms of how women are treated and mistreated.  

One interviewee stated that they felt the Federal Department of Corrections has begun to 

recognize that trauma is a major issue for female ex-offenders.  Women, when released from 

prison, are left on their own to navigate their integration back to their community and deal with 

past and current trauma. One key informant stated that “80% of women have been victims of 

sexual violence” and that this contributes to the history of trauma that many have experienced 

over their lifetimes.  Trauma is so prevalent among female ex-offenders that those interviewed 
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agreed it is the first issue must be addressed.  One interviewee stated that trauma is such a 

common occurrence with female ex-offenders that you should “Look at all of the individuals 

(female ex-offenders) as those who have experienced trauma.  

Theme: Programmatic challenges to women’s transition 

Sub-Theme: There are identifiable characteristics of appropriate and effective 

programs for formerly incarcerated women - Key informants shared what they see as 

characteristics of programs that are effective in assisting female ex-offenders in being successful 

in their transition to their communities.  The interviewees stated that female ex-offenders need 

appropriate programs and services to meet their physical, social, emotional and psychological 

needs.  While addressing health needs are important; these programs should also be 

multidimensional and include components that assist female ex-offenders by improving both 

their coping and decision making skills. The importance of mentoring was voiced by a number of 

those interviewed.  Some of those interviewed were specific and emphasized the benefits of 

mentoring from former inmates who had successfully transitioned (i.e., have secured 

employment, remained drug free).  There were other key informants who stated that mentoring 

provided by faith-based organizations is beneficial to women transitioning to their community.  

Suggestions about the format of the mentoring ranged from the value of receiving mentoring 

from peers, providing one-to-one mentoring and the benefits of providing mentoring in a group 

setting.  The value of mentoring is that it provides support, helps to develop trust and establishes 

linkages to community resources.  In line with the importance of mentoring was a statement 

mentioned often by several of the key informants – women are more relational meaning that they 

benefit from interacting and bonding with others.  While male offenders also benefit from this 

type of support, the stigma of being incarcerated and the alienation from family experienced by 
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female ex-offenders is greater.  The need for connection and support from others to fill that void 

is fulfilled by participating in support groups and receiving mentoring.  These women not only 

benefit from receiving support but also from providing it to others.  Research about reentry for 

female ex-offenders, especially women of color, is limited.  There is a need for promising and 

evidence-based practices designed specifically to meet the needs of women returning to their 

communities after serving time in prison.  A statement made by one of the key informants was 

that “there are not a lot of studies that shows what works for women” therefore additional 

research is needed.  

Sub-Theme:  There is a need for immediate access to appropriate community 

services upon returning to the community - The response to questions about the provision of 

community services to female ex-offenders generated responses about the role of substance 

abuse disorder in successful reentry, the role of in-prison treatment program and their impact on 

successful reentry and access or lack of access to needed community services. Key informant 

interviews also included a question about the characteristics of a comprehensive community 

support and treatment program for female ex-offenders with a substance use disorder who are 

returning to their community.  A comment made by one of the key informants that spoke to the 

immediate need for support and guidance was that “The first 90 days is critical when you return 

home. We expect them to handle everyday stressors, chronic unemployment, etc. and they can’t.”  

Interviewees noted that while in-prison treatment programs provide support to female ex-

offenders; the prison treatment staff needs to be involved in coordinating the treatment provided 

outside the prison to better ensure a smooth transition and reduce gaps in time between treatment 

services.  The counselor can help them prepare for reentry by linking them to programs in the 

community.  It was stated that to be effective a comprehensive community support and treatment 
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program for female ex-offenders with a substance abuse disorder must include wraparound 

services, therapeutic treatment, easy access to housing, education, legal services. Female ex-

offenders must also be held accountable.  A key informant stated that “There are no filters 

between drug use and release. When they return to DC they have to walk through the community 

where someone wants to sell them crack (as soon as they get off the bus).  If female ex-offenders 

are not made to feel connected or valued, they go back to what they know.”  Some of the 

criticisms about characteristics of comprehensive community support are that the level of 

professionalism in current programs is lacking.  There were statements made about the 

programming being very oppressive.  It was also stated that while “staff have training around the 

disease they don’t know how to treat people with dignity and respect.  This is a huge issue.  

Employees don’t respect the clientele.”  

Characteristics of an effective comprehensive support and treatment program for female 

ex-offenders include the use of mentors and the provision of a support group for support and 

accountability.  Additional characteristics include access to immediate treatment, long term 

follow-up care and following the female ex-offender through aftercare.  Some of those 

interviewed spoke of the number of  programs that are out there that have no follow through.  It 

was also noted that relapse happens even if female ex-offenders participated in a pre-release 

program if they are not transitioned immediately to an aftercare program and support afterwards. 

While mentoring was mentioned in the previous theme, it should be noted that it is included her 

as what interviewees see as a program requirement for success. The importance of mentoring 

programs was mentioned often.  Mentoring programs made up of compassionate and caring 

individuals who have either directly experienced reentry or has a family member who has 

experience returning to the community from prison are the most effective.  Mentors need to 
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know that “Federal prisoners have been away for 5 years or more and go from ‘sensory 

deprivation’ to ‘sensory overload.” 

Sub-Theme:  There are many unanswered questions about the benefits of a halfway 

house stay - Questions about the transition process involved the benefits and role of successful 

transition to the community after a halfway house stay led to some interesting responses. It was 

stated that once you come near the end of your term of incarceration and you are determined to 

be an appropriate candidate for release (i.e. not a threat to the community) you can be transferred 

to a halfway house.  Another respondent commented that the crime that was committed can 

sometimes determine the amount of time left on the sentence which also plays a part in whether 

or not you are sent to a halfway house.  Your behavior while in custody can also play a role in 

the decision as to whether or not you have a halfway house stay.  A key informant stated that 

based on their experience, halfway houses provide a more supportive environment.  However, a 

key response that set the stage for many of the responses is “Halfway houses are great if they do 

what they are supposed to do.”   

Comments focused on the cost to the ex-offender and the challenge it presents (e.g., you 

must give the halfway house 25% of your salary and if you can’t find employment this is 

difficult to do especially for a female ex-offender where the stigma is greater and can make 

getting a job difficult).  In terms of the halfway house staff, there were several comments about 

staff needing sensitivity training so that they’ll have an understanding of the experiences and 

needs of halfway house residents.  There were more critical than positive statements made about 

halfway houses for women. They include:  

“Live there at your own risk and peril and keep your eyes open.” 

 “Successful halfway house is an oxymoron.” 
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“The turnover rate for staff in halfway houses is high.” 

“Halfway house staffs are also oppressed and become the oppressors.” 

Statements made by some of those interviewed referenced the ineffective programming 

provided in halfway houses and that many of the services required by female ex-offenders are 

not easily accessible.  Needed services are in different locations and very little guidance and 

support is given on how to access these services.  Some of those who are directly involved with 

providing services to female ex-offenders stated that the women complain about the way they are 

treated. One individual stated that the “Halfway house is no better than parole.” 

