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Abstract
Reentry programs represent an increasingly popular method to reduce recidivism 
for individuals exiting prison and jail systems throughout the United States. Most 
evaluations tend to focus on recidivism as the primary outcome of interest. At-
trition, however, can function an important supplementary measure that comple-
ments recidivism outcomes. To demonstrate, we analyze a jail reentry program built 
around peer navigators serving as staff members that refer participants to necessary 
support services while also serving as a mentor to participants exiting jail. We 
use a combination of general linear models (GLMs), Mahalanobis distance match-
ing (MDM), and panel regression to both predict attrition and compare recidivism 
outcomes between three attrition groups: program completers, program quitters, 
and matched controls. Participants that successfully completed the program did not 
avoid new convictions or reincarceration significantly more or less than matched 
controls. Participants that quit the program, however, saw significantly higher con-
viction and reincarceration rates compared to matched controls. The nuance added 
to our program evaluation by adding attrition as a differential factor is worth con-
sideration by other reentry programs who may not be realizing the full picture of 
their results by presenting recidivism outcomes alone.

Keywords Reentry programs · Recidivism · Attrition · Peer navigation · Peer 
mentorship

The most recent data released from the U.S. Department of Justice indicate that as 
of 2020, an estimated 549,100 adults were incarcerated in local jails with an average 
length of stay equal to 27.8 days (Minton & Zeng, 2021). Data from a similar report 
suggest that approximately 82% of people released from state prison and reentering 
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the general populace will be rearrested at least once within 10 years post-release 
(Antenangeli & Durose, 2021). Over half of these arrests happen soon after release 
with 43% of released individuals recidivating within a year of their release. Local jail 
recidivism rates appear similarly high based on available reports (e.g., Spjeldnes et 
al., 2012; Miller & Miller, 2010; Wilson et al., 2011).

Jail and Prisoner Reentry Programs

Recidivism prevention is imperative to improving public safety, mitigating the eco-
nomic burden of incarceration, reducing racial disparities in jail/prison populations, 
improving quality of life for formerly incarcerated people, and promoting a more 
positive image of released individuals while also discouraging discrimination. One 
of the most common public service initiatives designed for this purpose are reentry 
programs. Either prior to release or soon after release, people currently incarcerated 
in either jail or prison are admitted to these programs which address various crimi-
nogenic needs that contribute to recidivism such as lack of employment/housing, 
negative peer and familial influences, antisocial cognition/behaviors, and substance 
use (Andrews et al., 1990; Andrews & Bonta, 2016). Most programs choose an area 
of focus within the list of empirically supported criminogenic needs while also tailor-
ing the program to be both palatable for the participants enrolled and representing 
ideals of the public agencies or private organizations that sponsor them. Published 
recidivism outcomes of these programs vary greatly depending on the structure of 
the programs. Some report no significant reduction in recidivism (Visher et al., 2005; 
Powers et al., 2017); some rare cases find program participation was detrimental 
(Severson et al., 2011); some observed a short-term reduction and either did not 
assess long-term impact or showed diminished effect over time (Clark, 2015; Lat-
timore & Visher, 2013); some determined that the program benefitted only specific 
subpopulations within the sample (Garland & Hass, 2015; Newton et al., 2018; Can-
nonier et al., 2021); and a few support long-term reduction of recidivism (Duwe & 
King, 2013; Duwe, 2013; Higuera et al., 2021).

Attrition Within Reentry Programs

While it would be simple to attribute the variability in efficacy of reentry programs 
to the needs addressed and the methodology used, one key factor typically receives 
less attention: attrition. Many publications of reentry program results either fail to 
mention attrition at any point, do not address the outcomes for participants that quit 
the program, or limit their results to compliant and completing program participants 
(e.g., Haviv & Hasisi, 2019; Duwe & King, 2013; Zweig et al., 2011; McNeeley, 
2018; Miller et al., 2016). Some program evaluations present supplemental analyses 
that find no effect and quickly move on to their primary results (e.g., Lattimore & 
Visher, 2013; Mowen & Boman, 2018). Others recognize the issue of attrition and 
attempt to introduce quantitative correctional methods to account for data missing 
due to withdrawal from longitudinal research (e.g., Link & Hamilton, 2017). Rarely 
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can one find reentry outcomes based on an intention-to-treat model where all partici-
pants are considered (e.g., Haggård et al., 2017, Duwe & Goldman, 2009; Baggio et 
al., 2020). This is not to say that attrition is of no interest to researchers in the field 
of criminal justice; rather, the issue is that attrition is often investigated independent 
of recidivism outcomes (e.g., Roman et al., 2007, Listwan, 2008; Clark et al., 2020; 
Mitchell et al., 2022).

At a basic level, attrition’s impact on ex-participants seems simple: participants 
that quit reentry programs consistently have worse outcomes than those that com-
plete the programs (Jewell & Wormith, 2010; Mitchell et al., 2022; Olver et al., 2011; 
Lockwood & Harris, 2013; Friedman et al., 2022). To assume a direct relationship 
where attrition causes negative outcomes, however, could be a fallacious conclu-
sion. As an example, this observation could be due to selection bias. Certain factors 
predict attrition similar to recidivism, and thus program participants that attrite may 
represent a higher risk population to begin with (Wormith & Olver, 2002; Jewell & 
Wormith, 2010; Mitchell et al., 2022). Others label this theory insufficient and claim 
that failure to complete the program procures negative consequences such as longer 
sentence time, negative authoritative interactions, and withdrawal of financial sup-
port that increase risk of recidivism (Olver et al., 2011). The previous stance may still 
lack detail as it clusters together people that quit the program voluntarily and those 
that are removed for some sort of violation of program rules; such a distinction may 
have profound implications on recidivism outcomes (Lockwood & Harris, 2013). 
None of these theories are mutually exclusive and they likely layer together to form 
a complex model of the relationship between attrition and recidivism outcomes. Ana-
lyzing attrition outcomes alongside recidivism would go a long way in identifying the 
functional nuance behind attrition in reentry programs.

The Role of Peer Support in Reentry Programs

By adding attrition as an additional metric by which reentry programs are evaluated, 
common subtopics in reentry literature can be given new perspective. Take for exam-
ple the role of peer support in reentry programs. Implementation of peer support is 
based both on the theories of criminogenic needs (Andrews & Bonta, 1990; Andrews 
& Bonta, 2016) and differential association theory (Cressey, 1954), which both high-
light the heavy motivational influence peers have on an individual’s criminal ten-
dencies. In short, a peer defined by antisocial, anti-authority, and pro-crime values, 
cognition, and behaviors is likely to pass those same traits to other peers. While 
both theories tend to focus on the negative influence peers pose, one must consider 
the premise that peers who support reentry and reform can have an equally impact-
ful, positive influence on the individual leaving and not returning to jail (Mowen & 
Boman, 2018).

Many reentry programs of late have integrated peer support into their service plan, 
to moderate success as gauged by reduced recidivism (Bellamy et al., 2019; Woods 
et al., 2013; Sells et al., 2020), decreased drug-seeking and relapse behaviors (Ray et 
al., 2021; Marlow et al., 2015), and positive survey responses/feedback (Ray et al., 
2021; Johnson et al., 2015; Kirkwood, 2021). Explanations as to why peer supports 
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function effectively in reentry programs include firsthand knowledge of the reentry 
experience (Reingle Gonzalez et al., 2019), personality and motivational differences 
from non-peer staff (Lebel et al., 2014), the ability to form trusting relationships that 
would not be possible without firsthand experience (Perrin et al., 2017), and the sense 
of community and belonging that peer supports build with their clients as they reenter 
society (Martinez et al., 2022).

