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INTRODUCTION 

This study is the second phase of an evaluation of three Kentucky hnlf­

Vl8.y houses for ex-offenders, grant number l829-015-c76. The report of the. 

first phase (Hay, 1976) concentrated on: 1) description of the three in­

house programs, 2) descr':'ption of the populations of clients served by the 

programs, and 3) degree of success of the clients while in residence. The 

report of the second phase focuses on a follow-up of the half-way house 

residents for their first six months [ollo~ving residential termination. 

Th0 second report also includes follow-up data on a control group of non­

half-way house residents for comparison. 

As noted in the first report, adjllstnent while in ret~idence at a ha1f­

'.;;ay house is only a partial indicator of program impact. Behavior ~"ithin 

the limitations of this type of structured environment mayor may not be 

related to post-residence street behavior. For example, a Ninnesota study 

indicated tha~ client success within the hal[-~~7ay house program did not 

appear related to recidivism follO\;;ing rel case from the house. It ,;;as 

further noted that no difference in the rates of recidivism was found be­

tHer;;>]1 dir8ct prison rcleasees and half-,"laY house residents (Governor's 

Commission on Crime Prevention and Control, 1975). In the Federal General 

Accounting Office (GAO) RepoFt tc:>~onJQ'ess_ (1975), the reddivism of 

residents of 15 half-\vay houses in four states \vas surveyed. Although a 

direct comparison betHeen the recidivism of half-~vay house residents and 

offenders who experienced other correction methods .. ,ithin these states ,;;as 

not possible, a revieH of statistics from the Federal Bureau of Prisons led 

the GAO to conclude "that results from hal£-\·my houses Here not any Ivorse 

than for some other forms of rehabilitation lt (GAO, 1975, p. iii). 

In contrast, however, the Ohio evaluation of half-way houses concluded 

that reintegration into the community \vas more successful by half-way 

house residents (Seiter, Petersilin, and Allen, 1974). The Ohio study did 

no t report on the relationship of program success by the half-\vay clients 

to their cor:l:J1unity reintegration. Such conflicting informntion regarding 

rehabilitation effects of hnlf-\vay house programs per se and of success 

during reSidency appears to justify further research into the results of 

the Kentucky half-\vay house program. 



HETHOD 

£~e !~t!r.c.:.s . ..9f. __ l3.(j n t eJE:!l.t i 01.1. 

In the first report on KentlIcky half-\.my houses, two types of measures 

on outcome/reintegrati.on ,·lere intended for fo1lo,\.;r-up study. Indicat.ors of 

community reintegration by the half-Hay house resideQ.ts and control subjects 

,.;rexc! to include both recidivism status (i. e. rearrest, reconviction, and re­

incarceration) and rneaSllrC8 of positive adjustment as well. The latter indi­

caton..; \·7E.!re to rafl(·ct: 1) consistency and quality of employment, 2) quality 

of living arrangem<2nts, and 3) community involvement. 

However, a review of the information on parolees released from the ha1f­

",DY houses and institutions revealed that the intended indicators of the 

concept of reintegration would need to be narrowed. Although recidivism 

s latus (rearres t, reconvicti on, and reincarceration) \.;ras available for the 

ha1f-\'/aY house residents, the length and consistency of employment was 

em;entially the only indicator of positive adjustment recorded. Information 

on tho control group's reintegration was limited essentially to one indicator 

of r0ciciivism--r0incarccration. 

~.n5U..c~a.t.~~S __ !!1151_ :~l~}ys_Lt2-

As noted, records for the half-way house group were adequate in terms 

of indicators of recic1ivis::-! ,·,hiIr: only minimal information on positive ad­

justment in te>l"Ins of social reintegration \Vas avaiJable. Thus, the £0110\,1-

up i n[onnaUon on hal f-,.;ray hOllse residents included: 1) £car}est-. data, 2) 

rcinearceration data, and 3) employment status. In addition, relevant .... - _ ........ ___ ~_.~_-+ ____ -~-. __ ... -__ __-,.-.-X--. _____ _ 

dl'lllogr;lph Lc and background information 1wd been collected for the first 

report and ,.;as utilized in the present report. 

Demographic and badq;round information obtained for the control group 

waA restrjcted to a quite basic set of knowledge that included: 1) age, 

2) sex, 3) rHee, It) crime, 5) length of sentence, 6) county in '"hich con­

victed, 7) sLatus of the case, and 8) dates relevant to initiation and 

closure of active supervision. In reference to case status, three categories 

wure us~J in the classification of these parolees: active, i.e. under 

supf.'rvisi()n~ final discharge, and parole revocation (incarceration). 

Common to bot11 groups is information on 1) reinca-.cceration status and 

2) ('c\rtain dt'l'\ogrnphic/background factors. Analysis will focus first on the 

relnU.onshjp be.t\"cen these sets of factors for the two groups separately; 

secondly, group comparisons will be made. 
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Samp~~ 

The follOlol-UP study included 130 half-,.my house residents tV'ho entered 

and terminated from the three Louisville half-Hay houses (Blitz, Disnas, and 

Ervin) dUl~ing calendar year 1975. Half of the residents were I.ouisvi 11 ians; 

hmvever, some ,,,ere from out-of-state and S'o~e ,·rere from otber parts of the 

Commom."ealth. Excluded from the hal£-' . ."ay house follm.,-up sample '·]ere per­

sons who were transferretl from Louisville either during their residency 

or during the six-months follm.,-up perioJ. The numbers for the 11alf-\<]O-Y 

house follm·;-up SRI!lple \vere: Blitz-4, Disr:Jas-87 males, c:mel Ervin-39 males. 

The control group numbered 298 (271 males, 27 females) and consisted 

of all parolees from the state corrections system "ho became active parole 

supervision cases of the Louisville office at some time during 1975. As 

with the ha1f-,YaY house residents, some of these parolees were transferred 

into the Louisville area either from different states or from other parts 

of the state but all had their initial parole date during 1975. 