Sub-Theme: There are challenges and benefits provided by community supervision 

for women transitioning to their community - Questions asked of key informants about parole 

were designed to learn their perspective of the parole process and how female ex-offenders can 

best benefit from this process to enhance the probability of successful reentry.  It was stated that 

for the national process, mandatory requirements restricts judges in being able to make decisions 

around mitigating circumstances.  The consensus among key informants who were 

knowledgeable about parole was that it is tougher because of the power they (parole officers) 

have and it’s less supportive.  A key informant noted that many states are going away from 

parole because many offenders are choosing to max out because they fear they may commit a 

technical violation and will then be returned to prison.  The problem then is that they are not 

connected to services they need to avoid being rearrested or relapsing.  This leads them back to 

survivor sex and unhealthy relationships.  Another noted that each person’s parole is 

individualized.  If you violate any of the conditions of parole you could be sent back to prison.  

The same key informant commented on the huge caseload carried by parole counselors.  It was 

also noted that while on parole the women returning to their communities have to pay for their 
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urinalysis (UA) test which means they must get a job immediately.  A key statement was that 

“Parole officers need to be more discerning and better know their client. They have to lessen the 

barriers.  Not everyone needs the same level of community policing.” One of the practices found 

to be effective as stated by one of the key informants is that in their city, the parole agency has 

an all-female task force.  The women on parole have several officers and their parole conditions 

are more gender specific.  In addition, probation and parole are beginning to communicate across 

systems.  There is a need for more partnering with community-based organizations (CBO) for 

better results.  The interviewee stated that based on their opinion the reason for these changes 

was that the public and policymakers are starting to accept that 90% of the prison population is 

returning home.  

Sub-Themes: Health Care - Access to treatment for substance abuse is 

limited/Access to health care is limited –The abuse of illegal substances and alcohol is 

common among female ex-offenders.  It was pointed out that substance abuse issues are tough 

for those trying to get clean because nothing has been done to help them change cognitively 

while they were incarcerated.  Another interviewee stated that while substance treatment 

programs in jail and prisons are great to have access to; their effectiveness is questionable.  A 

statement was made that one of the reasons for the lack of success when it comes to treatment as 

shown by the large number of female ex-offenders who relapse is that treatment based 

approaches are changed often, treatment is not individualized, and that a cookie-cutter approach 

is often applied despite the proof that not everyone responds to the same type of treatment.  No 

effort is made to make sure the individual receives the most appropriate treatment.  In addition, 

many female ex-offenders don’t have access to any treatment when they return because 

resources are not available and the communities are not ready to provide for them.  Women who 
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need treatment are often wait-listed or lack the funds to pay for transport to the treatment 

provider.  Interviewees also spoke of the need to address the reasons why women abuse 

substances. The common reason given was that women self-medicate to deal with the emotional 

pain they are experiencing.  As stated by one key informant, “A person on drugs and a person 

off drugs are two different people.” 

Sub-theme: Ineffective program characteristics and strategies to address substance 

abuse. An example given by one key informant of the least effective strategies to address 

substance abuse with female ex-offenders is allowing what’s not working to go on as is. Key 

informants stated that money is often thrown at problems instead of re-evaluating current best-

practices.  A related issue is inadequate training of staff.  As stated by one key informant “Most 

of the services are contracted out so that you have to make sure they (service providers) are in it 

to help women instead of just to make money.” The services provided to formerly incarcerated 

women are often based on contractual arrangements with substance abuse treatment and health 

care providers, and other service providers.  There were concerns voiced by several of the key 

informants about the quality of some of the services provided and they also questioned if those 

who were awarded contracts were focused on delivering quality services or more on making a 

profit.  Some of those interviewed  stated that substance abuse treatment should ensure that 

female ex-offenders have a strong recovery community around them.  One key informant stated 

they would also make sure that those who have been in recovery are involved as counselors 

which support many of the key informant’s support of peer mentoring.  In terms of the use of 

illegal substances, one interviewee stated that effort must be made to drill down and see why 

drugs are such a factor in the arrests of female ex-offenders.  
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Comments about the relationships between trauma and mental health difficulties and the 

use of illegal substances and the need for programs that recognize these connections was noted 

often by key informants.  Effective strategies recognize the prominence of being dually 

diagnosed for women who were incarcerated and the need to deal with mental health issues (such 

as major depression, anxiety, bipolar, and post-traumatic stress disorder) and substance abuse at 

the same time.  One of the interviewees stated that when the female ex-offender receives the 

diagnosis for a mental disorder she does not receive guidance on how to manage her disorder. 

The individual receiving the diagnosis should be informed about the meaning of their diagnosis 

and how to manage their disorder.  The medical needs of this population are significant.  Strict 

criteria and the cost of medical treatment can make access to appropriate substance abuse 

treatment and medical services difficult to obtain without creating a financial burden.  It’s 

important that female offenders are linked to these services prior to their release or immediately 

after their release. 
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 

OVERVIEW 

Review of Study 

The purpose of this research was to examine a halfway house stay as a transition process  for 

substance abusing female ex-offenders returning from prison to their urban communities in 

Washington, DC. The objectives of this study were to examine: 1) the relationships between the 

transition processes of halfway house stay and community supervision to relapse rates and 2) the 

relationships between the transition processes of halfway house stay and community supervision 

to recidivism rates.  A retrospective cohort study was conducted to address these objectives.  

Findings from the study provides insight into the transition process of a halfway house stay for 

female ex-offenders, the role it plays in successful transition to the community and the associated 

demographic, criminal and drug use characteristics of female ex-offenders to rearrest and relapse 

as study outcomes. Study results also provides enhanced understanding of  the challenges that 

hinder formerly incarcerated women’s  abilities to be successful in refraining from using illegal 

drugs and reducing relapse and returning to their criminal past which often results in rearrest. 

Chapter 5 provides a summary of the key findings and policy, study and research applications.  
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Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework shows the transition of female ex-offenders from one of the 

many BOP federal prisons that are primarily located within a 500 mile radius of Washington, DC 

as well as those outside the radius.  Women in this study were identified by CSOSA as substance 

abusers and are under continued criminal justice supervision.  Supervision has been transferred 

back to Washington, DC where they are residents. Study participants followed one of two 

transition paths: 1) transition through a halfway house prior to community supervision or 2) 

direct transition via community supervision.  The outcomes, relapse and recidivism rates, were 

examined and compared for the cohort of offenders that transitioned through the halfway house 

compared to those who went directly to community supervision.  

Summary of Findings  

Demographic, Criminal, Drug Use and Treatment Characteristics 

The demographic, criminal, drug use and treatment characteristics analysis results are 

based on univariate analysis of the 665 Black, but not Hispanic formerly incarcerated women. 

The demographic characteristics of the 665 formerly incarcerated women in this study based on 

the results of univariate analysis show that 46% were between 40 to 49 years of age, 55% 

achieved an educational level of high school, GED or greater, 87% were not married, 77% were 

not employed.  Seventy-six percent were parents and of that number, 52% had at least one child 

living with them at their current residence.  

Drug use characteristics were based both on responses provided by the women in the 

study when completing the CSOSA auto-screener risk and needs assessment.  Analysis of 

treatment characteristics results reveal limited participation in treatment programs despite 

substance abuse being a common practice among study participants. Eighty-seven percent of the 
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study participants were not enrolled in a substance abuse treatment program or treatment 

modality.  Access to appropriate and gender specific substance abuse treatment services is one of 

the most significant needs of formerly incarcerated women returning to their communities 

(Richie, 2001).  The importance of access to treatment is magnified when considering its strong 

association with both relapse and rearrest.  If treatment is not provided, incarceration for female 

offenders can become a revolving door.  Studies show that women who participate in treatment 

following incarceration show marked improvements in their drug use, participation in illegal 

activities and levels of psychological distress (Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services 

Administration, 1999).  