The one measure conspicuously missing from the previous description of peer 
support is attrition. Even in scenarios where peer support had clear positive out-
comes, no papers attribute this to reduced attrition—the point is not even discussed. 
Thus, a clear gap in the literature makes peer support an ideal reentry subtopic to test 
the value of analyzing attrition alongside recidivism. Is there some as-of-yet unob-
served interplay between peer support, attrition, and recidivism outcomes waiting to 
be identified, or does attrition add no meaningful information to the final program 
evaluation?

Current Study

If criminal justice advocates wish to fully comprehend the mechanisms behind how 
reentry programs benefit participants, expanding analyses to include attrition is a 
logical next step. We present the results of a jail reentry program that addressed the 
need for employment, housing, and healthcare while utilizing a peer navigation sys-
tem to bolster program/service engagement and mediate reentry with the ultimate 
goal of preventing recidivism. In analyzing the success of this program, the following 
research questions were proposed:

1. Do any factors associated with demographics, criminal history, or program ser-
vices predict attrition?

2. Do participants that complete the reentry program have fewer recidivism events 
than participants that did not complete the program?

3. Do program completers and non-completers have fewer recidivism events than 
matched controls that were never in the reentry program to begin with?

4. If program completion or non-completion affects recidivism, how does the effect 
change over time (e.g., 1 year post-intake, 2 years post-intake)?

5. Over the course of 5 years after the reentry program started, how does the num-
ber of recidivism events differ between program completers, program non-com-
pleters, and matched controls?

By designing the statistical assessment of this program around these research ques-
tions, the role of attrition in the success or failure of reentry programs can be quanti-
fied and investigated.
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Method

Participants

Participants were recruited to the jail reentry program while incarcerated at the Kent 
County Correctional Facility. Program eligibility criteria included 18–26 years of 
age, male, medium to high risk (as measured by the Proxy Score; Bogue et al., 2006), 
and 30 days or less until their release from the jail. Priority recruitment was also 
given for black and Hispanic men. Analyses that did not require matched controls 
included a total of N = 137 program participants. This overall sample includes n = 57 
participants that completed the program (“completers”) and n = 79 participants that 
quit the program (“quitters”). The quitters group includes both participants that 
directly requested to discontinue the program and those that could not be contacted 
for 3 months.

For analyses that used matched data, the n = 57 completers were matched against 
n = 57 quitters and n = 57 control cases. Control cases were selected from a larger 
dataset of general recidivism data (n = 437) that never participated in the program via 
Mahalanobis distance matching (MDM; King & Nielsen, 2019) with optimal pair 
matching. Collectively, all cases can be labelled as belonging to one of three “com-
pletion groups”: completers, quitters, or controls. All cases were matched accord-
ing to their age at the time of first arrest, race/ethnicity, attainment of a high school 
diploma or equivalent, length of stay in jail, time since release from jail, number of 
past arrests, number of past violent felonies, number of past nonviolent felonies, and 
risk of recidivism (i.e., proxy scores). The exact demographics and criminal history 
of both the unmatched and matched samples are given in Table 1.

Table 1 Demographics and criminal history by group, pre- and post-match
Completers Quitters Controls
Both Original Matched Original Matched
n = 57 n = 79 n = 57 n = 437 n = 57

Age 21.9 ± 0.6 21.2 ± 0.6 21.0 ± 0.6 33.8 ± 1.1 24.9 ± 1.3
Race
 Black 86.0% 78.5% 87.7% 55.1% 86.0%
 Hispanic 3.5% 6.3% 3.5% 6.9% 3.5%
 White 10.5% 15.2% 8.8% 37.8% 10.5%
High School Education 66.7% 54.4% 63.2% 67.5% 66.7%
Risk Score
 2 19.3% 7.6% 8.8% 38.1% 19.3%
 3 80.7% 92.4% 91.2% 60.3% 80.7%
# Past Arrests 4.1 ± 0.8 4.2 ± 0.7 3.7 ± 0.7 4.6 ± 0.4 4.3 ± 0.6
# Felonies, Nonviolent 1.6 ± 0.4 2.6 ± 0.6 2.2 ± 0.6 2.6 ± 0.3 1.3 ± 0.4
# Felonies, Violent 1.1 ± 0.4 1.1 ± 0.3 1.0 ± 0.4 0.9 ± 0.1 1.1 ± 0.3
Days in Jail 124 ± 23 131 ± 16 132 ± 17 182 ± 10 148 ± 21
Years since Release 3.10 ± 0.19 3.41 ± 0.18 3.45 ± 0.19 2.71 ± 0.12 2.94 ± 0.29
Note Error values represent 5% margin of error
Bolded values are descriptive statistica for the finalpost matched data sets used in later analyses. Non-
bolded columns represent pre-matched data
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Procedure

All procedures for data collection fell under the purview of secondary data analysis 
and are exempt from IRB approval. The dataset used did not include any identifying 
information. Program staff identified eligible participants upon their entry into jail 
and arranged face-to-face meetings to describe the program in detail and obtained 
informed consent from all prospective participants that elected to join the program. 
Each participant’s program start date was defined as the day of their release. Upon 
release from the local jail, participants were assigned a “peer navigator”—a case 
manager with similar experiences to program participants with regards to past crim-
inal involvement, navigation through the justice system, and the challenges faced 
upon release.

Peer navigators first worked with participants to develop an individual reentry plan 
that set goals for housing, employment, and healthcare navigation. Participants would 
then receive counseling from a licensed provider and meet with their peer navigator 
on a weekly basis. The peer navigator guided participants on healthcare navigation 
via linkages to a collaborative Health and Social Service Network (HSSN), which 
included several workforce development partners within the community, partners for 
health navigation, and partners for housing assistance programs. Additionally, peer 
navigators encouraged engagement and participation using evidenced based prac-
tice guidelines for motivational interviewing techniques tailored towards offenders 
to increase change behaviors, engage in available services, and reduce recidivism 
(Walters et al., 2007).

Successful program completion was defined as participating in program services 
and maintaining contact with program staff for a minimum of 12 months after release. 
A participant was only considered to have quit the program if program staff could not 
make any contact with the participant for at least 3 months. Alternatively, the partici-
pant could request to quit the program of their own volition. Participants were not 
removed from the program in the event of a new arrest, conviction, or jail sentence. 
This was because there were frequently cases where the length of the reincarceration 
period did not exceed the 12 months of designated participation time—therefore par-
ticipants were permitted to resume services upon release provided they either main-
tained contact or made arrangements with their peer navigator or other program staff. 
If the reincarceration period occurred before the 9-month mark and lasted for more 
than 3 months (i.e., after 12 months), the participant was removed from the program 
and was not included as a “Completer” as defined in the group assignments.

Data, Measures, and Outcomes

For program participants (both completers and quitters), demographics, risk assess-
ment outcomes, contact data, and completion status were all taken from administra-
tive records completed by program staff. Contact data included number of contact 
hours and contact events both within the first 3 months of the program and the entire 
12-month duration of the program. Past felony bookings and recidivism of both 
program participants and matched controls were pulled from JailView by the Kent 
County Criminal Justice Planner. Demographics for nonparticipants were also pulled 
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from JailView. Recidivism data for nonparticipants was limited in scope to the same 
timeframe that the reentry program was active (07/2016–07/2021).

