This is the most authoritative volume available today covering the wide-ranging impacts of
sentencing on individual, community, and societal outcomes about which we care deeply. With
detailed reviews by top scholars, those who want to understand what we know about sentencing
policy need go no further than this superb collection.

—Todd R. Clear, Distinguished Professor of Criminal Justice, Rutgers University

This volume is a tremendously thorough and nuanced analysis of the visible and hidden
consequences of punishment and sentencing decisions. The articles explore not only the multi-
faceted and wide-ranging impacts from imprisonment but importantly and uniquely also include
those that result from pre-trial detention, increasing privatization, and even restrictive housing
policies. The impressive breadth of topics, all broadly falling under the rubric of mass criminal
justice contact, in addition to specific policy proposals, make this essential reading for academics
and practitioners alike.

—NMichael Jacobson, Executive Director, CUNY Institute for State and Local Governance

Handbook on the Consequences of Sentencing and Punishment Decisions, the third volume in the
Routledge ASC Division on Corrections & Sentencing Series, includes contemporary essays on
the consequences of punishment during an era of mass incarceration.

Following an editors’ introduction, the volume is divided into four sections. First, contributions '
situate the volume by providing insight into the growth of mass punishment and an overview
of the consequences of punishment decisions. The second section explores the societal impacts
of punishment on housing, employment, family, and well-being. The third section examines the
effects of punishment for juveniles, immigrants, and individuals convicted of sexual or drug-
related offenses. The fourth section focuses on institutional implications with contributions on
jails, community and institutional corrections.

Beth M. Huebner is a professor in the Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice at the
University of Missouri-St. Louis. Her work centers on community corrections, with a focus on
racial and gender disparities and public policy.

Natasha A. Frost is a professor in the School of Criminology and Criminal Justice at Northeastern
University in Boston, Massachusetts. Her primary scholarly interests are in the areas of
punishment and social control, with a focus on mass incarceration and its consequences.

CRIMINOLOGY / CORRECTIONS
ISBN 978-1-138-60896-2

Routledge
Taylor & Francis Group
www.routledge.com
9%781138"608962
Routledge titles are available as eBook editions in a range of digital formats an informa business

-ections & Sentencing Handbook Series

39a31Ln0Y



HANDBOOK ON
THE CONSEQUENCES
OF SENTENCING AND

PUNISHMENT DECISIONS

THE ASC DIVISION ON CORRECTIONS &
SENTENCING HANDBOOK SERIES
Edited by Pamela K. Lattimore and John R. Hepburn.

The American Society of Criminology’s Division on Corrections & Sentencing sponsors a series of
volumes published by Routledge on seminat and topical issues that span the fields of sentencing and
corrections. The critical essays, reviews, and original research in each volume provide a comprehen-
sive assessment of the current state of knowledge, contribute to public policy discussions, and identify
future research directions. Each thematic volume focuses on a single topical issue that intersects with
corrections and sentencing research. The contents are eclectic in regard to disciplinary foci, theoreti-
cal frameworks and perspectives, and research methodologies.

Edited by Beth M. Huebner and Natasha A. Frost

EDITORIAL BOARD

Gaylene Armstrong, University of Nebraska, Omaha
Todd Clear, Rutgers University

Francis T. Cullen, University of Cincinnati
Natasha Frost, Northeastern University

Beth Huebner, University of Missouri-St. Louis
Brian Johnsen, University of Maryland

Jodi Lane, University of Florida

Dan Mears, Florida State University

Michael Osterman, Rutgers University

Cassia Spohn, Arizona State University

Jeffery Ulmer, Pennsylvania Seate University
Christy Visher, University of Delaware

HANDBOOK ON PUNISHMENT DECISIONS
Locations of Disparity
Ulier and Bradley

HANDBOOK ON THE CONSEQUENCES OF SENTENCING
AND PUNISHMENT DECISIONS
Huebner and Frost

§ Routledge

Taylor & Francls Group

5

NEW YORK AND EONDON




CONTENTS

List of Contributors
Acknowledgments

Introduction

The Consequences of Sentencing and Punishment Decisions
Beth M. Huebner and Natasha /. Frost

PARTI
Consequences of Punishment Decisions

©1 Historical Trends in Punishment and the Lens of American Federalism
Michael C. Campbell and Paige E. Vaughn