Four-hundred and ninety four (74%) identified a drug related arrest as their most 

common type of lifetime arrest. Studies indicate that a drug-related offense is a primary reason 

why many women are incarcerated (Bush-Baskette, 2010).   

Seventy-eight percent of study participants did not have a halfway house stay prior to 

transitioning to community supervision.  Twenty-two percent had a halfway house stay prior to 

transitioning to community supervision.  Reasons for the small number of halfway house 

participants may be attributed to the transition process described earlier in the study. Formerly 

incarcerated women who are Washington, DC residents: 1) often have limited access to the only 

halfway house for women 2) many of the women are mothers and are not allowed to bring their 

children to live with them at the halfway house and 3) the view of many about the real benefits 

of a halfway house stay in relationship to successful reentry. These findings can be traced back 

to identified sub-themes and responses provided during key informant interviews conducted for 

this study.  
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Relapse and Demographic, Criminal, Drug Use and Treatment Characteristics  

The outcome relapse is based on having a positive drug test while on supervision. 

Additional univariate analyses were conducted to obtain insight into and gain a better 

understanding of the characteristics of relapse. The analyzed data for relapse was having a 

positive drug test while on supervision. Unlike drug use results that are based on self-report, drug 

test results are based on the actual outcome of a drug test.   

Drug test data was available for 80% (n = 527) of study participants. Eighty-three percent 

(n = 437) of female ex-offenders in this study had a positive drug test while on supervision.  

Seventy-four percent of the women in this study identified cocaine as the drug most used.  

Results correlate with public policies and ethnicity regarding the use of cocaine.  One such 

policy is related to the 100:1 powder-to-cocaine ratio and how its role increased incarceration of 

African Americans.  National statistics indicates that African Americans comprise the majority 

of crack cocaine offenders in the federal system (Bush-Baskette, 2010).  Research also shows 

that cocaine and heroin are among the top three drugs used by African American women (Bush-

Baskette, 2010). The majority of study participants (58%) responded that they use two or more 

drugs. This finding is common with other studies that report women more often report poly-drug 

use than men and is one of multiple reasons given for the need to utilize gender responsive 

strategies (Covington & Bloom, 2006).  

One of the sub-themes generated during key informant interviews was that among the 

challenges faced by formerly incarcerated women is how the lack of housing often results in 

many of these women having to return to environments where criminal activities and the use of 

illegal substances are common. The economically depressed environment that many formerly 

incarcerated women return to makes it difficult to follow legal avenues that better allow them to 
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move themselves and their children out of poverty.  The environment also presents challenges 

because of the drug related activity that occurs and that therefore makes avoiding relapse 

difficult. As pointed out during these interviews, women returning to these environments benefit 

even more from being able to escape to settings where support that includes mentoring is 

available, especially peer mentoring, and where they may receive assistance in dealing with the 

trauma many have experienced as well as their lack of self-esteem. 

Key informant interviewees responses support the position that women returning to the 

community depend more on relationships for support than do their male counterparts.  The 

opportunity to be in a supportive environment and develop relationships with others could help 

to address the issue of having a lack of self-esteem.  However, it is important that the 

connections are positive in that they contribute to achieving successful transition measured in 

this study as lower relapse and rearrest rates and non-exploitive.  A halfway house, where 

women have easier access to others who are having the same experience, may be the more 

obvious transition process to establish and enhance relationships.  

Rearrest and Demographic, Criminal, Drug Use and Treatment Characteristics  

Sixty-eight percent (n = 455) of the study population was rearrested while on supervision.  

Sixty-eight percent is slightly higher than the 60% reported in a national study funded by the 

Department of Justice on a national sample of over 23,000 female offenders and recidivism 

(Deschenes, Owen, & Crow, 2007).  The data on rearrest for this study demonstrates that over 

50% of the female ex-offenders in this were rearrested in less than 399 days which is a little over 

1 year which is comparable with other studies that report the first year as the period of highest 

risk for rearrest (Deschenes, Owen, & Crow, 2007).  
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Employment of female ex-offenders has been found in a previous study to be strongly 

associated with successful completion of a halfway house stay characterized by no drug use and 

no rearrest (Calathes, 1991).  Stable employment increases opportunities to secure and maintain 

safe housing, provides the financial means for former offenders to take care of their children, and 

avoid returning to a life of crime.  The level of education plays an important role in qualifying 

for employment opportunities and securing housing in a safe environment.  Stable employment 

also allows female ex-offenders to legally provide for the financial support of their children and 

the ability to cover daily living expenses and avoid returning to a life of crime and prison  

(Holtfreter, Reisig, & Morash, 2004). 

More than 50% of the women in this study have achieved a level of education equivalent 

to high school, GED or greater. This is higher than the 39% achieved by many former female 

offenders (Richie, 2001) and the 30% - 40% of those who graduated from high school have at 

least attended college (U.S. Department of Justice Report, 2000).  However, as stated by one of 

the key informants, the women in this study being, from Washington, DC face the challenge of 

having to compete for employment with others who don’t have the stigma of having a felony 

conviction and who are often are more educated and skilled than they.   

 Cocaine is the primary drug used by women in this study.  Cocaine use and its 

association with rearrest for African-American female ex-offenders has been well documented 

(Baskette-Bush, 2010).  There is a need for repeated use of this drug to achieve and maintain the 

feeling of euphoria that accompanies cocaine/crack use. Research also indicates that because of 

cocaine’s addictive nature, female offenders who use this drug are less likely to be successful in 

their halfway house stay than if they used another other drug.  An example is the result in a study 

that showed the low level of successful completion of a halfway house program by formerly 
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incarcerated female residents was related to the fact that the majority used cocaine/crack 

(Calathes, 1991).  From a policy standpoint, average sentences for crack cocaine is twenty-five 

months longer than for the use of methamphetamines and 81 months longer than for heroin.  

Crack cocaine offenses have a lower threshold amount for five- and ten-year mandatory 

minimum sentences (Bush-Baskette, 2010).  It is the only drug where simple possession of 

greater than five grams is treated as drug trafficking resulting in a longer sentence. Female 

offenders who have drug related offenses involving crack cocaine have spent more time 

incarcerated making the transition process even more challenging. The implications are even 

greater for formerly incarcerated women from Washington, DC who are placed in prisons that 

may be within a 500 mile radius or more.  Existing relationships with children, family and 

friends are jeopardized because of the length of incarceration and the distance from home.  

Women who abuse cocaine commit crimes to obtain the funds needed to purchase more of the 

drug since the “high” or euphoric feeling is short-lived.  This response often leads to rearrest.   

Women are also more likely to have been victims of abuse.  The association between 

being victims of abuse and trauma is related to sub-themes generated from the key informant 

interviews: 1) lack of self esteem and 2) trauma.  Information obtained during the interviews 

emphasized that the importance of self-esteem in female offenders is not addressed in programs 

or treatment services.  Trauma is viewed as being such a common part of the history of female 

offenders that one interviewee stated that every woman who has been incarcerated should be 

viewed as having experienced trauma at some point in their lives.  