Except for data used in a panel model analysis, all recidivism events were quanti-
fied with reference to the date of program intake for participants and initial arrest 
for nonparticipants. After program intake or the initial arrest, recidivism events for 
a given individual are counted for a one-year and two-year period. This includes the 
total number of new convictions, total number of incarceration events, a binary yes/
no measure for if the individual received any new convictions, and a binary yes/no 
measure for if the individual was sentenced to jail time. For panel model data, recidi-
vism events are quantified as running totals with reference to the program start date 
(07/2016) rather than the intake/booking date. No binary recidivism measures were 
defined for the panel model.

Statistical Analysis

All analyses were carried out in R (R Core Team, 2022; Version 4.2.1). Recidivism-
based outcomes were analyzed through a combination of general linear models 
(GLMs) and panel regression. Attrition analyses used unmatched data; all other mod-
els used matched data. The MDM matching methods described in the Participants 
section used the MatchIt (Ho et al., 2011) and optmatch (Hansen & Klopfer, 2006) 
packages. Model creation for GLM analyses made use of the MASS package (Ven-
ables & Ripley, 2002) for stepwise selection based on AIC optimization. Panel data 
regression was carried out using the plm package (Croissant & Millo, 2008), and 
marginal effects for the final panel models were calculated using the marginaleffects 
package (Arel-Bundock, 2022). All other analyses made use of base R functions and 
packages.

Logistic regression tested for the effects of measured demographic variables and 
criminal history on attrition outcomes among program participants. The initial model 
included the following input variables: age at the time of first arrest, race/ethnicity, 
attainment of a high school diploma or equivalent, length of stay in jail, time since 
release from jail, number of past arrests, number of past violent felonies, number of 
past nonviolent felonies, risk of recidivism, and number of contact events within the 
first three months after intake. This full model was reduced down via bidirectional 
stepwise selection according to the lowest achievable AIC criterion.

Another set of GLM models utilized the matched dataset and focused on the 
effects of program participation and program completion on recidivism outcomes. 
These models utilized a k = 3 factor for completion status (hereafter called Group), 
which could equal either “Completer”, “Quitter”, or “Control”. Control was set as 
the reference level with separate contrasts being run for completers vs. controls and 
quitters vs. controls. No other factors were included in the model due to all relevant 
factors being controlled via the matching criteria. Binary recidivism outcomes used 
logistic regression models, while a Poisson regression model was used for number of 
new convictions within one year and two years. No control variables were included 
as likelihood ratio tests testing their inclusion showed no significant impact on model 
fit by including them.
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As a final means of evaluating recidivism outcomes, a panel dataset was cre-
ated from five years of recidivism data beginning with program commencement 
(07/2016–07/2021). This dataset was extrapolated from the matched dataset, where 
each of the N = 171 cases were expanded into N = 10,260 rows of data (n = 60, each 
row represents one month). The following time-dependent factors were created spe-
cifically for the panel analysis: (1) “Intake”, which for a given case changes from 
0 to 1 after they either enter into the program (participants) or are arrested for the 
first time (non-participants), (2) “In_Jail”, which equals 1 whenever the subject is 
currently incarcerated for a given month, and (3) “COVID”, which changes from 0 
to 1 starting on 04/2020 to represent the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, which 
disrupted program activities in a major way—especially with regards to contacting 
program participants. The Intake variable was necessary to account the fact that par-
ticipants joined the program at different times, while the In_Jail and COVID vari-
ables were included as control variables to account for times when the participant 
either could not recidivate (In_Jail) or where conviction/incarceration procedures 
were different than normal (COVID). Two Hausman-Taylor panel models (Hausman 
& Taylor, 1981) were created for two recidivism measures: number of convictions 
and number of incarceration events. The input for both models was the same:

 Recidivism ∼ Group∗Intake + In_Jail + COV ID  (1)

The Group factor represents the same k = 3 factor from the matched GLM models 
with Control participants again set as the reference level. By crossing this term with 
Intake, two distinct interaction terms are created: one where completers are com-
pared against controls for all months after the intake date, and one where quitters are 
compared against controls for all months after the intake date. Significance testing of 
these interaction terms represents the main result of interest from the panel models. 
Marginal means for each group, split by Intake, are reported alongside 5% margin 
of error.

Results

Attrition Analyses

Before investigating whether or not participants that quit the program fare worse 
than those that completed it, we first sought to understand what factors predicted 
attrition in the first place. Table 1 shows the pre-match demographic information and 
criminal history for both completers and quitters, while Table 2 shows the results 
of the attrition analysis. When the GLM for attrition includes all possible inputs 
specified in the matching criteria, only two factors significantly predicted successful 
program completion: fewer past nonviolent felonies, b = -0.212, z = -2.00, p = .046, 
and increased number of program staff encounters within the first three months after 
intake, b = 0.071, z = 2.10, p = .036. Two other factors approached but did not reach 
significance: higher age at the time of booking, b = 0.148, z = 1.68, p = .092, and iden-
tifying as black rather than a non-Hispanic white man, b = -1.189, z = -1.85, p = .064. 
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When this full model is reduced using AIC optimization, only three factors remain: 
age, number of nonviolent felonies, and number of staff encounters in the first three 
months of the program. Coefficients for these three factors minimally changed from 
the full model, and no changes in significance were observed.

Recidivism Analysis

The recidivism analysis sought to compare recidivism events between groups once 
all the previously described group differences were accounted for with statistical 
matching (i.e., MDM). Descriptive statistics for all recidivism measures within the 
matched dataset are given in Table 3. Recidivism outcomes from the matched GLM 

Measure Group Year 1 Year 2
# of New Convictions Controls 8 21

Completers 11 37
Quitters 29 47

New Conviction, Y/N Controls 8
(14.0%)

17
(29.8%)

Completers 9
(15.8%)

23
(40.4%)

Quitters 20
(35.1%)

25
(43.9%)

Reincarcerated, Y/N Controls 4
(7.0%)

6
(10.5%)

Completers 1
(1.8%)

6
(10.5%)

Quitters 4
(7.0%)

9
(15.8%)

Table 3 Recidivism Outcomes, 
Matched Raw Counts

Note Percentages in 
parentheses represent the 
value above it as a percentage 
of the group sample size. One 
person can have more than 
one conviction in # of new 
convictions

 

Factor b z p
Full Model (AIC = 182.04)
Age 0.148 1.68 0.092
Race
 Black vs. Hispanic -0.941 -0.93 0.353
 Black vs. White -1.189 -1.85 0.064
High School Education 0.583 1.43 0.152
Risk Score -0.954 -1.53 0.127
# of Past Arrests 0.075 1.03 0.304
# of Past Nonviolent Felonies -0.212 -2.00 0.046*
# of Past Violent Felonies -0.004 -0.02 0.981
Days in Jail -0.002 -0.74 0.461
Years since Release -0.292 -1.05 0.295
Contact in 3 Months 0.071 2.10 0.036
AIC-Optimized Model (AIC = 176.26)
Age 0.14 1.85 0.064
# of Past Nonviolent Felonies -0.21 -2.26 0.024*
Contact in 3 Months 0.08 2.55 0.011*

Table 2 Attrition analysis, 
unmatched GLM

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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models are given in Table 4. Within the first year of program intake or control group 
admission, the completer group did not differ from the control group in number of 
new convictions, earning at least one new conviction, or serving jail time. In com-
parison, the quitter group was convicted at a significantly higher frequency than 
controls, b = 1.06, z = 2.90, p = .004, and a significantly higher fraction of the quitter 
group had been convicted at least once within a year of intake, b = 1.20, z = 2.54, 
p = .011. With reference to completers, significantly more quitters earned new con-
victions than completers, b = -1.06, z =  -2.32, p = .021, and the total number of new 
convictions from quitters significantly exceeded those from completers, b = -0.97, z 
= -2.74, p = .006. With regards to serving actual jail time, an equal number of controls 
and quitters were reincarcerated within a year. Only one completer had been rein-
carcerated compared to four quitters and four controls, but this difference was not 
significant for either contrast.