The purpose:: of choosing this control group Has to provide a comparison 

sample of parolees released during the same period of time and to the same 

location as llalf-way house clients. Thus it would be possible to rule out 

dIe influence of extraneous variables such as the labor market and political 

and social attitudes tm·wrd crime amI former offenders. Therefore, as iY(~11 

as examining the success of the half-Hay house residents according to bouse, 

reintegration of the residents may be c.ompared to that of a similar group 

of parolees ,.,ho had not participated in the ha1£-\vay hOllse program. 

Selection of a c(lntrol group from the same geographic location and 

with the same time reference as the experimental group minimizes the dis­

parity between the two groups; however, certain differences may arise from 

the inherent nature of these t\\TO kinds of clients. Per~laps the most impor­

tant difference is that receptive and supportive community elements are 

la.ckin.g for the half-way house group (by definition) but are supposedly 

presen~ for the control group Hho had been released directly to the community 

(a prerequisite to this type of release). Another potential for difference 

between the tHO groups is that the pre-institution residence of approximately 

half of the ha1f-\·my house residents tv-as not Louisville, vhereas very few of 

the direct releases were non-Lollisvi.llians. Hm.,ever, with these possib 1e 

intervening influences in mind, this control group serves as the best available 

reference point ,v-hen revie,.;ring the half-,·my house data. 
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Adequate statistical information ~.,as not available on all Kentucky 

offenders released during 1975, thu~ precluding a comparison between the 

1wlf-way group and all institutionalized offenders. However, comparison,; 

with otlH"Y half-way house and corrections studies will be presented. 

Data C()ll(~ction .- --...... ---_ ... ------- ..... .. 

Fo11m'7-up d<lta on the half-\.my residents and direct releasee control 

group ,,,ere obtained frm:l the Louisville State Probation and Parole office. 

M('mbers of the Evaluation staff recorded information on the half-Hay house 

residents direct1y from case records maintained by the parole officers. All 

rc'lev.,nt notes and reports \.;ere revieived. Assistance in providing additional 

information and in locating files was provided by the Parole Office super­

visors, officers, and clerical staff. The follow-up status of the control 

group i-,as obt.::lined from tll(' index card-fi] e sys tern. 

Relevant in.formation on background characteris tics of the 11alf-Hay 

house clients as \'/011 as otbcr bouse-related data had been obtained earlier 

from the l1alf-"7.:1Y house project records and Bureau of Corrections files. 

'~lOrQaS observutions based on these data Here presented for tbe entire group 

jn the first rl'p01"t, only those observations for the follow-up sample are 

.inc.1uclecl in the present report. 

Infon:;ation pertaining to background characteristics of the control 

group is not as complete as thnt for the half-way house clients. Hhile 

mllch of thCSl~ data are included in the folders of the parole officer, the 

l1tll11ber for the control group (298) precluded in-depth review of all records. 

Instead, summary information was recorded by the Evaluation staff from the 

parolc!(:!'s index card in the Parole Office c.r:l'rd-file system. Although not 

as cxtE'I1sivc, this source provided certain useful backgl"Ound informatiCH"l. 

RESULTS 

Descripti~ Subjects 

.llil]:X:-:2'~0'y_li..o..t1.~.~..s __ Sep"':~" a tely 

As Holl as provid.lng a general indication of the half-way house clientele~ 

it \Yas h,1f!0d that de.scriptive and hackground information \vould be a useful 

refcl"l'llce \vhen examining the reintegration of these parolees (particularly in 
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re1atiun to the control group of direct re1easees). A profile of demographic 

and background characteristics of the residents of Blitz House, Dismns 

House! and Ervin House, as H~ 11 as the control group, is presented in Table 1. 

Table 1. 

Profile of Subjects 

Background 
Characteristics Blitz Dismas 
---~--=-------'----'-----'----' ----
Race 
Age 
Sex 
Education 
Narital Status 
Residence 
Offense 
Sentence 

NA/Not Available 

\~ 

Nixed 
F 

9-11 yr. 
S 

Ky. 
Property 

3-9 yr. 

9-11 yr. 
S 

Jeff. Co. 
Property 

1-2 yr. 

11 
<30 

1'1 
9-11 yr. 

S 
Jeff. Co. 

Property 
Nixed 

Control 
---~---

H 
~30 

H 
NA 
NA 
NA 

I>roperty 
3-9 yr. 

An analysis of the sc.'ll,n-ate houses reveals several relevant points of 

infoTl:;3.tion. Specifically, it Has found t11at four "romen lwd left the program 

in 1975. These Homen constitute a distinct minority (3 percent) of the 

total half-\.;<.1Y releasees and, thus, comparison betHeen th15 house and the 

t,-70 male houses does not appear appropriate. Hm.lever) it can be notetl that 

Blitz House graduates are primarily ,.,11ite, unmarriecl, 1-1ith less than 12 years 

of school. Half of these graduates are over 30; half had committed property 

offenses; and 3 of the 4 had been sentendcd for 3-9 years (Table 2). 

From the profile outlined above and information in Table 2, it can be 

seen that the Dismas and Ervin House residents are young, unmarried, ,-lith 

less than ti-lelfth-grade education. Half of the Dismas and Ervin House grad­

uates are originally from Jefferson County. 

In terms of offense history, the Dismas House group had a slightly larger 

proportion (10 percent more) of property offenders than Ervin House. As the 

table ShOHS, however, this Has the most common offense for both houses. One 

further point of contrast is that Ervin House had twice as many drug offenders 

,'l.S Disnas Bouse (16 percent for Ervin, 7 percent for Dismas). 

The Dismas House parolees also tended to have less lengthly sentences 

than the Ervin House group. Among the Dismas House group, approximately half 

had a t,·:o year sentence or less, and 10 percent received ten years or mare. 
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In C(hlt-r:lSt, Ervin HOU(H! residents \vc.re rather evenly distributed among the 

three senlencing categories. 

~!'~~.f=J:lf1)~ n~~l.:S.~~. _g()r.>~?:!:!1.£:(~ 

In Table 2, the data indicate that of the 130 half-way house residents 

rc'IC'{lscd in the Louisville area, 47 percent arc blac:k and 53 percent w"hite. 

Ninety-sevan pcrc:ent ar~ male and two-thirds are less than 30 years of age. 