The association of time under supervision and rearrest is linked to the value of 

reestablishing relationships, eliminating alienation and obtaining support.  Supervision eases 
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access to physical and human resources to include social capital that can play a vital role in 

removing barriers to reentry for female ex-offenders (Deschenes, Owen & Crow, 2007).   

Final (Forward Stepwise) Logistic Regression Models 

Rearrest 

The final model contains the significant predictors simple assault arrest, current violent 

offense, length of supervision and the number of arrests (in DC) before supervision. The finding 

about prior number of arrests supports current research that indicates a relationship between the 

number of prior arrests and rearrest (Deschenes, Owen & Crow, 2007). The association of time 

under supervision and rearrest is linked to the value of reestablishing relationships, eliminating 

alienation and obtaining support.  Supervision eases access to physical and human resources to 

include social capital that can play a vital role in removing barriers to reentry for female ex-

offenders (Deschenes, Owen & Crow, 2007).   

Relapse 

The final model contains the significant predictors employment status and poly-drug use.  

Of the demographic variables in this study, employment status was identified as being a 

significant predictor for both relapse and rearrest.  Employment plays a critical role in successful 

reentry especially for women who are returning to the community.  Women are often the primary 

caregivers and are expected to resume that role upon returning to their community.  Halfway 

house eligibility requirements include the former offender being able and willing to participate in 

the Inmate Financial Responsibility program. This program requires that the halfway house 

resident be willing to pay 25% of their earnings to the halfway house every week or month of 

their stay.  Key informants in this study emphasized the importance of receiving support and 
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guidance to secure employment but also stressed the importance of receiving training on how to 

maintain employment.   

Key Informant Interviews 

The themes identified from the responses provided by key informant interviewees 

provided insight into the current challenges faced by formerly incarcerated women reentering 

their community following incarceration and the results of the quantitative portion of the study 

Responses also included information about characteristics of promising practices and strategies 

as well as explanations of why they are effective.  Recommendations were given as part of the 

responses on how best to improve current strategies and implement new ones that would result in 

improved reentry outcomes to include reduced rearrest and relapse rates. 

The themes support the current but limited research about female offenders and reentry as 

it relates to the need to recognize the unique needs and challenges of formerly incarcerated 

women as they transition to communities better equipped to assist male offenders making the 

transition, substance abuse and the role it plays in successful reentry, the need for comprehensive 

community services and in reinforcing the role of trauma (Richie, 2001).  

A key finding from the interviews was the shared perspectives about the role that 

participating in a halfway house plays in successful reentry. Reasons why halfway houses are 

viewed as not being an adequate vehicle for transitioning female offenders to the community was 

provided by all key informants. However, the responses about how to improve halfway house 

participation as a transition process overlapped with perspectives about needed improvements to 

community supervision (parole or supervised release) as a transition process.  Interview 

responses described the characteristics of effective and appropriate programming designed to 

address the specific needs of female offenders.  Key informants emphasized the need for 
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increased research about promising and evidenced-based practices, improved programming, staff 

qualifications and training, securing contracts with organizations vested in providing the support 

and services required by women transitioning to their community and programming that takes 

into consideration the unique characteristics of female offenders (i.e., many are parents and need 

residence that allow them to reunite with their children, access to female mentors and relational 

support, faster access to treatment services and more  individualized treatment services that are 

gender-appropriate).  

Study Hypotheses: Summary of Findings 

Hypothesis 1 test results indicates that there is no significant association between women 

who had a halfway house stay prior to transitioning to community supervision and lower relapse 

rates or positive drug tests while on supervision.  The same result was determined when testing 

the second hypothesis. There is no statistically significant association between women who 

transition through a halfway house prior to returning to the community under community 

supervision and lower rearrest rates. The only variable found to be statistically significant in its 

association with halfway house stay is supervision length. 

It has been noted in this study that offenders who are released from prison and transition 

through a halfway house or community supervision are under the supervision of the federal BOP. 

Washington, DC differs from states in that decisions about community supervision are at the 

discretion of the U.S. Parole Commission. Criteria used by the BOP to make decisions about the 

transition paths women will take, halfway house stay or community supervision, is the same as 

that used to make decisions about male offenders.  The criteria for transition is not designed to 

consider the multi-faceted characteristics of female offenders that form the context for their 

criminal and drug use behavior.  Research shows that it is important to distinguish between a 
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women’s risks and needs when making decisions about the transition path, which is at the 

discretion of  BOP,  and also when developing the reentry plan, which is prepared by BOP and 

CSOSA  (Modley & Giguere, 2010). 

Key informant interview responses and current research specify a number of areas where 

female ex-offenders differ from their male counterparts. They differ in terms of their personal 

histories where many have been victims of abuse and have experienced trauma, their role as the 

caregiver to their children, the reasons why they use drugs, their path to criminality, the type of 

crimes they commit and the role of poverty in driving their involvement in crime and in terms of 

the limited options they face in finding safe housing, gender responsive counseling, treatment 

and in the important roles of relationships and support (Holtfreter, Reisig & Morash, 2004).  

Should these unique differences be considered when deciding on whether to transition women 

directly to the community or have them first transition to a halfway house?  Does the current 

criteria used by the BOP go to the extent needed to determine the most effective path to 

transition for women returning from prison to their communities? Should a different criteria be 

used for female offenders when determining if they should be placed in a halfway house where 

there is safe housing, easier access to human resources both in terms of knowledgeable staff and 

peer mentoring as are services for training, treatment and counseling to address personal histories 

of trauma versus parole or supervised release where these type of resources are not readily 

available? If changes aren’t made at the national level should they at the very least be made for 

women from Washington, DC who like others need immediate access to support, resources and 

appropriate services but unlike others are housed in prisons located far away from their children, 

family members and communities?  In addition, because of the limited role of CSOSA in 

deciding on placement and the prominent role of staff from prisons outside of Washington, DC 
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or as part of BOP making decisions about returning women to communities that they (staff) are 

unfamiliar with in terms of their ability to meet the needs and provide the resources of returning 

offenders; should a different criteria be used?  

With so much at stake, different criteria may be required when deciding on the transition 

path women must follow – halfway house or community supervision.  Changes in criteria used to 

make decisions about placement may also be the catalyst for changes in halfway house 

management, programming, staffing and evaluation, all of which are needed according to 

interview findings.   

 The interview findings from key informants included a generated theme questioning the 

benefits of a halfway house stay for formerly incarcerated substance abusing women returning to 

their community.  Key informants responses provided insight into why a stay in a halfway house 

as a path to successful transition might not be as effective for women who face the challenge of 

substance abuse.  Their responses focused on the need for qualified and committed halfway 

house staff.  Key informant responses addressed the need for staff to have proper training so that 

they will be better prepared to provide the unique services and guidance required by female ex-

offenders during transition, who also struggle with resisting the use of illegal substances. They 

spoke of the importance of having access to aftercare that provides continuing practical, 

appropriate and ongoing emotional support 

The number of women in this study, who at the time the data was collected responded 

that they were participating in a treatment program and points made by key informants about 

accessing treatment  raises questions about access and their willingness to take part in treatment 

when available. The interview findings as it relates to substance abuse treatment provided during 

a halfway house stay or as part of community supervision (parole or supervised release) revealed 
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the importance of individualized and immediate access to treatment, understanding why women 

use drugs, the need for gender specific treatment and the importance of those services. Interview 

findings indicate that these are characteristics that are often missing in many halfway houses for 

women.  Both programming and the length of stay may contribute to the halfway house stay not 

being an effective transition process in reducing relapse rates.  