Within two years of intake, differences between the three completion groups 
mostly disappeared. Quitters earned significantly more convictions than controls, 
b = 0.67, z = 2.68, p = .007; no significant differences were found between completers 
and controls. Expressing new convictions as a binary outcome eliminates statistical 
significance entirely, where neither the completers nor the quitters had significantly 
higher odds of being convicted at least once compared against the controls. Six com-
pleters, six controls, and nine quitters had been reincarcerated within two years. This 
difference was nonsignificant for all contrasts.

Inputting recidivism data into panel models covering five years of program activ-
ity amplified the observed differences from the GLMs that covered only the first 
two years after program intake. Over a full five-year analysis period, significantly 
more completers and quitters alike had been convicted than controls after intake 
(Table 5). This effect was much stronger for quitters, b = 0.537, z = 17.05, p < .001, 

Measure Contrast Year b z p
# of New 
Convictions

Quit vs. Compl 1 -0.97 -2.74 0.006**
2 -0.24 -1.09 0.276

Ctrl vs. Compl 1 0.10 0.22 0.827
2 0.43 1.65 0.099

Ctrl vs. Quit 1 1.06 2.90 0.004**
2 0.67 2.68 0.007**

New Conviction, 
Y/N

Quit vs. Compl 1 -1.06 -2.32 0.021*
2 -0.14 -0.38 0.704

Ctrl vs. Compl 1 0.14 0.26 0.793
2 0.46 1.17 0.240

Ctrl vs. Quit 1 1.20 2.54 0.011*
2 0.61 1.55 0.122

Reincarcerated, Y/N Quit vs. Compl 1 -1.44 -1.27 0.204
2 -0.47 -0.83 0.409

Ctrl vs. Compl 1 -1.44 -1.27 0.204
2 0.00 0.00 1.000

Ctrl vs. Quit 1 0.00 0.00 1.000
2 0.47 0.83 0.409

Table 4 Recidivism Outcomes, 
Matched GLM

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
Note Compl = program 
completers, Quit = program 
quitters, Ctrl = controls. Poisson 
regression used for # of New 
Sentences, binomial regression 
used for Y/N measures
The bolded values are the 
actual significance values. 
Bold values additionally denote 
an asterisk to thereferenced 
critical values that are 
mentioned above
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than completers, b = 0.140, z = 4.64, p < .001. Significantly more quitters had been 
reincarcerated than controls after program intake, b = 0.072, z = 7.20, p < .001. In 
contrast, no significant difference in reincarceration rates were observed between 
completers and controls, b = 0.004, z = 0.45, p = .649. When results of the conviction 
model are expressed as marginal means, both completers (M = 0.47 ± 0.14) and con-
trols (M = 0.31 ± 0.14) share overlapping 95% confidence intervals post-intake, but 
quitters (M = 0.92 ± 0.14) surpass both of the former groups. Marginal means for the 
reincarceration model show the same pattern, where the confidence interval for quit-
ters (M = 0.21 ± 0.06) again rises above both completers (M = 0.10 ± 0.06) and controls 
(M = 0.09 ± 0.06) after program intake.

Discussion

Three main conclusions can be drawn from the analysis of this jail reentry program: 
(1) completing the program was not significantly beneficial to participants, (2) quit-
ting the program was significantly detrimental to participants, and (3) increased peer 
support significantly mitigated the odds of dropping the program. The implications 
for the field as a whole are worth consideration. Specifically, the priority of increas-
ing the benefits attained from successfully completing reentry programs needs to be 
balanced with risk management related to preventing attrition. By designing the pro-
gram evaluation to consider both recidivism and attrition, findings related to both can 
be used to establish and refine evidence-based reentry program protocols that benefit 
a wider scope of prospective participants.

Factor b z p
New Convictions (R2

adj = 0.6178)
Group
 Control vs. Completers 0.004 0.04 0.579
 Control vs. Quitters 0.051 0.53 0.863
Intake 1.126 48.12 < 0.001***
In Jail -0.150 -7.59 < 0.001***
COVID 0.475 35.30 < 0.001***
Group * Intake
 Control vs. Completers 0.140 4.64 < 0.001***
 Control vs. Quitters 0.537 17.05 < 0.001***
Reincarceration (R2

adj = 0.8800)
Group
 Control vs. Completers < 0.001 -0.01 0.990
 Control vs. Quitters 0.044 1.29 0.198
Intake 1.022 136.93 < 0.001***
In Jail 0.061 9.72 < 0.001***
COVID 0.077 17.90 < 0.001***
Group * Intake
 Control vs. Completers 0.004 0.45 0.649
 Control vs. Quitters 0.072 7.20 < 0.001***

Table 5 Recidivism Outcomes, 
Matched Panel Regression

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
Note Coefficients reported 
as < 0.001 can be positive or 
negative; the number represents 
magnitude in this scenario
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The two different types of recidivism analyses used in this evaluation represent 
similar yet unique interpretations of program outcomes. The GLM results primarily 
represent participant-centered recidivism outcomes, where the models reference the 
first two years after a participant joins the program. The panel models more evenly 
balance participant-centered and program-centered perspectives, where the first five 
years of program activity are the frame of reference. This is not to say the panel 
model does not consider participant-level factors; the inclusion of Intake and Group 
factors create contrasts that answer similar questions as the GLMs while allowing 
for flexibility for including time-variant control factors such as active incarceration 
status (In_Jail) and the COVID-19 pandemic (COVID).

The outcomes of this study can roughly be divided into three time periods: one 
year post-intake, two years post-intake, and five years after the opening of the pro-
gram. The one-year time period represents the time when completers finished their 
tenure in the program. At this time, it could be said that the program saw some suc-
cess in preventing completers from serving jail time, but otherwise our data indicates 
that the program was ineffective—especially with regards to reducing the number of 
convictions earned after release. When this is compared against outcomes for similar 
programs, the results are not surprising. While the program fostered a peer mentor-
ship system that included peer support for reentering participants, there was an equal 
emphasis on peer navigation—in other words, provisions and referrals of employ-
ment, housing, and healthcare. Programs focused on housing and healthcare are lim-
ited in abundance, but most have shown to be ineffective in reducing recidivism 
(Jacobs & Gottlieb, 2020; Leclair et al., 2019; Mallik-Kane & Visher, 2008; Aslim 
et al., 2021; Hammett et al., 2001). Employment has seen more modest successes in 
reducing recidivism (Andrews & Bonta, 2016; Duwe, 2015a, b; Graffam et al., 2014; 
Duwe, 2012), but these effects come with caveats where only specific subgroups may 
benefit (Zweig et al., 2011) and fade with time (Tripodi et al., 2009). Dissenting con-
clusions on the benefits of employment exist where reduction of recidivism is either 
minimal or nonexistent (Cook et al., 2015; Newton et al., 2018). Our results support 
the notion of nuanced benefits similar to Tripodi et al. (2009), where the second-
year GLMs and the marginal means from the panel models suggest that any benefits 
observed by program completers faded after a year or so. This conclusion should 
be taken cautiously, however, since the Year 1 comparison between completers and 
controls approached, but did not achieve, statistical significance.