Only 13 percC'nt of this group ha'IC a t'vclfth grade education or higher. In 

otlwr Hords, hal f-,vay hous(~ r~sidents are IT.os t likely to be males under 30 

Vlith less than a high school education but equally divided black or white. 

One-third of the half-way house group had committed properly offenses, 

wllile one-fourth of the group were sentenced for a mixed category of offenses. 

Except for the sex off(;~nses (,·,hi cll 3 percent of the half-Hay group had com-

111itte>c1), p(~rson/!n:operty> fraud/forgery, and drug-related offtmses ",rere 

abou t 10 percL~:lt each for the group. 

hThen sentencing is con;;iu('rl·d, one finds that Lf7 percent of the half­

way group recoivcd no more than a two-yuRr sentence. On the other hand, 

16 percent had been sentenced to ten years or more. 

:rIll' ,<~:.c)n.lplJ <G!':-llIPL D}r.c'S-~:.Y.~::l t::!2..:t:;(!C"::? 

Aga in l'l'[('rring to Table 2, one can see that 91 percent of the direct 

rv 1 (~<U;l'l'S are mal (!, 60 p(~rcent are 30 or more years of age, anu approxi-

11l:tlL'ly half tlll' group nre \·;111. to. Information on education and other back­

ground v,JriableB ,'1<18 not available. 

The most frequent offense for ,vhicll the control group had been con­

vjett~d ,vas property crimPG (33 percent). T\venty-one percent of the control 

group f('ll into the mixed category of offenses. One-third had received ten 

YC'ilrs or mor(! as a sentence; one-fourth had been sentenced for two years or 

less; and the remaining l;2 percent had betivecn three and nine years as a 

sentl'11C'C . 

. Q~)]l!P-.'l~:'~S?1.1.-0f._t:lw lI.alf~laY_~0.2:l~..!~..§idents and Control Group 

In general, background characteristics of the two groups are quite 

similar. For l'xamplc, over 90 percent of both groups are male and there is 

nlmost an eql1:11 racial balance. In t(":-ms of age, hOHever} the half-way 

house' gnmp tt:.mds to be younger (under 30) than the direct re1easees: 64 

percent to 40 percent, respectively. 

6 
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Table 2 

Background Characteristics of the Half-Hay 
House Graduates anel Direct Relcasecf::> 

Half-I'lay House P<2.pul<:.!.'Un~ CO.n t.~~..L £~~ly 

Blitz Dismas Ervin'" Total ----

Race: 
Black 1 (25%) 32 (37%) 27 (71%) 60 (It7"/,) 139 (47/;) 
l.Jhite 3 (75%) 55 (63%) 11 (29/.:) _§.2. (53%) 159 (53~~) 

'I (100) 87 (100) 38 (100) 129 (100) 298 (100) 

Age: 
29 & Beloi'] ? CO~/) - ) I, 5L, (62%) 27 (71%) 83 (6 /f%) l1A (lfOn 
30 & Above ~(50~~) 33 (38%) 11 (29%) LI6 (36%) 17L. (60/;) 

Sex: 
Hale 87 (100%) 38 (1002) 125 (97%) 271 (911~) 

Female ~ (lOO/~) 4 (3%) 27 (9 ;;) 

HarHal Stat: 
Single 1 (255;) 39 (45%) 21 (55%) 61 (If 7/;) NA 
Separated 2 (507,) 26 (30%) 11 (29%) 39 (30%) 
Divorced/ 
Hldm"ed NA 

Harried 1 (25%) 22 (25%) 6 (16%) 29 (23%) NA 

Education: 
8th or less - 30 (34%) 1.5 (39%) 45 (35%) NA 
9-11 3 (75%) 45 (52%) 19 (50%) 67 (52%) NA 
12th or 

Hore 1 (25%) ,12 (14%) 4 (J 1%) 17 (13%) NA 

Residence: 
Jefferson 1 (25%) 46 (531:) 21 (55%) 68 (53%) NA 

County 
Kentucky 3 (75%) 27 (31%) 15 ( 397.) LI5 (35%) NA 
Out-of-St. 0 14 (16%) 2 (5%) 16 (12%) NA 

Nature of 
Offenf~e: 

Person 0 7 (8%) 5 (13%) 12 (9%) 33 (11%) 
Property 2 (50%) 31 (36%) 10 (26%) LI3 (33%) 97 (33%) 

Per/Prop. 0 11 (13%) 4 (lU;) 15 (12%) 31 (10%) 

rnl.lld /Forg. 1 (25%) 6 (7%) 3 (8%) 10 (8%) 17 (6%) 

Drug 0 6 (7%) 6 (16%) 12 (9%) 11 (4%) 

Sex 0 3 (3%) 1 (3%) 4 (3%) 45 (15%) 

Nixed 1 (25%) 23 (26%) 9 (24%) 33 (26%) 64 (2J %) -
Length of Sen: 

1-2 yr. 1 (25%) 46 (53%) 13 (34%) 60 (47%) 74 (25%) 

3-9 yr. 3 (75%) 31 (36%) 14 (37%) LIS (37%) 124 (42%) 

10/or Nore 0 10 (11%) 11 (29%) ~ (16%) 100 (33%) 

-1: One Ervin House case omitted due to lack of demographic information 
NA/Not Available 
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Propl.!rty offclWC. and mixed crime offenses vere the most frequent crime 

en.U!?,(jri(!~; for both group!~. Further, there: \'lere very similar results in 

all C;jt(':;()d(~~; except for sex offenses tolhere this rate for the direct rc­

IN1St'('B ,·Ut:-; fiv(! tirnc>s tnat for the half-\.;ay house group. The direct re-

1 easeL',; had, hO'."evl·r, rect!ived more lengthly sC'ntences than the h<3 If-'i"ay 

hotl!w group. 'l\vlc:C' as nluny diree t rl'leasE"es had a sentence of 10 years or 

longl'r (33 p(~rcl'nt to 16 percent.). c.oncoi:litantly> while almost half of the 

llalf-way hous~ group had two years or l~ns, only 25 percent of the direct 

rc~lL'a';('E!~: had rec.:dvcd such a sentc.'ncc. 