A discussion of rearrest as it relates to former female offenders should consider drug 

related offenses, given that this type of offense is the largest source of growth in rearrests for 

formerly incarcerated women  per the literature and study results (Deschenes, Owen, & Crow, 

2007).  It stands to reason that to reduce rearrest rates you must address the reasons why women 

commit drug related offenses. Drug related offenses that lead to rearrest of female ex-offenders 

involves crimes that are committed to obtain money to purchase drugs, to obtain resources 

required to survive and to cover the day to day expenses for them and their families.  

Lack of employment has been identified as a major reason why women who are involved 

in drug related activities commit crimes. Research shows that female rates of reoffending are 

related to increases in their financial instability (Holtfreter, et al., 2004).   

Addressing rearrest requires the focus on not only on the characteristics of successful 

treatment programs for female offenders, but also on addressing  barriers to employment for 

female offenders to include the economic marginalization women face in general, which is even 

more pronounced for women returning from prison.    

Overall Analysis - Key Findings  

Halfway houses are increasingly being used as one of the key transition processes for 

formerly incarcerated populations returning to their communities.  The provision of immediate 

housing, easier access to required human and material resources and a built in support network 
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are considered standard provisions available to those who have a halfway house stay. Research   

studies support that for female ex-offenders having a safe place to live when leaving prison, 

being able to establish connections and relationships with others who can provide support and 

needed services that reinforce non-criminal behaviors and attitudes and making access to wrap 

around services required to lessen the chance of relapse and rearrest are key to successful 

reentry.   

Despite what research indicates and the increasing use of halfway house as a transition 

process both nationally and in Washington, DC, the findings in this study show that a halfway 

house stay for female ex-offenders in Washington, DC did not result in lower relapse or rearrest 

rates when compared to a comparison group that transitioned directly to their community.  Study 

findings support current research that states a halfway house may not be the most appropriate 

transition process for female offenders especially for those who have the added challenge of 

substance abuse (Calathes, 1991) and that there is a need to design gender specific programs to 

support and assist formerly incarcerated women returning to the community (Chesney-Lind, 

2000).  A sub-theme linked to one of two major themes generated from the key informant 

interview results was that there are many unanswered questions about the benefits of a halfway 

house stay for formerly incarcerated women.  None of the responses provided by key informants 

supported halfway house stay as a viable pathway to successful reentry for substance abusing 

female ex-offenders.  Key informants very clearly stated that from their perspective a halfway 

house stay does not benefit female offenders in their transition back to their community.  

Additional sub-themes generated as a result of the responses provided insight into why a halfway 

house stay may not be viewed as an effective transition path for formerly incarcerated substance 

abusing women. Sub-themes also suggested strategies to improve the transition processes for 
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female ex-offenders, characteristics of effective and appropriate programming and services and 

practices that better assist the target population in addressing the challenges they face to 

successful reentry.  

Given the results of this study and the lack of research that supports using a halfway 

house as an effective transition process for female ex-offenders, there is a need to look closely at 

national and local policies in Washington, DC that contribute to or undermine successful 

transition for substance abusing female ex-offenders.  In addition, there is a need to evaluate 

programs and services provided to formerly incarcerated substance abusing women during a 

halfway house stay and community supervision to determine characteristics of effective 

programs as measured by reduced rearrest and relapse rates and other metrics related to 

successful reentry.   

Additional key findings include the identification of employment status and poly-drug 

use as the most significant predictors of relapse for the women in this study. Securing and 

maintaining employment is critical if women ex-offenders are to refrain from resorting to their 

previous criminal practices that were often the reasons they became involved in drug use. The 

study results also indicates that given the association between the use of more than one drug and 

relapse those responsible for determining which women should be given priority to access 

treatment services that are often limited should consider as part of the criteria. Once women who 

have this characteristic are identified ensuring that they have priority access to gender 

appropriate, individualized treatment may lessen their chance of relapse.    

Simple assault arrest, current violent offense and supervision length and number of 

arrests in Washington, DC before supervision were identified as significant predictors for arrest. 

All of the aforementioned significant predictors are criminal violations with the exception of 
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supervision length.  Type of arrest and offense committed by the female offenders who are 

substance abusers has been shown in other studies to be related to their use of illegal substance. 

The number of arrests prior to supervision has also been shown in other studies to have a positive 

relationship with rearrest. Supervision length’s association with rearrest has not appeared in 

recent research as a correlate to rearrest. This finding therefore suggests the need for further 

investigation. 

This study focuses on Washington, DC where, unlike states, a federal agency has control 

over the supervision of formerly incarcerated women who are transitioning back to their 

community.  Despite the distinct relationship that exists between local jurisdiction and the 

federal government there are policy and research implications at the local and national levels that 

contribute to the understanding of the transition process for the women in the study. It addition it 

raises questions about the transition processes for formerly incarcerated women.   

Implications: Policy, Study and Research Implications 

Policy Implications 

This study suggests policy implications at two levels given the prominent influence that 

BOP and federal policies have in the role of community supervision of female offenders 

returning to Washington, DC: 1) national level policy implications and 2) local level policy 

implications.   

States and local jurisdictions often align their policies with those established at the 

national level.  This is especially important for Washington, DC whose residents, if arrested and 

serving time in a federal prison are governed by a federal agency and not by the local jurisdiction 

(Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency, 2003).  Local policies supported by national 

policies are necessary because BOP is responsible for the oversight of halfway houses and 
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community supervision and for establishing contracts with those responsible for managing 

halfway houses.  CSOSA does not have the autonomy that states possess when it comes to 

managing the transition process for their female ex-offenders.  One of the implementation steps 

proposed as part of Washington, DC’s Comprehensive Reentry Strategy for Adults in the District 

of Columbia: Action Plan (Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency, 2003a) is to ensure 

that the reentry plan for formerly incarcerated women is gender specific and that eligible women 

are released through the halfway house as a way of addressing women’s reentry issues. The 

responsible party, according to this plan, is BOP.  However, for a comprehensive reentry plan to 

be effective, CSOSA as the local agency, should have input in deciding the programming and 

services provided while women are halfway house residents as well as have access to 

information about residents as they progress through the programs.   

The most recent national level policy around reentry is the Second Chance Act (SCA) of 

2007: Community Safety through Recidivism Prevention that imposes new requirements on the 

BOP to facilitate the successful reentry of offenders into their communities to reduce recidivism. 

The Act was enacted in April 2008.  A section of the policy’s conceptual framework clearly 

states that formerly incarcerated populations will transition to the community through the use of 

a halfway house or home confinement (United Stated Government Accountability Office, 2010).  

The implication is that halfway houses will continue to be used as a key transition process 

nationally and locally.  The finding suggests from a policy standpoint, that if a halfway house is 

to be used as a major vehicle for transitioning offenders to their communities, as indicated by the 

SCA, an additional policy that establishes more of a partnership between BOP and CSOSA  is 

needed.  Such a policy would allow them to work more in partnership in deciding the appropriate 
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contractor to provide services to halfway house residents as well as allow CSOSA a role in 

designing the programming for female halfway house residents in Washington, DC.   