The key finding that should be emphasized from this evaluation is that partici-
pants that quit the reentry program unambiguously faced worse outcomes than both 
matched controls and program completers. This effect was especially pronounced in 
the first year, where a significantly higher proportion of program quitters were recon-
victed after release than both completers and controls. The reconviction gap between 
the three groups narrowed in the second year, but within that same timeframe, a 
higher proportion of quitters found themselves serving more jail time than controls 
and completers both. By the end of the five-year program period, this difference was 
significant. These results represent a novel discovery in the literature—most studies 
have sufficiently shown that program quitters fare worse than completers (e.g., Jew-
ell & Wormith, 2010; Mitchell et al., 2021 ; Olver et al., 2011; Lockwood & Harris, 
2013), but faring worse than matched controls is an outcome not readily found in the 
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current literature. This backs the theory proposed by Olver et al. (2011), where quit-
ting the program has consequences beyond just selection bias.

As for how this finding should be interpreted in the context of the current study, 
any feasible explanation likely ties back to how program quitters were defined in the 
first place. The most common cause for someone to be removed from the program 
was loss of contact for at least 3 months; participants explicitly asking to be removed 
from the program or being jailed for a sentence longer than 3 months at the end 
of their program participation were much rarer occurrences. Reasons for dropping 
contact could be related to feelings of shame, where the participant may have felt 
they were failing at societal reintegration and withdrew from contacting their peer 
navigator, who they potentially perceived as more successful. This could explain 
why quitters fared worse than matched controls, where the emotional consequences 
of failure may have been more poignant than never trying in the first place. Alterna-
tively, contact may have been dropped due to a perceived lack of utility. If a partici-
pant felt they were not receiving the benefits of program participation they originally 
expected, they may have let their participation die off (i.e., no contact) due to them 
not seeing the program as worth their effort. These same feelings may have also been 
directed at the peer navigator directly, where participants may have been more likely 
to blame their direct contact for perceived lack of benefit rather than the program as a 
whole. This kind of attitude could be more common when the participant and the peer 
navigator lacked a common background, goals, or interests beyond having a criminal 
past. These interpretations are difficult to verify given the nature of no-contact attri-
tion, but they are at least worth consideration when trying to identify and ultimately 
prevent withdrawal from reentry programs—especially within the context of future 
research studies that may explicitly test these assumptions.

Application of the data yielded by the attrition analyses without overcomplicating 
the matter would best be accomplished by shifting focus from program effectiveness 
to program retention. The exact factors that predict attrition may vary depending 
upon program structure, but in the case of this program, peer support is the one fac-
tor within the control of program staff that can prevent attrition. Increased contacts 
between program staff and participants within the first three months (i.e., before quit-
ters began to drop out) predicted lower odds of attrition. This lines up with the prior-
ity of importance for criminogenic needs proposed by Andrews and Bonta (2016), 
where participants may find more value in social support than financial support. By 
expanding the program to include both formal and informal protocols and policies 
directly focused on increasing peer contact hours, future program evaluations may 
be able to introduce causal research designs that explicitly manipulate peer support 
as a treatment condition to determine if peer support functions as a protective factor.

The conclusions drawn from this data should not be separated from the context 
behind it, nor should its limitations be ignored. First and foremost, the program was 
primarily focused on referrals to financial support services and basic needs. At no 
point was any sort of behavioral or cognitive therapy provided, as seen in other reen-
try programs (e.g., Miller & Miller, 2015; Visher et al., 2017). Such a fundamentally 
different approach to reentry may change the entire dynamic as to what predicts attri-
tion and the effect it has on participants that quit the program. Second, the study 
may be underpowered given the scarcity of recidivism outcomes like reincarcera-
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tion, where a higher number of program completers may have been needed to draw 
more accurate conclusions about the effect of the program or lack thereof. Third, 
the matching of participants with non-participants was done post hoc. While we 
took care in controlling for a wide variety of factors that could differentiate the two 
groups, the rigor of such a procedure does not approach that of a randomized-control 
trial (RCT) with designated controls from the start. Fourth, the COVID-19 pandemic 
began to peak approximately one or two years before the program ended. While we 
attempted to account for this event in the panel model, the reality is that capturing all 
the intricate effects the pandemic had on recidivism outcomes would be an immense 
project in and of itself. At minimum, the reduced activity of the justice and legal 
systems during this time could translate to a wider discrepancy between frequency of 
criminal behavior and formal records of recidivism. Finally, the quasi-experimental 
design of the study cannot explain causality is the same way a randomized control 
trial could have. While the matching procedure for the program data against control 
data was thorough, it’s still the case where controls were not explicitly assigned to a 
non-treatment condition. The conclusions about completers vs. controls and quitters 
vs. controls may be impacted as a result. All of these limitations should be considered 
alongside the data presented when determining the generalizability of the reported 
outcomes.

Conclusion

With this program, we have both identified attrition as a critical issue relevant to 
any reentry program. Quitting the reentry program predicted worse recidivism out-
comes than program completers and controls alike. While it is entirely possible that 
the effect attrition has may be unique to this program, the reality is that more focus 
needs to be devoted to measuring attrition to make that conclusion. Compared with 
recidivism, attrition data is not readily available in a concerning portion of reentry 
literature. If it were simply the case where quitters found themselves no worse off 
than before they entered the program, then this would not be such a problem. Our 
data refutes this idea—quitting the program represents a negative impact worse than 
having never been in the program to begin with. Until the field can reliably investi-
gate the problem, solutions cannot be reliably assessed. In our case, we found that 
increased peer navigator contact significantly lowered program attrition, but as stated 
before, this was not a finding borne of explicit, rigorous experimental design. If an 
RCT for prisoner or jail reentry focused on preventing attrition and implementing 
peer support as a main factor of interest, then the benefit to reentry program structures 
moving forward could be immense. It is our hope that our analysis renews interest in 
the analysis of program attrition and prompts further investigation so that all reentry 
program participants can be given a fair chance at reform and fulfillment after serving 
their time in jail, not just the ones that finish the program.

Acknowledgements This project was also made possible by Andrew Verheek, PhD, Community Correc-
tions Planner of the Kent County Office of Community Corrections (KCOCC); Cathy Worthem, LMSW, 

1 3

647



American Journal of Criminal Justice (2024) 49:634–652

CAADC, CCS, Program Director of Arbor Circle; and Mike Cole, LLP, CAADC, CCS, Clinical Manager 
of Arbor Circle.

Declarations

This publication was supported by Award No. MP-CPI-16-003 from the Office of Minority Health (OMH). 
Its contents are solely the responsibility of the authors and do not necessarily represent the official views 
of OMH.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, 
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative 
Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line 
to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use 
is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission 
directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Andrews, D. A., & Bonta, J. (2016). The psychology of criminal conduct (6th ed.). Routledge.
Andrews, D. A., Bonta, J., & Hoge, R. D. (1990). Classification for effective rehabilitation: Rediscovering 

psychology. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 17(1), 19–52.https://doi.org/10.1177/00938548900170
01004.

Antenangeli, L., & Durose, M. R. (2021). Recidivism of prisoners released in 24 states in 2008: A 10-year 
follow-up period (2008–2018) U.S. Department of Justice: Bureau of Justice Statistics. https://bjs.
ojp.gov/BJS_PUB/rpr24s0810yfup0818/Web%20content/?508%20compliant%20PDFs.