Th1l3, iOl" tlH.! varinblc.'s of age and length of sentence, the prognosis 

for s\I{'c(':.;sful ndntcgration by direct rclc;<lSCes appe.ars somewhat Jess 

favorabl". HCl~:l'il\..!r, as a \o7hol(' the t~.JO groups seem quite comparable. An 

(>xaJnjnation ~)f thc! rC!integration of half-Hay house graduates and direct 

Ll'g;ll_,;t:Jtl1!c~_by~hwlse.. In the first report on hal f -,my houses, a 

l"t'LddL'nt's t'(!rminaLion wAS categorized as [0110iv8: sllccessful, neutral, 

and \1\1~itI('c!'s';f111.~·:'·: In this follow-up study, data pertaining to the re,c::ddcnt's 

fnllm':-lIp legal sLDtus an~ likeivisc grouped into distinct categories: thus, 

a l"l'Biliellt jr; dcfJrwd as being in-communi.ty, pending, or reinc(ll~cerated. 

If, n t the l'nd nf slx months, a Iwlf-I'laY hOllse resident had oi ther no 

cOllLaeh; or ninnr contacts ,'lith the criminal j m;tice systeT.1, t 1,c resident is 

dd~ln('d [U ).n.-.c_(I?::tl~l~~l~!)~. This status represents a positivtc> indicator of rc­

intt'grati un. T11e BC'cond eategory labelledflc!lding refers to ex-reside.nts \vho 

('i tlJvr nhSi'lltldt1tl fro:n parole supervision or ",ere rearrested \dth tria} judgement 

pmld f.n~> i.'ill:tlly, those in the _1~.9_ing~~E.s~'r_at('~_ category had been returned to a 

HLato insLitutiutl for either a technical violation of tht.~ir parole stipulation 

C('. g., drinldn;-; or lenving the parole district) or conviction for new offcnses (s). 

*As Uit·.ntinn.:'J, a group of residents werc excluded froln this analysis since 
follol,'-ul' inrllit:lC1tion \vas not available. There were 20 individuals in this 
group; 1R tr,msft'lTcd from Louisville and t\"O died during the period of study. 

;':~:S1_~SY~~.~;_~r\11 gradun tC!G \"ere those \"ho terminated the program having comple ted 
th0 criteria defined for them by the house staff. Neutral graduates had stayed 
tho ngn)t~J am.:lunt of time in the house but evidenced no improvement in attitude 
nnci/or condition. Unsuccessful graduates terminated the progrnm in an unsatis­
f[letery Ta'Lil1l.'l" (e.g. evicted, absconded, or rearrested). 

8 
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In Tnb](' 3, legal status of D:tsmas and Ervin half-,·my house teG.Ld(~nts is 

presented acc(lrding to termination status. Tcrminati.on ebtn In this report 

differ sli~htly from those presented in the first n:~port dup to discrtq)<1nc:i(>s 

discovered in the review of Parole Office records. For instance, 8omo cases 

who 1c!ft the houses classified as SllCCCSSC:'H Here not offi.cially lcrlllLnat(!d 

as such uatil 1976. Thm:cfort~., eh:mges huve been madt'. to keep the fo11oH­

up data consistent with Parole Office records. 

Log,::!l Status and U'Juse 'l'crminatiult StatmJ 
By House 

Dismas HOLlse Ervin House 

Termination In Co;:,- Pend- Reincttr- Tot"l In Com- Pand- Reincar- Total 
ce.rilteu mu~ ing ceDt..tE!L _____ ::;t:~tns mHnity .,.': in!,L -._----

9 

Successful 27 (7:G) 6 (18%) 1 (37,) 34 (100:;:) 19 (79%) 3 (13%) 2 (8Z) 24 (100;0 

!,elltral 9 (~').;) 4 (27%) 2 (13%) 15 (100%) I~ (67%) 0 2 (337,) 6 (1007.) 

Unsuccessful 4 (Ill,) 17 U,6?;) .-l.£!.. (/,3%) 37 (100%) 1 (11%) 2 (22,;) .JL ( 667,) _,9._(lOO;{) 

l,O (t,n) 27 (31%) 19 (22%) 86 (100%) 24 (627.) 5 ('13%) 10 (26;;) 

1:0i1C~ Dism<lB .Lll-eOi':~:unity c:a;;e \,;as nut inclnded sinet> half-Hay hotwe tt'1'miuation 
status h;~d not bpcn cktenrLlled dnring tbe first pham> of data gatllt~rin~~. 

There' T,H?r.:> /17 percent of DismnD House residents ::'n, C'Or.'1t1t1it'I' H1: thp _____ .• __ ~ _ _._""'_.~ .. " ..s 

39 

end of the six-mol'llh follm.:-np. Although five of tId S f,l.'llUP had been nrre~ted. 

these individuals had been in tll(> cOPlmunlty "lith no si~"nifjc:anl l('gal dif­

ficulties. Among those not far.Lng as Stlc('cosfully \verc the 27 rcsidl~Iltn (31 

perc.ent) 1;·:itO \>lGre clas~~ified as pcndil'lg. One-Iwlf of the: pending cases had 

absconded Hhil0 the remainder had hecn rearrested for ne~'l offensl's. Finally, 

19 Dianns House residents (22 pt'rcent) had bcpn rcincarccl'al(~d during thlfl 

six-month period; the majority of these recidivists (14) had b0cn reinnti­

tutionalized for tp.chnical vioiHtions. 

Ar.1ong E'£Y.:i.~}!~~~ graduates, 62 p(~rcent (2 f f) \'lCre in-community at: the 

end of the six month follo\v-up period. Hith t\VO absconders m'lcl three rearrests, 

13 pcyce~t were in the pending category. Also unsuccessful ware the 10 Ervin 

House r,-~sid·.:nts (26 percent) \vho \·lC~rc re:incarcerated dllring this period, 

again mostly for technical violations. 