In addition, the policy should allow CSOSA to play a larger role in not only developing 

the reentry plan but in designing the programming content administered to the female residents 

as well as access to data and information about their progress while residing in a halfway house.  

A policy revision or addition of this type is recommended;  given that CSOSA, like state 

agencies, are more aware of the types of communities their residents will return to, the unique 

challenges they and their communities face and the limited resources available to them once they 

return permanently to their community. This partnership will allow CSOSA to have a more 

prominent role in halfway house operations in their jurisdiction. 

The length of community supervision, be it initiated as a halfway house stay prior to 

community supervision or direct to community supervision, was determined in this study as 

having a strong positive association with rearrest rates.  The study result implies that there may 

be some benefit from having a longer supervision length.  This finding is important given that 

supervision length for formerly incarcerated women and men in Washington, DC is less than that 

for other individuals returning to their communities around the country (Sipes, Jr., 2006b).  The 

SCA 2007 requires that placement of eligible inmates in a halfway house not exceed 12 months.  

Previously the requirement was 6 months or 10% of the inmate’s sentence, whichever was less 

(United Stated Government Accountability Office, 2010).    

This is an example of how an already implemented national policy is addressing the issue 

that having a limited amount of time in a halfway house may not be enough to assist in easing 

the return to a community that often provides an environment for the increased occurrence of 

relapse and rearrest for female ex-offenders.  A local policy increasing the number of days a 
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female offender will reside in the halfway house is suggested to bring the number of days more 

in line with other state policies and in line with national policy.  Policy revisions are necessary to 

identify the most appropriate and effective process for transitioning female ex-offenders to their 

communities. The interview results, as well as what has been suggested in the research literature, 

support the need for policies at both the national and local level that recognize the unique and 

complex challenges formerly incarcerated women face when returning to their communities.   

Study Implications  
 

The results of this study suggests that a halfway house stay is not an effective transition 

process for formerly incarcerated women returning to their urban community in Washington, 

DC, as measured by lower relapse or rearrest rates.  Research on female ex-offenders and the 

benefits of a halfway house stay is very limited.  Of the research that has been conducted, 

findings are in line with the current study in that a halfway house stay was not found to be an 

effective transition process for formerly incarcerated women (Calathes, 1991).   

Despite these findings and others that are inconclusive about the benefits of a halfway 

house stay for female ex-offenders, these residences are touted as a way to provide a safe, 

structured, supervised environment as the offender gradually rebuilds relationships and 

reestablishes ties to their communities. More important to female ex-offenders, is the easy access 

to gender-responsive resources and the relational support they receive from peers and qualified 

staff.  The study results do not mean that a halfway house as a transition process for women is an 

ineffective means for formerly incarcerated women to return to their community in Washington, 

DC.  The results reveal that the complexity of challenges and needs of formerly incarcerated 

women returning to their communities require more than modeling a transition process that has 

proven effective for male ex-offenders.   
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The study findings imply that on a local level the halfway house for women in 

Washington, DC should be evaluated to determine why it has not proven to be a more effective 

transition path for female offenders given that it does address their immediate need for housing, 

provides a safe environment and easy access to resources. While study findings don’t support the 

use of a halfway house as a viable transition process to address relapse and rearrest for female 

ex-offenders, findings do provide insight as to why the process may be viewed as an ineffective 

transition path as well as characteristics of effective transition processes.  The study findings 

provide a starting point for future research both locally for the Washington, DC area and 

nationally.  This is imperative given the prominent role halfway houses are expected to play in 

the transition of offenders according to the SCA and Washington, DC’s reentry strategy for 

adults.   

  Despite the noted differences between men and women in terms of their paths to 

criminality, risk factors and life circumstances the criteria used to determine if the transition path 

will start with a halfway house stay or direct to community supervision is the same criteria used 

for male ex-offenders.  However, even for male offenders, there is a distinction made between 

which group of male ex-offenders would benefit most from a halfway house stay with  research 

suggesting that criteria should include if the offender is high risk or low risk because it’s been 

shown that high risk offenders do better in halfway houses than low risk offenders (LaVigne, 

2010).  If the needs and risk assessment instrument is not designed to capture those unique needs 

of female ex-offenders because its designed primarily for men, the women’s needs and risks may 

be inaccurately assessed (Covington, 2002).  For example, when gender-neutral instruments are 

used, women who are assessed as being high risk are actually low risk, some of the demographic, 

criminal and drug use characteristics operated differently in women and may actually increase 
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their risk and some of these same factors are not accounted for in gender-neutral risk and needs 

assessments (Modley & Giguere, 2010).  There are gender-responsive risk and needs 

assessments available. The Women’s Risk/Needs Assessment developed by the University of 

Cincinnati in collaboration with the National Institute of Corrections (NIC) or Northpointe’s 

COMPAS that includes gender-responsive risk/need factors for women (Morash, Bynum & 

Koons, 1998) are examples of instruments designed specifically for female offenders.  Whatever 

instrument chosen, it should be noted that when determining a female ex-offender’s risk for 

rearrest or relapse, no single instrument can correctly determine the risk levels or specific 

treatment needs of this population. Development of an individualized plan, as noted by one of 

the key informants in this study, is critical for a woman returning to her community to have any 

chance at successful reentry. A comprehensive assessment using multiple gender-responsive 

approaches and instruments is needed. 

Decisions as to whether an offender who is a resident of Washington, DC should 

transition through a halfway house instead of directly to community supervision are made by the 

BOP team that includes the counselor, case manager and unit manager within the prison.  

CSOSA currently does not have the lead role in determining the transition process. The agency’s 

involvement with reentry for former offenders returning to Washington, DC does not begin until 

they work in partnership with BOP in the development of the reentry plan.  The findings imply 

that more investigation is required to determine if differences in demographics, drug use, 

treatment and criminal characteristics should be used to assess which female offenders would 

benefit more from transitioning through a halfway house and which would benefit more from 

direct to community supervision.  In addition, the study suggests that further investigation is 

needed to determine if the current criteria used by the BOP to make the decision about the 
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transition path accurately identifies characteristics that provide the insight needed to select the 

most effective transition path for women returning from prison to their communities. While these 

are important questions at the national level they are even more so for formerly incarcerated 

women from Washington, DC who like others need immediate access to support, appropriate 

resources and services. However, unlike others who are housed in state prisons, female ex-

offenders from Washington, DC are housed in prisons located far away from their children, 

family members and communities which makes successful transition more difficult to achieve.   