Arel-Bundock, V. (2022). marginaleffects: Marginal Effects, Marginal Means, Predictions, and Contrasts. 
R package version 0.7.1.9008, https://vincentarelbundock.github.io/marginaleffects/.

Aslim, E. G., Mungan, M. C., Navarro, C. I., & Yu, H. (2021). The effect of public health insurance 
on criminal recidivism. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 41(1), 45–91. https://doi.
org/10.1002/pam.22345.

Baggio, S., Weber, M., Rossegger, A., Endrass, J., Heller, P., Schneeberger, A., Graf, M., & Liebrenz, 
M. (2020). Reducing recidivism using the reasoning and Rehabilitation program: A pilot multi-site-
controlled trial among prisoners in Switzerland. International Journal of Public Health, 65, 801–810. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00038-020-01372-9.

Bellamy, C., Kimmel, J., Costa, M. N., Tsai, J., Nulton, L., Nulton, E., Kimmel, A., Aguilar, N. J., Clayton, 
A., & O’Connell, M. (2019). Peer support on the inside and outside: Building lives and reducing 
recidivism for people with mental illness returning from jail. Journal of Public Mental Health, 18(3), 
188–198. https://doi.org/10.1108/JPMH-02-2019-0028.

Bogue, B., Woodward, W., & Joplin, L. (2006). Using a proxy score to pre-screen offenders for risk to 
reoffend. Boulder, Co: Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence.

Cannonier, C., Galloway Burke, M., & Mitchell, E. (2021). The impact of a reentry and aftercare 
program on recidivism. The Review of Black Political Economy, 48(1), 93–122. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0034644620973931.

Clark, V. A. (2015). Making the most of second chances: An evaluation of Minnesota’s high-risk revo-
cation reduction reentry program. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 11, 193–215. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11292-014-9216-5.

Clark, K. J., Mitchell, M. M., Fahmy, C., Pyrooz, D. C., & Decker, S. H. (2020). What if they are all high-
risk for attrition? Correlates of retention in a longitudinal study of reentry from prison. International 
Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, Advance online publication. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0306624X20967934.

1 3

648

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854890017001004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854890017001004
https://bjs.ojp.gov/BJS_PUB/rpr24s0810yfup0818/Web%20content/?508%20compliant%20PDFs
https://bjs.ojp.gov/BJS_PUB/rpr24s0810yfup0818/Web%20content/?508%20compliant%20PDFs
https://vincentarelbundock.github.io/marginaleffects/
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22345
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22345
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00038-020-01372-9
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPMH-02-2019-0028
https://doi.org/10.1177/0034644620973931
https://doi.org/10.1177/0034644620973931
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-014-9216-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-014-9216-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X20967934
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X20967934


American Journal of Criminal Justice (2024) 49:634–652

Cook, P. J., Kang, S., Brega, A. A., Ludwig, J., & O’Brien, M. E. (2015). An experimental evaluation of a 
comprehensive employment-oriented prisoner re-entry program. Journal of Quantitative Criminol-
ogy, 31, 355–382. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10940-014-9242-5.

Cressey, D. R. (1954). The differential association theory and compulsive crimes. Journal of Criminal Law 
and Criminology, 45(1), 29–40.

Croissant, Y., & Millo, G. (2008). Panel data econometrics in R: The plm package. Journal of Statistical 
Software, 27(2), 1–43. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v027.i02.

Duwe, G. (2013). A randomized experiment of a prisoner reentry program: Updated results from an evalu-
ation of the Minnesota Comprehensive Offender Reentry Plan (MCORP). Criminal Justice Studies, 
27(2), 172–190. https://doi.org/10.1080/1478601X.2013.850081.

Duwe, G. (2015a). An outcome evaluation of a prison work release program: Estimating its effects on 
recidivism, employment, and cost avoidance. Criminal Justice Policy Review, 26(6), 531–554. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0887403414524590.

Duwe, G. (2015b). The benefits of keeping idle hands busy: An outcome evaluation of a pris-
oner Reentry Employment Program. Crime & Delinquency, 61(4), 559–586. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0011128711421653.

Duwe, G., & Goldman, R. A. (2009). The impact of a prison-based treatment on sex offender recidivism: Evi-
dence from Minnesota. Sexual Abuse, 21(3), 279–307.https://doi.org/10.1177/1079063209338490. 

Duwe, G., & King, M. (2013). Can faith-based correctional programs work? An outcome evaluation of 
the InnerChange Freedom Initiative in Minnesota. International Journal of Offender Therapy and 
Comparative Criminology, 57(7), 813–841. https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X12439397.

Friedman, B. D., Yorke, N. J., Compian, K., & Lazaro, D. A. (2022). A multimodal approach to reduce 
attrition, recidivism, and denial in abuser intervention programs. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 
61(8), 426–441. https://doi.org/10.1080/10509674.2022.2128152.

Garland, B. E., & Hass, A. Y. (2015). An outcome evaluation of a midwestern prisoner reentry initiative. 
Criminal Justice Policy Review, 26(3), 293–314. https://doi.org/10.1177/0887403413514438.

Graffam, J., Shinkfield, A. J., & Lavelle, B. (2014). Recidivism among participants of an employment 
assistance program for prisoners and offenders. International Journal of Offender Therapy and Com-
parative Criminology, 58(3), 348–363. https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X12470526.

Haggård, U., Freij, I., Danielsson, M., Wenander, D., & Långström, N. (2017). Effectiveness of 
the IDAP treatment program for male perpetrators of intimate partner violence: A controlled 
study of criminal recidivism. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 32(7), 1027–1043. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260515586377.

Hammett, T. M., Roberts, C., & Kennedy, S. (2001). Health-related issues in prisoner reentry. Crime & 
Delinquency, 47(3), 390–409. https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128701047003006.

Hansen, B. B., & Klopfer, S. O. (2006). Optimal full matching and related designs via network flows. 
Journal of Computational and Graphical Statistics, 15(3), 609–627. https://doi.org/10.1198/10618
6006X137047.

Hausman, J. A., & Taylor, W. E. (1981). Panel data and unobservable individual effects. Econometrica, 
49(6), 1377–1398. https://doi.org/10.2307/1911406.

Haviv, N., & Hasisi, B. (2019). Prison addiction program and the role of integrative treatment and program 
completion on recidivism. International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminol-
ogy, 63(15–16), 2741–2770. https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X19871650.

Higuera, K., Jensen, G., & Morton, E. (2021). Effects of the Male Community Reentry Program (MCRP) 
on recidivism in the state of California. Stanford Digital Repository. https://purl.stanford.edu/
bs374hx3899.

Ho, D. E., Imai, K., King, G., & Stuart, E. A. (2011). MatchIt: Nonparametric preprocessing for parametric 
causal inference. Journal of Statistical Software, 42(8), 1–28. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v042.i08.

Jacobs, L. A., & Gottlieb, A. (2020). The effect of housing circumstances on recidivism: Evidence from a 
sample of people on probation in San Francisco. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 47(9), 1097–1115. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854820942285.

Jewell, L. M., & Wormith, J. S. (2010). Variables associated with attrition from domestic violence treat-
ment programs targeting male batterers: A meta-analysis. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 37(10), 
1086–1113. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854810376815.