(100::~) 
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Tlnw, tdtilr· the proportion reincarccriltcd for both Ervin and Dismas 

nowa' i;; quite :;11'111,'«', I~rvtn H(H1S~ had 15 pel"cent more graduates suc('.C'ss­

fully n'i'JajJlill;~ in-C-Ommlllllty than did Dismas HOllse (62 percent to If7 percent, 

r('np(,('tiv(~1y). Another cliff(~renee 1', t1i:lt J)ismas Houfle had more than twice 

that of Ervin IbmH,~in tlw pending catt'gllry (31 pt:!r~~.\.'nt to 13 percent, n~­

E;pC'ct:iv(dy) . 

It HnuJc1 f;r~(.:~, that: the diffcrL~ncf;.! in the' lJin-eo:m:1tln'ityll (luteoDlP be-txv-cen 

L]I(' l\w hOUf;n;; U't:J.J be 1'l'1<lled to difforl.!nC(~s in serviceD providc'd du:rlng 

mainLni lkd f on,; .. ;-"l~J s('rvit:L'~; for tlwi r graduates. ThuB, the d Lffel'(>IlC(, 

in OUtC'{l;.:l' for t'1".':i'.~ tHO lWlI.;l':; c(.1uld reflpct the dtff(!rem::t!s in 1.filplc-

nwntnt t on. 

As noL',: ;;Lt.:: Honse. had ouly four graduates in 1975. 'l'hn'.e of the 

four \V'Oi:wn i:':~-'. ;:1 the pc-Heling eat(!i;,;ory at the cnu of six months; th€~ 

rt'llli!lnini" ow.: ::::; :-.:, ]c!gal prob1l'ms during this tillle. BecausC' of the 51.1al1 

lllltlll)('r of gr;i~:::;:"':;, B1 i t:-: I!nmH' resultn <In.' not pn~sontE;d S('p~lrHt(dy ill 

Lnhh, fon! h'lt ;,~'L~ pr~'BL'ntvd in t.he text for information purposus and nrc 

i nc1udl'd in t;;;) 1.;';; of rt':;ult S for L1li~ hOtWC'f; combined. 

L('r,~a) ~!;.t a ;~ll;; r~;'L~p.ti1:c: __ .h~?')J.:-ya)' .. !~)!lG.l~ J~.r:..?~!Jl.' Annlys is of the da t'n in 

Table I, jIldic:,ttt:,~i th'lL h<llf of Lhv hrtlf-wny hOtwc group remninc'd in-com:1Junity 

''lith no ~;jgnifi(':"nt h'ga1 probh'lI\s at. the end of six month~. Approxb:l,1toly 

Cllw-fnurth of llth-, ,;roup \,:en' 1n ciL1t('x lhn pcmding or r\.~inca1-C(lratlld 

(';\tcgory. 

Tf'rmiu:Llion 
StnttlH 

Nvutral 
llnstll'l'('s;~ftl1 

I.(·.'~:J.l Stattt:; and House Tcrmilwti.on Status 
3 Ha If-h'ay HOUHCS Conbinod 

~_}Jl .. .c~o~:~r~t!_ll,i.ty::,~ __ .~.T._cJl~E.!L~.~ __ Jl.c:.~nc~Tc_C:!.9:..t'l5~1 ___ .:r~t~ ___ 
!t7 (77'1-) 11 (18%;) 3 (5%) 61 (100/~) 
13 (6')7) .... ~'" 4 (19i~) If (19%) 21 (lOOt:) 

5 (11/';) 20 (113%) 22 (117%) 47 (100/~) 

65 (50%) 35 (27%) 29 (23%) 129 (100%) 

"~''-61i'(!- Dl;;l;'l;; ~(Il-(;"~;::;:lUnity cnsc ,'JaH not includ(.'d sinct! half-,·my house termination 
Hlutu:~ h~ld llot h,:c'n determined during the first phase of data gathering. 
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J'5.)Jt~"L:~_t:~tY!5_.P.x..J.lg_l.l.~E:?_~.~£E~1}:.!:1~1.!:jp_~_s_t_~t~1:~.' In Tab] (' 3, :information j s 

pres(mt(!d for the E..2.I.t.!:.E.~_~_.~·.eF.rn.i..!};~_t}:.C2.I~ stntlls and for tlv..! l).(:n.clJ~lg):.('}~,a} fol1ot·J­

up status as ,,]('11 as for tIl(' successful and unflucc(>!,H~[\ll eategor.ies of both 

variables. Since the i nt(~rmecl Latc catl!gories inc 1 Uell' mh~L~d and llueert <lin. 

outcomes, tllere data are presented primarily for information. ConRiel~ring 

then the; cxtr<:f;le categories, there is a positive rcl"llion betiwl'll Bm~C(~nf;[lll­

r18S8 of tt.!nnination status and of lC'g<ll follow-up status for both hnW3(!S, 

i.l'.>., the SllCC8ssful terminators tend to be! in-comm1lnity 27 to 1 and 19 to ~ 

and tl1C! uns1.ic\::«'-:Sflll ten:Jinators tend to be n~inCareEjratl~d IG to 4 and 6 

to 1. 

It appears th'lt house termination status is a strong predietor of t.Ilt! 

subsC'qucnt let;8.1 status of both Ervin Hnd IHsmas House gnduatn,c;. 

As prcvicu::ly noted, threc,! of the four Dlitz House gr.rtcluat(·f; were 'in 

the pending C:-;!:0 :~()ry Hi th one Jiving Stlccc'ss[ully in the e('mmullit y. Of 

the three StlCCb ::ul terminators, Ol1e 'VLW in-coiC):mmity fit thv Six--HlOnllw 

f 011 ()t'l-tlp • 

J"c g_a_~._!l.f:.::.~;': :2.'! L~~_ti r;~.Jl~!:::::!~y_ )~.£.¥..'~_(·.]~r2EJ2-J~):..J_l~1.:1L-~~?}1~U:<';_~_ .t !.~r!l15.n.n:· 

tionsL.::~!l.~: .\s previously found ",ith the hous(~s scp:trnlely, hOtHW termina­

Lj.on sL:tLus j~; v0.r), rmch n;-latC'd to nubseqllvnt 1t·gal status. Tah10 If shmm 

that tll0 SUc.cC:"h~ft11 prognlT:l grac1u:ltes for the c(l;;]birwd group arc much r!lt)l~(~ 

1ikply to be i n-co:nr:tun i ty than rE' incHlTer:l tNl~-47 to 3. At the smuc tim£.'. 

unslIccN.:sfu1 graduates an' ymeh more likely to bL! }"C'inci.u"cl'rntptl tl1nn in­

commnnLty--22 to 5. Furth('r, th" l1(!utral tenn'inators :lre marc Ilh>Jy to 

be in-community tlwn pcndins llr r('jncD.1:'(·('rat~~c1. 