The findings imply that there are questions about how decisions are made when choosing 

the most appropriate transition process for female offenders  and if the criteria used takes into 

consideration gender differences, and in the case of Washington, DC, reduced or limited support 

systems often due to being housed in prisons far from their communities.  Given the limited 

availability of halfway houses for women offenders in Washington, DC, the use of appropriate  

criteria would also help in prioritizing which female ex-offenders should be placed in a halfway 

house where there is safe housing, easier access to human resources both in terms of 

knowledgeable staff and peer mentoring as are services for training, individualize treatment and 

counseling to address personal histories of trauma and poly-drug use versus community 

supervision where these type of resources are not as readily available  

Research Implications 

 Data was not available to conduct an analysis to determine if an association exists 

between the number of days of residence in a halfway house for those study participants who had 

a halfway house stay and relapse or rearrest rates.  Although SCA of 2007 would extend the 

number of days of residence in a halfway house for all ex-offenders including formerly 

incarcerated women, there is no research that shows if a relationship exists between the number 
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of days as a resident of a halfway house and rearrest and relapse rates or other outcome measures 

of successful reentry (i.e., housing status, employment status and length of employment 

stability).  The use of halfway house residences will play a prominent role as a transition process 

following both the SCA 2007 and as part of the current reentry strategy for adults followed by 

CSOSA for Washington, DC’s formerly incarcerated population.  Given these current policies 

and the study’s finding that shows supervision length to be a significant predictor of  relapse and 

rearrest  research to investigate if an association exists between the number of days in a halfway 

house and outcomes associated with successful reentry are warranted.   

The literature review and responses provided by key informants during this study 

indicates that limited research has been conducted to identify evidence-based and promising 

practices on effective transition processes for female offenders.  The need to incorporate gender-

responsive strategies in the transition process for formerly incarcerated women has been 

documented (Modley & Giguere, 2010).  In addition, based on key informant responses in this 

study and others, the role of relational theory and acknowledgement of other unique gender-

related factors that effect transition (i.e., histories of physical and sexual abuse, economic 

disadvantage and substance abuse) are accepted characteristics of effective and appropriate 

reentry programming for female ex-offenders.  However, despite these findings, evidence-based 

and promising practices on transition processes for women as well as guidance on how to 

replicate them once identified remain scarce.  A key implication of this study is the need for 

more research designed to evaluate current transition processes, assess the long-term outcomes 

and identify those characteristics of programs found to produce lower recidivism and relapse 

rates and other positive outcome characteristics of successful reentry for female ex-offenders.   
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Overall Study Implications 

The result of this study provides insight into a halfway house as a transition process for 

formerly incarcerated women. The nationally enacted Second Chance Act (SCA) of 2007: 

Community Safety through Recidivism Prevention influences local policy given the role that 

BOP has in the reentry process for formerly incarcerated women in Washington, DC.  On a local 

level, a policy addition is suggested to allow CSOSA a more prominent role in halfway house 

operations in their jurisdiction. The implementation of this Act along with CSOSA’s already 

implemented strategies for adult reentry in Washington, DC suggests moving forward with 

additional policies. One such suggested policy change was recommended to increase CSOSA’s 

role in halfway house programming for female offenders and access to information. A second 

policy related implication is to enact a policy that increases the number of days a female offender 

resides in a halfway house with the goal being to at least bring it in line with state practices 

around the country. Study implications are to conduct an evaluation of the Fairview halfway 

house for women in Washington, DC. Evaluation results can then be used to obtain insight into 

actual program content and administration and to determine what is most effective in increasing 

and maintaining positive outcomes for formerly incarcerated female residents returning to 

Washington, DC. The characteristics of the female offenders in this study were comparable to 

those who were placed in a halfway house and those who transitioned directly to community 

supervision.  Its suggested that additional investigation be conducted to determine if 

demographic, drug use, criminal and treatment characteristics should be considered as part of the 

criteria used to make decisions about halfway house placement versus transitioning the female 

offender directly from prison to community supervision.  The suggested investigation is a logical 

next step given the prominent role halfway houses are to play in the transition process, and the 
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unique needs of formerly incarcerated women.  Research implications of this study are to 

conduct research to determine if there is an association between the number of days as a resident 

of a halfway house and successful reentry. An overall lack of research around transition 

processes for female offenders supports the need for more in-depth research around reentry and 

female offenders.  The results of this study support the need for additional research about the 

transition processes for female offenders.   

 Study Limitations  

While this study presents very interesting findings about the transition process for 

formerly incarcerated women it does have limitations. The findings are not generalizable to the 

entire female formerly incarcerated offender population transitioning to their community.  The 

study is based on a data from one jurisdiction – Washington, DC.  In addition, the study’s data is 

based on one ethnicity “Black, not Hispanic” female ex-offenders transitioning to an urban 

community which limits the ability to generalize the results. The study population is not 

representative of all female felony ex-offender populations throughout the country. However, 

national research shows that the majority of the women in federal prisons are women of color 

and more specifically, Black or African American women. Research also shows that a 

disproportionate number of women sentenced to prison for a drug offense are Black or African 

American and Latino which means that although the results cannot be generalized to the entire 

population of women it can be generalized to a large segment of that population.   

The dataset for this study was abstracted from secondary data which presents the 

possibility that there are errors in the data or the data fields may not have been accurately 

recorded.  This is common to all secondary data.  
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Selection bias must also be considered in that the placement of individuals in a halfway 

house is not done randomly.  Selection is based on a number of criteria as stated earlier in this 

study. Individuals may also choose to opt-out of a halfway house stay. They may choose to serve 

all of their time in prison instead of the remainder of their time at a halfway house.  While this 

should be considered, due to the homogeneity of the study and comparison groups, it is not as 

much of a factor.  Information bias is also a factor because rearrests are based solely on rearrest 

in Washington, DC and does not include any arrests from other jurisdictions. Those who had 

halfway house stays as well as those who went directly to community supervision were allowed 

to participate in external programs. This allowance does make it difficult to assess the true 

impact of a halfway house stay on those female ex-offenders who transitioned through a halfway 

house. Although the outcome data is based on actual test results or rearrests, a portion of the data 

in this study is based on self-report data obtained from the CSOSA administered auto-screener 

risk and needs assessment. With self-report data there is always the risk of selective memory or 

recall bias (e.g., responding that there was no drug(s) used when drug(s) was actually used). 

Overall Study Conclusion 

The role of poverty cannot be overlooked when addressing the challenges to successful 

reentry for female ex-offenders, especially women of color who make up the largest number of 

women incarcerated in federal prison, returning to their community.  Formerly incarcerated 

women often have limited financial resources and resort to committing crimes because they feel 

it is the only option to survive economically when so few opportunities exist.  Repeated jail stays 

often lead to repeated prison stays. These points are being made because before the challenges 

associated with reentry can be addressed, there must first be an understanding of how these 

women lived and survived prior to being sentenced to prison as well as the role of gender and 
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ethnicity.  This is important because these women are returning to the same environment that 

often contributed to their being incarcerated.  The “war on drugs” or what is formally known as 

the Anti-Drug Abuse Acts of 1986 required that mandatory minimum penalties of five and ten 

years be applied based on the weight of the drug. The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 is 

responsible for focusing solely on crack cocaine and making it the only drug for which there was 

a mandatory minimum sentence of five years for simple possession (Bush-Baskette, 2010). The 

women most impacted by these two acts are women of color; therefore  there is no surprise as to 

why the majority of the women in prison are women of color or more specifically black women. 

The U.S Sentencing Commission (USSC) developed federal sentencing guidelines that greatly 

limited the discretion judges were able to exercise to render sentences they felt were appropriate 

on a case by case basis (Bush-Baskette, 2010).  These guidelines are the main reasons that 

female ex-offenders, who have no bargaining power because they have limited information to 

provide, often end up serving long sentences. These policies are presented to show why a large 

number of women, once again primarily of color, are serving lengthy sentences.  This is 

important because the services and programs needed by this target population as they transition 

to their community are impacted by these very policies. Therefore, they must be taken into 

consideration when creating and applying strategies to ease reentry and reduce rates of relapse 

and rearrest.  