1 3

649

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10940-014-9242-5
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v027.i02
https://doi.org/10.1080/1478601X.2013.850081
https://doi.org/10.1177/0887403414524590
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128711421653
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128711421653
https://doi.org/10.1177/1079063209338490
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X12439397
https://doi.org/10.1080/10509674.2022.2128152
https://doi.org/10.1177/0887403413514438
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X12470526
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515586377
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515586377
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128701047003006
https://doi.org/10.1198/106186006X137047
https://doi.org/10.1198/106186006X137047
https://doi.org/10.2307/1911406
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X19871650
https://purl.stanford.edu/bs374hx3899
https://purl.stanford.edu/bs374hx3899
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v042.i08
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854820942285
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854810376815


American Journal of Criminal Justice (2024) 49:634–652

Johnson, J. E., Schonbrun, Y. C., Peabody, M. E., Shefner, R. T., Fernandes, K. M., Rosen, R. K., & 
Zlotnick, C. (2015). Provider experiences with prison care and aftercare for women with co-occur-
ring mental health and substance use disorders: Treatment, resource, and systems integration chal-
lenges. The Journal of Behavioral Health Services & Research, 42, 417–436. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11414-014-9397-8.

King, G., & Nielsen, R. (2019). Why propensity scores should not be used for matching. Political Analysis, 
27(4), 435–454. https://doi.org/10.1017/pan.2019.11.

Kirkwood, S. (2021). ‘A wee kick up the arse’: Mentoring, motivation and desistance from crime. Criminol-
ogy & Criminal Justice, Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1177/17488958211043691.

Lattimore, P. K., & Visher, C. A. (2013). The impact of prisoner reentry services on short-term outcomes: 
Evidence from a multisite evaluation. Evaluation Review, 37(3–4), 274–313. https://doi.org/10.117
7/0193841X13519105.

Lebel, T. P., Richie, M., & Maruna, S. (2014). Helping others as a response to reconcile a criminal past: 
The role of the wounded healer in prisoner reentry programs. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 42(1), 
108–120. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854814550029.

Leclair, M. C., Deveaux, F., Roy, L., Goulet, M. H., Latimer, E. A., & Crocker, A. G. (2019). The 
impact of Housing First on criminal justice outcomes among homeless people with mental ill-
ness: A systematic review. The Canadian Journal of Psychiatry, 64(8), 525–530. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0706743718815902.

Link, N. W., & Hamilton, L. K. (2017). The reciprocal lagged effects of substance use and recidivism in a 
prisoner reentry context. Health and Justice, 5, 8. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40352-017-0053.

Listwan, S. J. (2008). Reentry for serious and violent offenders. Criminal Justice Policy Review, 20(2), 
154–169. https://doi.org/10.1177/0887403408325700.

Lockwood, B., & Harris, P. W. (2013). Kicked out or dropped out? Disaggregating the effects of commu-
nity-based treatment attrition on juvenile recidivism. Justice Quarterly, 32(4), 705–728. https://doi.
org/10.1080/07418825.2013.797485.

Mallik-Kane, K., & Visher, C. A. (2008). Health and prisoner reentry: How physical, mental, and sub-
stance abuse conditions shape the process of reintegration. The Urban Institute. https://www.fmhac.
org/uploads/1/2/4/4/124447122/prisoner_re-entry_the_urban_ institute_feb_08.pdf.

Marlow, E., Grajeda, W., Lee, Y., Young, E., Williams, M., & Hill, K. (2015). Peer mentoring for male 
parolees: A CBPR pilot study. Progress in Community Health Partnerships: Research Education and 
Action, 9(1), 91–100. https://doi.org/10.1353/cpr.2015.0013.

Martinez, R., McGliton, M., Gulaid, A., Woodley, D., Skipper, H., Farrell, L., Langness, M., Shuler, R., & 
Willison, J. B. (2022, December). New York City’s Wounded Healers: A Cross-Program, Participa-
tory Action Research Study of Credible Messengers. Urban Institute. https://www.urban.org/sites/
default/files/2022-12/New%20York%20City%E2%80%99s%20Wounded%20Healers-%20A%20
Cross-Program%2C%20Participatory%20Action%20Research%20Study%20of%20Credible%20
Messengers.pdf.

McNeeley, S. (2018). A long-term follow-up evaluation of the Minnesota High Risk revocation reduc-
tion reentry program. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 14, 439–461. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11292-018-9330-x.

Miller, H. V., & Miller, J. M. (2010). Community in-reach through jail reentry: Findings from a quasi‐
experimental design. Justice Quarterly, 27(6), 893–910. https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2010.4
82537.

Miller, H. V., & Miller, J. M. (2015). A promising jail reentry program revisited: results from a quasi-
experimental design. Criminal Justice Studies, 28(2), 211–225. https://doi.org/10.1080/14786
01X.2014.1000489.

Miller, H. V., Miller, J. M., & Barnes, J. C. (2016). Reentry programming for opioid and opiate involved 
female offenders: Findings from a mixed methods evaluation. Journal of Criminal Justice, 46, 129–
136. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2016.04.001.

Minton, T. D., & Zeng, Z. (2021). Jail Inmates in 2020 – Statistical Tables. U.S. Department of Justice: 
Bureau of Justice Statistics. https://bjs.ojp.gov/content/pub/pdf/ji20st.pdf.

Mitchell, M. M., Fahmy, C., Clark, K. J., & Pyrooz, D. C. (2022). Non–random study attrition: Assessing 
correction techniques and the magnitude of bias in a longitudinal study of reentry from prison. Jour-
nal of Quantitative Criminology, 38, 755–790. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10940-021-09516-7.

Mowen, T. J., & Boman, J. H. (2018). The duality of the peer effect: The interplay between peer support 
and peer criminality on offending and substance use during reentry. Crime & Delinquency, 64(8), 
1094–1116. https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128717740529.

1 3

650

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11414-014-9397-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11414-014-9397-8
https://doi.org/10.1017/pan.2019.11
https://doi.org/10.1177/17488958211043691
https://doi.org/10.1177/0193841X13519105
https://doi.org/10.1177/0193841X13519105
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854814550029
https://doi.org/10.1177/0706743718815902
https://doi.org/10.1177/0706743718815902
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40352-017-0053
https://doi.org/10.1177/0887403408325700
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2013.797485
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2013.797485
https://www.fmhac.org/uploads/1/2/4/4/124447122/prisoner_re-entry_the_urban_?institute_feb_08.pdf
https://www.fmhac.org/uploads/1/2/4/4/124447122/prisoner_re-entry_the_urban_?institute_feb_08.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1353/cpr.2015.0013
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/2022-12/New%20York%20City%E2%80%99s%20Wounded%20Healers-%20A%20Cross-Program%2C%20Participatory%20Action%20Research%20Study%20of%20Credible%20Messengers.pdf
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/2022-12/New%20York%20City%E2%80%99s%20Wounded%20Healers-%20A%20Cross-Program%2C%20Participatory%20Action%20Research%20Study%20of%20Credible%20Messengers.pdf
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/2022-12/New%20York%20City%E2%80%99s%20Wounded%20Healers-%20A%20Cross-Program%2C%20Participatory%20Action%20Research%20Study%20of%20Credible%20Messengers.pdf
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/2022-12/New%20York%20City%E2%80%99s%20Wounded%20Healers-%20A%20Cross-Program%2C%20Participatory%20Action%20Research%20Study%20of%20Credible%20Messengers.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-018-9330-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-018-9330-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2010.482537
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2010.482537
https://doi.org/10.1080/1478601X.2014.1000489
https://doi.org/10.1080/1478601X.2014.1000489
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2016.04.001
https://bjs.ojp.gov/content/pub/pdf/ji20st.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10940-021-09516-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128717740529


American Journal of Criminal Justice (2024) 49:634–652

Newton, D., Day, A., Giles, M., Wodak, J., Graffam, J., & Baldry, E. (2018). The impact of vocational edu-
cation and training programs on recidivism: A systematic review of current experimental evidence. 
International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 62(1), 187–207. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0306624X16645083.