_li~1_1~~5i~L!l.9~~s_~1'~si(l0}1t.s.;_~~J?}_~.Y.!~£.1' .. t .. ~ .. S.~~t~'§. 

££lpJoY..!'lt:';.l}.L s t2-tl1.~ __ 0I~~~l12_t~'_.!.~:..rmi.~a~_~~on ... st .. <l.t:.t}~ . .J?X.!1.2'1!!..(; < In thi 8 

folJm,'-up study, as well <JS using 1(',ga1 status as an indicator of com:liunity 

rcintC:!gration, the cmp10ymtint statl.18 of tlw half-"ny house residents is 

examined. In Table 5, the employment status of Dismas and Ervin Honse 

residents is indicat~d. 

Exaaining Table 5, one notes that an almost ('qual proportioll of Dismas 

House (!f3Z) .:md Ervin House (!~4/~) residents Hcre employed at the cnd of the 

six-month fol] m\"-up period. And similar to the comparison bet,.,reen tcnninn­

tion status and legal follow-up status, there is generally a positive 

relation between successfulness of termination status and of fallaH-Up 

11 
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employment status fur both houses. Successful Dismas clients tend to be 

(·mployi..'d 25 to 9 but successful Ervin clients are not di.fferentiated in this 

r(!~)pect, 1.3 8Tl.ployC'd anel 11 unemployed. Unsuccessful terminations for both 

l1011fwr;, I!o;'lever, tend to be unemployed 31 to 6 and 8 to 1. Neutral termination 

!;tat.us for hoth houses :;ltO',vB no relation to employment status. 

Table 5 
I~r:lplCJymt.'Ilt and llou!;c T(~rmination Status: 

Hy House and Combined 

I ~r~<nati()n Dis:::,"1S Eous(~ Ervin House 3 Combined Houses 
, __ .£U:::~.t . .:.~,- ... ____ ,,~_.J~~_-I:2..t:::'?}' * Tota __ 1 __ I_~I!!.Pl· UnernpJ.. Total Empl. Unempl. Total 

25(74%) 0(26~) 34(100%) 13(54%) 11(46%) 24(100%) 40(66%) 21(34%) 61(100%) 

6(40%) 9(')~) 15(100%) 3(50%) 3(50%) 6(100%) 9(43%) 12(57%) 21(100% 

:':C\';l! Ll i :nl,;w U1H:r:.;)J (h't.'J ('<!:-:t! iVd:'l not lncludpd s i.nrl.~ hal f-~,!Oy h0118(, terIT,inati on status ho.d 
nd, h.·..:~ c1ph';':r:m·(f (1',r-~1:~~ t1~c f~rst phasl~ of (("La gathering. 

Cons.idcring Blitz House separately again, one finds that two of its 

four graduates \·7crc employed Clnd these HE!rC tHO of the three successful ter­

minators, 

}~l~P_-!:.()Yl~E.'}l_~,..£..!:_~tt1s.-.::<nd house termination status for the combined grOUT?' 

Combining results of the three houses, one finds that 43 pe.rcent of this 

group had consistent and/or current employment. Teble 5 shaHS that Stlccess­

fu'i. t e>rmina tors are more likely to he employed than uncmployed--LfO to 2l. 

At: the same time) unsuccessful tL!rminat ors are more likely to be unemployed 

than employed--!!O to 7. 

Employr:1c:lt status and legal status by house, Employment 'appears to 
----~- - ._ .... _--.- -----~---~----- - .. -----------,--

be r81ated to legal status of the half-Hay house residents (Table 6). For 

tlw ('wp10yeJ from both houses, this relation.is strong: the employed . tending 

to be in-Cl);;l:::uni ty ra ther than incarcerated 31 to 2 and 16 to ,0. HOHever, 

for the l.laei:1ployed from both houses, this relation is 'vealc the unemployed 

tending tli be reincarcerated rather than in-community 17 to 10 and 10 to 8. 

0:1.<' 0f thc· t"10 Hli tz House employed graduates was in-community; both 

tn)l~mpltly(,J grodu:1tes \<]en~ in the pending category, 

12 
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Db'lhItl Hallae 

Table 6 
Employment and Legal Status: 

By House and Combined 

Ervin Bouse 
In In In 

13 

3 lIouge9 Combined 

f.0:!!.!!n}J:y-..:....!.!.'ld~!t~ nl!!~2:!~~<?1!'11 C~~L-!!!0.l;s R~inr:,lrcetat:ed Tot~!... Cnr.;::~."-,L~~:2.!~l.s....... nein:.::.!..c1:.!E!~~~~J~ ... _ 

r.":lpl"yod 31 (84;';) It (IU) 2 (5~) 37 (100:) 116 (',)41) 1 (6~) a (01) 17(100::T.s (86X) 6 (117.) 2 (I,:\:) 56 (100%) 
Unemployed _lQ (2fJ'!L l .. L~l 17 (34:) ~lCI)i.) _U1!!& _!dl~);) 1!L~:Q lli1.!1~J i? (21,& ..11~P)'!) 27 (1'>':2. 1.:~(~QQ,U. 

