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- Purpose of the What Works in Reentry 
Clearinghouse 
 

- Overview of the methodology of the What Works 
in Reentry Clearinghouse 

 

- Tour of the What Works in Reentry Clearinghouse 

 

- Next Steps 

Goals of today’s presentation 
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Purpose of the What Works project 

Practitioners – Policymakers – Funders – Researchers  
 

How do I find and decipher research? 
 

What are the key takeaways that I need to 
know? 
 

How do I know if the research is reliable? 
 

How do I determine the relevance of the 
research?  
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Redcross, C; Yahner, J and Zweig, J (2010) 
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• Identified reentry studies through systematic review 
of the literature 

• Screened out studies that did not meet content & 
methodological standards 

• Coded eligible studies 

• Rated eligible studies’ methodology and findings 

• Wrote summaries of eligible studies 

• Synthesized across all eligible studies of each 
intervention 

Development and Methodology 
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Snapshot of Progress 

2,517 publications identified 

1,483 screened as irrelevant 1034 screened as potentially relevant 

No 
relevant 

outcomes 

Not a 
reentry 

population 

Not 
evaluative 

Only 
qualitative 
methods  

used 

Review / 
meta-

analysis 

276 met 
standards for 

rigor and were 
coded 

134 did not 
meet 

standards for 
rigor 

624 awaiting 
review 
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Content-related criteria 

• Quantitative 
 

• Population returning from 
incarceration 
 

• Measure one or more 
reentry-relevant outcomes 
(recidivism, employment, 
substance use, housing, or 
mental health) 

 

• Published in 1980 or later 

Methodological criteria 

• Study design: 

– Randomized experiment 

– Quasi-experiment with 
matched groups or 
statistical controls for 
differences 
 

• Sample size of at least 30 in 
each group 
 

• Independent evaluation 

Development and Methodology 

List of ineligible studies provided on website 
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Rigor/Methods Ratings 

• Basic Rigor 

– RCT or rigorous QED 

– N ≥ 30 in each group 

– Independent evaluator 

• High Rigor 

– RCT or rigorous QED 

– N ≥ 100 in each group 

– One-year follow-up 

– Minor attrition 

– Independent evaluator 

Outcomes Ratings 

• Strong evidence of a 
beneficial effect 

• Modest evidence of a 
beneficial effect 

• No evidence of an effect 

• Modest evidence of a 
harmful effect 

• Strong evidence of a 
harmful effect 

Development and Methodology 
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The key to interpreting What Works 

 

Development and Methodology 

• Outcome ratings: 
What the study 
actually found 
 

• Rigor ratings: How 
much we can trust the 
findings 

 

• A study can be high rigor but show no evidence of an effect, or 
basic rigor but show strong evidence of an effect 
 

• The rigor rating determines how much confidence we place in 
the findings 
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• Topic area summaries 
synthesize across all 
interventions in each 
topic area 

 

• Intervention 
summaries synthesize 
across all evaluations 
of an intervention 

 

• Evaluation 
summaries describe a 
single evaluation 

 

Overview of Website Content 

Employment Programs 

Transitional 
employment 

ABC 
Jobs 

Vocational 
Training 

Job 
Placement 

Services 
Etc 

Jekyll, 
2013 

Pepper
, 1999 

WIB 
Hinkley
, 2008 

Jones, 
1987 

Ross, 
2005 

State 
Prison 
Prog 

Zaius, 
2003 
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Topic areas to be included in website launch: 
 

• Employment 
 

• Housing 

 
 

Topic areas to be added throughout 2012: 
 

• Cognitive-Behavioral 

• Education 

• Substance Abuse 

• Supervision & Sanctions 

 

• Mental Health 
 

• Brand Name 

 

• Juvenile 

• Sex Offender Treatment 

• Family 

• Comprehensive 

Topical Areas Covered 
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Tour of the website: Homepage 

Browse 
the site Advanced 

search 

Tips 
and 
Help 
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Tour of the website: Diving into the information 

“Having a job 
improves 
outcomes” 
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• Tips/Help 
 

• Related content 
 

• Advanced 
Search 
 

• Key 
--- 
• Overview of 

Focus Area 
 

• General 
Summary of 
Findings 
 

• Interventions 
 

 

Tour of the website: Focus Area Page, Employment 
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Tour of the website: Focus Area Page, Employment 

• Short 
description of 
the Intervention 
 

• Quick overview 
of evaluations 
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Tour of the website: Intervention Area, Prison Industries 

 
• Table of findings 

 
 

• Introduction to 
intervention 
 
 

• Summary of 
Findings/Research 
Quality 
 
 

• Recommendations 
for practice 
 
 

• Suggestions for 
future research 
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Tour of the website: Intervention Area, Prison Industries 

Program Name 
 
Rigor Rating and 
Outcomes 
 
Summary of program 
 
Target population 
demographics 
 
Description of setting 
 
--- 
 
Evaluation Design 
 
Findings 
 
Limitations 
 
Other information 
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• Outcome 
Ratings 
 

• Program 
Summary 
 

• Target 
Population 
 

• Methodology 
and limitations 
 

• Overview of 
findings 
 

• Publications 
Reviewed 
 

Tour of the website: Evaluation Page, WA Correctional Industries (Class I) 
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Tour of the website: Advanced Search 

• Intervention / 
Evaluations 
 

• Keyword + 
filters 
 

• Customizability 
increases as 
amount of 
content 
increases 
 

• Sort according 
to various 
criteria 
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• Comprehensive aftercare programs usually 
effective, including: 

– 4 of 5 comprehensive aftercare programs for 
mentally ill individuals 

– 6 of 7 comprehensive “brand name” programs 

– 5 of 6 community-based aftercare for substance 
abusers 

Preliminary Findings 
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• Employment programs show mixed results 
– Work release, prison industries:  Only about half of 

studies show effectiveness 

– Unique employment programs:  Several show no effects 

 

• Effects often depend upon individual 
characteristics 
– Risk to recidivate 

– Timing of service delivery 

– Many studies did not examine such factors 

Preliminary Findings, cont. 
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• Few eligible studies in some topic areas 

– No eligible studies in Physical Health 

– Only 3 studies in Housing topic area – all of 
halfway houses 

– Why? 

• Problems with methodological approach 

• Focus on non-reentry populations (e.g., probationers 
with no jail time) 

• No relevant outcomes 
– Physical health studies often do not examine recidivism 

– Many studies examine institutional outcomes only 

Preliminary Findings, cont. 
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Next Steps 

Roll Out Timeline 

Summer 2012 Fall 2012 Winter 2012/3 

Roll-out of 
additional 
focus areas: 
• Substance 

Abuse 
• Cognitive 

Behavioral 
Therapy 

• Education 

Roll-out of 
additional focus 
areas: 
• Supervision 

and Sanctions 
• Sex Offender 

Treatment 
• Juveniles 

Roll-out of 
additional focus 
areas: 
• Holistic 
• Family 
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How to get there? 

www.nationalreentryresourcecenter.org/what_works  

Nancy La Vigne, PhD:  nlavigne@urban.org 
 
Hannah Dodd: hdodd@urban.org  
 
Hank Rosen: hrosen@csg.org  

Who to contact? 

http://www.nationalreentryresourcecenter.org/what_works
mailto:nlavigne@urban.org
mailto:hdodd@urban.org
mailto:hrosen@csg.org