Olver, M. E., Stockdale, K. C., & Wormith, J. S. (2011). A meta-analysis of predictors of offender treat-
ment attrition and its relationship to recidivism. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 
79(1), 6–21. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022200.

Perrin, C., Blagden, N., Winder, B., & Dillon, G. (2017). It’s sort of reaffirmed to me that I’m not a mon-
ster, I’m not a terrible person: Sex offenders’ movements toward desistance via peer-support roles in 
prison. Sexual Abuse, 30(7), 759–780. https://doi.org/10.1177/1079063217697133.

Powers, R. A., Kaukinen, C., & Jeanis, M. (2017). An examination of recidivism among inmates released 
from a private reentry center and public institutions in Colorado. The Prison Journal, 97(5), 609–
627. https://doi.org/10.1177/0032885517728893.

Ray, B., Watson, D. P., Xu, H., Salvers, M. P., Victor, G., Sightes, E., Bailey, K., Taylor, L. R., & Bo, 
N. (2021). Peer recovery services for persons returning from prison: Pilot randomized clinical 
trial investigation of SUPPORT. Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment, 126, 108339. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jsat.2021.108339.

Reingle Gonzalez, J. M., Rana, R. E., Jetelina, K. K., & Roberts, M. H. (2019). The value of lived experi-
ence with the criminal justice system: A qualitative study of peer re-entry specialists. International 
Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 63(10), 1861–1875. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0306624X19830596.

Roman, C. G., Wolff, A., Correa, V., & Buck, J. (2007). Assessing intermediate outcomes of a faith-based 
residential prisoner reentry program. Research on Social Work Practice, 17(2), 199–215. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1049731506295860.

Sells, D., Curtis, A., Abdur-Raheem, J., Klimczak, M., Barber, C., Meaden, C., Hasson, J., Fallon, P., & 
Emigh-Guy, M. (2020). Peer-mentored community reentry reduces recidivism. Criminal Justice and 
Behavior, 47(4), 437–456. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854820901562.

Severson, M. E., Bruns, K., Veeh, C., & Lee, J. (2011). Prisoner reentry programming: Who recidivates 
and when? Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 50(6), 327–348. https://doi.org/10.1080/10509674.2
011.582931.

Spjeldnes, S., Jung, H., Maguire, L., & Yamatani, H. (2012). Positive family social support: Counteract-
ing negative effects of mental illness and substance abuse to reduce jail ex-inmate recidivism rates. 
Journal of Human Behavior in the Social Environment, 22(2), 130–147. https://doi.org/10.1080/10
911359.2012.646846.

Tripodi, S. J., Kim, J. S., & Bender, K. (2009). Is employment associated with reduced recidivism? The 
complex relationship between employment and crime. International Journal of Offender Therapy 
and Comparative Criminology, 54(5), 706–720. https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X09342980.

Venables, W. N., & Ripley, B. D. (2002). Modern Applied Statistics with S (4th ed.). Springer. https://www.
stats.ox.ac.uk/pub/MASS4/.

Visher, C. A., Winterfield, L., & Coggeshall, M. B. (2005). Ex-offender employment programs and recidi-
vism: A meta-analysis. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 1, 295–316. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11292-005-8127-x.

Visher, C. A., Lattimore, P. K., Barrick, K., & Tueller, S. (2017). Evaluating the long-term effects of 
prisoner reentry services on recidivism: What types of services matter? Justice Quarterly, 34(1), 
136–165. https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2015.1115539.

Walters, S. T., Clark, M. D., Gingerich, R., & Meltzer, M. (2007). Motivating offenders to change: A guide 
for probation & parole officers. National Institute of Corrections (NIC).

Wilson, A. B., Draine, J., Hadley, T., Metraux, S., & Evans, A. (2011). Examining the impact of mental 
illness and substance use on recidivism in a county jail. International Journal of Law and Psychiatry, 
34(4), 264–268. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlp.2011.07.004.

Woods, L. N., Lanza, A. S., Dyson, W., & Gordon, D. M. (2013). The role of prevention in promoting 
continuity of health care in prisoner reentry initiatives. American Journal of Public Health, 103(5), 
830–838. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2012.300961.

Wormith, J. S., & Olver, M. (2002). Offender treatment attrition and its relationship with risk, responsiv-
ity, and recidivism. Criminal Justice & Behavior, 29(4), 447–471. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854
802029004006.

1 3

651

https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X16645083
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X16645083
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022200
https://doi.org/10.1177/1079063217697133
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032885517728893
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsat.2021.108339
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsat.2021.108339
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X19830596
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X19830596
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049731506295860
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049731506295860
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854820901562
https://doi.org/10.1080/10509674.2011.582931
https://doi.org/10.1080/10509674.2011.582931
https://doi.org/10.1080/10911359.2012.646846
https://doi.org/10.1080/10911359.2012.646846
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X09342980
https://www.stats.ox.ac.uk/pub/MASS4/
https://www.stats.ox.ac.uk/pub/MASS4/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-005-8127-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-005-8127-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2015.1115539
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlp.2011.07.004
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2012.300961
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854802029004006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854802029004006


American Journal of Criminal Justice (2024) 49:634–652

Zweig, J., Yahner, J., & Redcross, C. (2011). For whom does a transitional jobs program work? Examining 
the recidivism effects of the Center for Employment Opportunities program on former prisoners at 
high, medium, and low risk of reoffending. Criminology & Public Policy, 10(4), 945–972. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1745-9133.2011.00767.x.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps 
and institutional affiliations.

Kevin Anderson, PhD, serves as Co-Investigator at REA Analytics.  Kevin first obtained bachelor’s 
degrees in both behavior science and chemistry at Western Michigan University before enrolling at Cen-
tral Michigan University and competing his PhD in Applied Experimental Psychology with a specialty in 
behavioral neuroscience and a focus on Parkinson’s disease and stem cell therapy. Kevin has 5+ years of 
research consulting experience on a variety of topics including human contingency management, animal 
behaviorism, drug abuse, and neurodegenerative diseases beyond his main focus of Parkinson’s disease.

William Medendorp, PhD, is the owner of REA Analytics and serves as Principal Investigator there. Wil-
liam has provided evaluation and analysis for nearly 50 funded projects, including 35 multi-year Federal 
Grants. William has extensive experience tracking populations struggling with substance use and/or men-
tal illness with projects in community-based treatments for chronic mental illness, substance use treatment, 
Drug Courts, and Prisoner Reentry. These projects have provided experience conducting time-series analy-
sis, quasi-experimental comparison group construction and analysis, and dose analysis. William graduated 
with a degree in psychology from Calvin College and recently completed his PhD in neuroscience at 
Central Michigan University with a focus on developmental risk factors for psychiatric disease.

1 3

652

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9133.2011.00767.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9133.2011.00767.x

	Attrition from Jail Reentry Program Increases Recidivism
	Abstract
	Jail and Prisoner Reentry Programs
	Attrition Within Reentry Programs
	The Role of Peer Support in Reentry Programs
	Current Study
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure
	Data, Measures, and Outcomes
	Statistical Analysis

	Results
	Attrition Analyses
	Recidivism Analysis

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	References