(11 (47,t) 27 (311) 19 (22:) 87 (lCO:t) 21, (62);) 5 (13%) 10 (26:;) 39 (lOfJ~) 66 (51%) 35 (27)';) 29 (nI) 130 (100:) 

Empl.9XE'211t ,~t:!l_~_~ls_~l!..'!_leg--,~~~~~~l_~_LOL tl;..C comb03~Kro~~:._ J~he import;tnce 

of employ!!!ent status is apparent V7h(~n Table 6 is examinpu. The employ('cl arc Illore 

likely to be in-co:n:;l1mLty than reincarceratc,d--48 to 2 whereas the une,mploycd 

Here more likt:!ly to be rc;incarcerat8cl than in-cClf:1Ulunity-··27 tu 18. Employment, 

then, appeaLs to be a crif"jcal variable in the hrtlf-way hmlSl! rcr:ldcnt' s attempt: 

at reintegrat~~n. 

Backgrounj characteristics of the 293 direct releasees Wl10 constituted 

the control gro~p are presented in Table 2. As \lith the 1wlf-,o,'ay house 

group, ~ho3e parol~cs who were transfe~~cd f~om louisville were cxcl~ded 

from this analysis since folloH-up information Was not available. Legal 

status of the control group at the end of six months is presented in Table 7. 

Table 7 

Six Month Follow-Up on Legal Status of Control Group 

Active Final Discharge Reincarcerated Total 

280 (9lt%) 10 (3%) 8 (3%) 298 (100%) 

.Comparison of Half-~·;_ay House Residents and ~on~roUrouE.. 

Fo11m-;'-up status. A direct comparison between these two groups appears 

to be legitimate only in terms of the reincarceration category. The remai-n­

ing t,.;'O caregoi-ies are not "pure, ,t so to speak, in terms of indicating a 

parolee's legal status. The active category includes any parolee whose fil(! 

is still open \,;>hether because the parolee is doing Hell or has absconded or 

been rearrested: the primary criteria arc that the parolee has not bee.n 

reinstitutionalized or discharged. In addition, the final discharx~~ category 

,'lQuld not include all those \o7ho should be defined as successfully rein­

t~grated. 
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H(l~·lL!ver., c.ompariscm in terms of ndncarceration is cer tainly relevant. 

In this s rudy, mtlrk(~d differenc.es in recidivism during this six month period 

(trL! rcvpu 1 ed between these tv70 groups. Of the 130 half-,oJay house rc<,dden ts 

in this study, 22 p~~rceL1 t (29) had been reincarcerated during this six month 

period; in contrast, 3 percent (8) of the 298 direct releasei:'.:s had been re­

:inst i tution~l1i zed. Thm;, overall the hal f-\·:.'1Y house resi(> !oJ have a much 

highor reincarceration rate than the direct releasees. l­

it shou] d b(! i: . .:mtianod that performance vlithin the half-'I,,' 

. is connec tion) 

couse program is 

n varia;"lc infltwnd.ng recidivism: the reincareeration rale for successful 

progru::l tcr:~d:::::. tors is 5 percent "Thile this rate for the unsuccessful ter-

minators is ~7 percent. 

F~~~~_?:~-uJ_"_~t_~tu~:.~.~._~_acl::g.~.l!.n_~ __ c:.l2.':~<:t:.:..r_~s tic~: The queB tion aris es 

Arc there va::ia:..,lcs in background characteristics of the direct releasees and 

ha1 f-~·my h011S:' ~~rollp that might be explanatory for the differential rein­

carceration ,:'.!:>:::oLle? The tvlO gl:oLlPS Here found to be quite similar on a 

vad (~ty of r",1':"J'.:mt b.:1ckground charactC'rist.i.cs (Table 2). FurLh(~l > for the 

vadab} (,h 0,1 -,,'hich the groups differed, the half-Hay house tesidcn tB Deemed 

to have the ~0re favorable prognosis, i.e., being younger and having less 

lengthy ficnU·ncc's. This, hc)"(.;C'.vcr, was not reflected in lower reincarce.ra-

tion ratc!s for the lwlf-\·my house residents. Looking only at the reincar-

cenltL'd, there! nrC' no d i.stinct diff('l"encc>s in terms of race, ;lge, sex, or 

nature of last offense; 11ow8vcr, direct re.leasces with the longest sentences 

Wl~re more likely to be n-'jncarcerated than the comparable half-,.ray house 

group (Appendix 1). 

There is one cliffpYEmtiating variable that may be related to the 

direction of the rcincarccration outcome, i.e., location of prior residence. 

IL is a fairly safe tlsslm~tion that most direct releasees are and should be 

parolc:.d to the:Lr home tm,Tns. Since half of the half-Hay house residents 

arc n,)t pnroled to their place of residence and would consequently be lacking 

in terms of far.lily and community support, this may be a deterrent to their 

1:0 in t ('r,:ra tion. 

'1'1-10 ::;tudies on half-way house programs in other states \<lere found to 

have datil comparable to that collected for this study of Kentucky Half-Hay 

Hout:es. In a study conducted on 15 houses in four states by the Federal 

14 
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General Accounting Office, it ,·/as estimated that approximately 50 percent 

of the half-way house participants would eventually remain in the community. 

At the end of Rix months, the Kentucky half-way houses with an overall re­

incarceration rate of 22 percent compnres favorably \d.th the projected GAO 

rate; hm-lever, 27 percent of the Kentucky groups did have pending chargeR 

against them. Further, tl12 GAO conclusions were bas~d on data collected for 

up to five years ,,,hereas tho2 Kentucky group has been released a relatively 

short period of ti:;le. Alr"ndy 49 percent have held SOllie reinvolvemont I.]ith 

the crinin?l justice systi;,::1. This eompnrison suggests that the Kel1tueky 

half-,vay hous2 progrCl.;'\ may eventually have a hi gher reincnreern.tion/rc.cidivism 

rate than that projected in the GAO study. 

m1en cor.:.?aring the Kentucky program to a Hinnesota stuely on six lwlf­

way houses, tr.8 rates for reincarceration and pending charges '<len: higher 

for the Ken:=uc1::;.- houses. During a six month period, the Ninnesota hn1f-\lilY 

house residents had an 11 percent rcincarceration rate with 5 percent having 

pending charges. Furt[lC'r, unlike the Kentucky program, performance \'7ithin 

the Hinnesota houses did not appear related to the later reeidivism. A 

review of Ninnesota's selection criteria, clientele characteristics, and 

TH~ogram did not appeat' to :::-evea1 any significant differences from the 

Kentucky program that P1igllt explain the difference in outcomes. 