 There is obviously a strong belief in the use of halfway houses as a process to assist ex-

offenders in transitioning to their community.  A halfway house, because of the structure it 

provides and ease in access to needed resources, should improve the likelihood that a female 

returning citizen or ex-offender  will not recidivate or be rearrested and lessen relapse rates.  The 

community also benefits because it’s made safer when there are less violations committed by 
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those who were incarcerated. However, the research conducted around the effectiveness of 

halfway houses does not overwhelmingly prove or disprove their effectiveness.  A number of 

questions remain especially for female ex-offenders whose processes for reentry to include 

halfway house stays or community supervision receives little attention or research.  The 

outcomes of this study in terms of the use of halfway houses for female ex-offenders from urban 

communities and the impact on relapse and rearrest rates do not indicate that there is an 

advantage. However, it does provide a starting point for a more extensive investigation by 

identifying some next steps for research as well as responses from experts in the field to 

questions about effective strategies to address the challenges to successful reentry, reasons why 

halfway houses are not viewed by many as a viable process of successful reentry and 

recommendations about how best to move forward with addressing some of the shortcomings of 

the halfway house process.  
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Reentry of Substance Abusing Female Ex-Offenders from Prison to an Urban Community 

 

Interview Protocol 

Introduction: 

My name is Aldrenna P. Williams. I am a doctoral student at the George Washington University 

School of Public Health and Health Services where I am conducting a research study under the 

supervision of Karen McDonnell, PhD. (Principal Investigator) at George Washington 

University’s School of Public Health and Health Services in Washington, DC. The title of this 

study is “Reentry of Substance Abusing Female Ex-Offenders from Prison to an Urban 

Community.” There are two phases to this study: 1) phase1 – the interview phase and 2) phase 2 

– the data collection phase. You are one of the 10 (or less) individuals being invited to participate 

in the interview phase. You are invited to take part in this research study because of your role 

and experience in overseeing and/or managing the transition process of those moving from 

prison back to their communities and/or because of your reputation as a criminal justice expert 

with national level experience in the areas of female offenders, substance abuse disorders, 

criminal justice, reentry and public health. 

Purpose: 

I am in the process of conducting a dissertation study on female ex-offenders diagnosed as 

substance abusers who are re-entering or transitioning to their home community in Washington, 

DC. In this study I am interested in examining female ex-offenders who are Washington, DC 

residents who have transitioned through a halfway house as well as those that have transitioned 

via community supervision (parole) back to their Washington, DC communities. These female 

ex-offenders were identified by Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA) as 

substance abusers. The overall objective of the study is to examine and compare relapse and 
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recidivism rates for the cohort of offenders that transitioned through the halfway house and the 

cohort that transitioned under parole. 

Procedures: 

The interview format will be semi-structured in that questions are prepared in advance. The 

interview will take place in a mutually agreed to location or will be conducted telephonically. 

The interview will require no more than one hour of your time. In order to help me remember 

and be accurate with the responses you provide I will write down your responses during this 

interview. At times I may need to move our conversation along to make sure we have enough 

time to cover all of the topics that need to be covered 

during the interview and to ensure that I do not take anymore of your time than agreed to. You 

will not be identified by name in the statements and recommendation made in the dissertation. 

My conversation with you will be kept confidential. 

Documentation of Consent: 

I ask that you provide your verbal consent if you agree to take part in this study. 

Interview Questions: 

1) Position and Role Background 

a. Briefly explain your background in criminal justice?  

b. What is your role in the transition/reentry process for female offenders leaving prison 

and returning to their community? 

c. How long have you been involved in this aspect of the criminal justice process? 

d. In your role in the transition/reentry process what percentage of your time is spent 

working with female offenders vs. male offenders?”  
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2) The Transition Process 

a. What challenges do female offenders face in transitioning to their communities? 

b. From your knowledge and experience with the criminal justice system and reentry: 

i.  What are some of the most effective strategies being used today to assist in 

the transition of female offenders who have substance use disorders back to 

their communities? 

ii. What are some of the least effective strategies used to assist in the transition 

of female offenders who have substance use disorders back to their 

communities? 

c. What is needed for female offenders who have substance use disorders to have 

successful reentry as measured by having lower recidivism and relapse rates? 

3) Gender related issues 

a. Are there differences between female offender’s transition/reentry into the 

community compared to men? 

i. If “yes” what are the differences? 

b. Is there a difference in terms of characteristics of the female offender (e.g., the crime 

committed, resources needed, etc.) in a female offender with a substance use disorder 

being granted parole vs. a male offender with a substance use disorder being granted 

parole?  

i. If “yes”, what are the differences?  

c. Is there a difference in terms of characteristics of the female offender (e.g.,  the crime 

committed, resources needed, etc.) in a female offender with a substance use disorder 
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being referred to a halfway house vs. a male offender with a substance use disorder 

being referred to a halfway house?   

i. If “yes”, what are the differences?  

d. What do you think a female offender with a substance use disorder requires in terms 

of services, supervision, support, etc.  to be successful in transitioning back into the 

community compared to a male offender with a substance use disorder? 

4) Community services including substance abuse treatment 

a. Does having a substance abuse disorder affect the chance of successful reentry for 

female offenders? 

b. If “yes”, How does having a substance abuse disorder impact a female offender’s 

successful reentry to the community?  

c. What role does in-prison treatment programs play in helping female offenders 

transition back to the community? 

d. Does having access to support services play a role in successful substance abuse 

treatment and recovery? 

i. If “yes”, please state in what way? 

e. What are the characteristics of a comprehensive community support and treatment 

program for female ex-offenders with a substance abuse disorder who are returning to 

their community? 

5) Halfway House 

a. What determines if an offender is placed in a halfway house? 

b. What is the process for a female ex-offender being placed in a halfway house? 

i. Is this a local (District of Columbia) or national process? 
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ii. Please explain how the local process differs from a national process? 

c. Does a stay in the halfway house benefit the female offender? 

i. If “yes”, how does this process benefit the female offender? 

ii. If “no” how doesn’t this process benefit the female offender? 

d. What plays a role or contributes to a female ex-offender successfully completing their 

halfway house stay? 

6) Parole 

a. What determines if an offender is granted parole? 

b. What is the process for a female ex-offender being granted parole? 

i. Is this a local (District of Columbia) or national process? 

ii. Please explain how the local process differs from a national process? 

c. Does the parole process benefit the female offender? 

i. If “yes”, how does this process benefit the female offender? 

ii. If “no”, why doesn’t this process benefit the female offender? 

d. What plays a role or contributes to a female ex-offender successfully completing 

parole? 

Wrap-up of Interview 

Ending/Closing Questions: 

I’d like to close this interview by hearing your views or recommendations as it relates to the 

transition process of female offenders back to their communities.   

1. What would you recommend as a way of improving the transition process for female 

offenders? 
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2. How would you changes what’s currently done for female ex-offenders who are 

substance abusers? 

3. Is there anything you would like to add before we end the interview?  

4. Do you have any final comments?  

 

 

 

 