In summary, the Kentucky hal£-,·]ay house program's effect on recidivism 

appears some\,;ha t comparable to that found in the Federal GAO study aJ though 

it was stlggested that Kentucky's recidivism rate may be higher as release 

time increases. Hhen cOI:lparing Kentucky results to those of Hinnesota, the 

latter program had a reincarceration rate half that of Kentucky during a 

six month period. 

Smu.L<\.RY AND CONCLUSIO~S 

Although a variety of relevant information has been presented on the 

Kentucky half-"ay house program, several points nm" seem worthy of revimv. 

In this study, the target population of this follmq-up study "las 130 parolees 

\"ho entered and terminated from the Kentucky Half-Hay House Program during 

1975. As \.:ell as revie"iing this groupls reintegration into the community 

in terms of recidivism and employment, ha1f-"\-)'ay house participants t-lere com­

pared 1-lith other Louisville parolees and half-,my house parolees in other 

states. 

15 
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The Kentucky half-\·my house group was generally a young group, unmarried, 

having J (!SS than a t\.,elfth grade education. Property offenses were the most 

frequent erime of this group. On the ,·,hole, these parolees appeared similar 

in bad:grot1!ld characteristics to the other parolees surveyed. 

This study focused primarily upon tbe recidivism of the half-\.]uy house 

group durin[; the six nonths follm.;ring their release from the house. It 

vms found that 51 percent of the half-Hay house group had remained in the 

c:0111:\1\1n1 ty ,'li::h n:) significant contact with the criminal justice system; 27 

percent kl:J pGnding charges and 22 percent had been reincarceratecl. 

Consi~erin3 the houses separately, Ervin House had a higher proportion 

(62 pen.:ont) in-co::lmunity than Dislllns House (47 percent). The rcincarceration 

rates for both houses were similnr, 26 and 22 percent, respectively. Blitz 

HousC:' for f(:~.::il(; offenders had one ex-resident in-community and three "with 

pending chaq,:'':s. It appeared that success of performance \'1ithin the house 

,·ms diH'ctJy ,:'.1.1 slro:1g1y related to the resident's subsequent legal status. 

In genl!rnl, di::fereliCE!8 in recidivism '.]ere not found related significantly 

Lo backgrounJ characteristics of the group. 

An addi tional fa.:::tor that ,·ms nC'te"70rthy concerned the second indicator 

of CO:ilililmily rcdnte:grati on---employment. Half-ivay house participants\vho 

(von' employed \·18re. more likely to be: in the community vli th no serious legal 

problems than i"G~rc the unemployetl, and the unemployed ,·]ere more likely t.o 

be )~eincarcerat('{l. Of interest, hO\'lever, is that less than half of the half­

I-my house group (lf3 percent) had CUr1~ent or consistent employment during 

this follow-up period. 

V,Then t.he reincnrceration rate of the half-ivay house group Has compared 

to that of the control group, the former evidenced a much higher rate, 22 

versus 3 perc.:;nt. The only discernable difference appears to be tha"t the 

ha1£-\13)' house group do(>s lack the initial family or community support that 

the dire.:::t releasees presulllable have. 

Pre.sently, the Kentucky program co:npares favorably with the Fede1~al GAO 

study. Ho~,Tcver, the GAO reincarceration rate was suggested on the basis of 

a much 10ng81: time span, thus the Kentucky program might not result in the 

overull projected effectiveness of having 50 percent in the community trouble­

free as release time lengthens. Fur ther, ,.]hen comparing Kentucky results to 

those of ~linnesota, Kentucky half-,·18.Y houses have a rQincarceration rate 

tw.iee as high (22 percent to 11 percent). Also, unlike Hinnesota, the 
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Kentucky study found tho.t successful program graduates "Here much more lik(~ly 

to be non-recidivists than program neutrals or failures. 

In summary, it appears that the Kentucky Half-Way House Program evidenced 

a relatively high rate of reincarceration during the first six months of 

follow-up compared Hith similar data from other Kentllcky parolees, a Hinnesoti1 

half-way house group, and the GAO ha1[-\,'ay house part:Lcipants. There are, 

hm'H~ver, factors that seem relevant ,·/hen considering causes and remedies. 

Firf?t:., progra::1 successes llad feHer reintegration problems than others in the 

ha1£-,·my hous~ group. .Second, employment was indicated as a deterrent to 

reincarceratio:l. I~, location of prior residence and, hence, the factor 

of community SU?l)ort may have been related to rejntcgrntion. These factors 

suggest that selection criteria and programming in the houses might bl! re­

vimoled in efforts to reduce the reincarceration rate. 

\ 
) 
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Appendix I 

A COT:lparison of Background Characteristics of the Reincarceratecl 
Half-Hay House Graduates ancl Control Group 

Race 
Black 
Hh Lll~ 

t\ge 
29 & be10w 
30 & abovo 

SEX 
:Ia 1 (> 

:b;\~rI1a 1 e 

~ature of Currant Off8nse 
P('rBOn 
Vroperty 
P(~rsol1/P roper ty 
Fraud/Forguyy 
Drug 
Sex 
Hixl~cl 

Length of Sentence 
1. to 2 years 
3 to 9 years 
10 years or morc 

Half-Way House Gracluates i : 

N=29 

9 (32%) 
19 (68%) 
28 

18 (6 L,%) 
10 (36%) 
28 

29 (100%) 
0 

29 

3 (11%) 
13 (46::;) 

2 (7%) 
1 (Lf%) 
2 (7%) 
1 (4%) 
6 (21%) 

28 

10 (36/~) 
11 (39%) 

7 (25%) 
28 

Control Gro~ 

1\:=8 

o 
8 (100%) 
8 

5 (63%) 
3 (36%) 
8 

8 (100%) 
0 
8 

3 (38%) 

1 (121~) 

1 (12%) 
3 (38%) 
8 

3 (38%) 
1 (127,) 
4 (50%) 
'8 

~~OnC' roincarcerated Ervin House resident was excluded since background 
:information ,·;;15 not available. 
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