. 2 Collateral Sanctions: The Intended Collateral Consequences

of Felony Convictions
. Tanya N Whittle

Bi‘i_:)ad Impacts

3 '_f_'.l_"he Collateral Consequences of Incarceration for Housing

4':_.R'esidential Insecurities and Neighborhood Quality Following Incarceration
Brianna Remster and Cody Warner

xif
xix

11

13

32

51

53

69



Conterits

Impact of Incarceration on Employment Prospects
Robert Apel and Anke Ramakers

Incarceration, Reentry, and Health
Chantal Fahmy and Danielle Wallace

The Psychological Effects of Contact With the Criminal Justice System
Thomas P LeBel and Matt Richie

Impacts of Incarceration on Children and Families
Miriam Northeutt Bohimert and Sara Wakefield

Impacts of Conviction and Imprisonment for Women
Miriam Northcutt Bohmert, Matthew Galasso, and Jennifer Cobbina

PART HI
Consequences of Sentencing Decisions

10

i1

12

i3

Punished for Being Punished: Collateral Consequences of a

Drug Offense Conviction
Ashley Nellis

Compounded Stigmatization: Collateral Consequences ofa

Sex Offense Conviction
Kimberly R. Kras, Morgan McGuirk, Breanne Pleggenkshle, and Beth M.

Huebner

The Hidden Consequences of Visible Juvenile Records
Megan C. Kurlychek and Riya Saha Shah

Deportation as a Collateral Consequence
Carlos E. Monteiro

PARTIV
Institutional Contexts

14 Mass Jail Incarceration and Its Consequences

Joshua C. Cochian and Elisa L. Toman

15 Collateral Consequences of Pretrial Detention

Natalie Gouleite and John Wooldredge

85

105

143

161

173

175

168

204

221

243

245

271

Contents

16 The Impact of Restrictive Housing on Inmate Behavior: A Systematic
Review of the Evidence
Ryan M. Labrecgue and Paula Smith

17 The Impacts of Privatization in Corrections: The State of Evidence and
Recommendations for Moving Forward
Andrea Montes Lindsey and Daniel P Mears

PARTV
Broad Implications

18 “Raise the Age” Legislation as a Prevention Approach to Address Mass
Incarceration

Danielle Tolson Cooper and Jennifer L. Klein

19 Mass Incarceration in Jail and Family Visitation
Emma Conner

20 The Hardest Time: Gang Members in Total Institutions -
" David C. Pyrooz and Meghan M. Mitchell

Exportation Hypothesis: Bringing Prison Violence Home to the Commuty
" Don Hummer and Eileen M. Ahlin

xi

290

311

331

333

346

361

379

400



Miriam Northcutt Bohmert and Sara Wakefield

Turnanovic, [ I, Redriguez, N., & Pratt, T. C. (2012). The collateral consequences of incarceration Tevisits
A qualitative analysis of the effects of caregivers of children of incarcerated patents. Criminology, S04
913959, .

Turney, K. (2014). The consequences of paternal incatceration for maternal neglect and harsh parenting, §;y
Forces, 92(4}, 16071636, Retrieved from https://doi.org/ 10.1003 /sf/s0t 160 ;

Turney, K. (2015), Liminal men: Incarceration and relationship dissolution. Social Problems, 0, 1-30. :

Turney, K. (2017). The unequal consequences of mass incarceration for children, Demography, 54(1), 36138

Turney, K., & Haskins, A. (2014). Falling behind? Children’s eatly grade retention
Seciology of Education, 87(4), 241-258. _

Turney, K., Schnittker, ], & Wildeman, C. (2012}, Those they leave behind: Paternal incarceration and matey
nal instrumental support. Jowrnal of Marriage and Family, 74(5), 1149-1165. Retrieved from https://dg
org/10.1111/1.1741-3737.2012.00998.x .

Tarney, K., & Wildeman, C. (2013). Detrimental for some? Heterogeneous effects of maternal incarceration ¢
child wellbeing, Criminolagy & Public Policy, 14(1), 125—156.

Uggen, C., & McElrath, S. (2014). Parental incarceration: What we know and where we need to
Criminal Latw and Criminology, 104, 597604,

after paternal incarceratis;

g0. Journg

van de Rake, M., Murray, [., & Nieuwbeerta, P {2012). The long-term effects of parental imprisonment on

criminal trajectories of children. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinguency, 49, 81-108. :
Wakefield, S. (2015). Accentuating the positive or eliminating the negative? Paternal incarceration and caregiver.
child parenting quality. fournal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 104(4), 905-928.
Wakefield, S, Lee, H., & Wildeman, C. (2016, May). Tough on crime, tough on families? Criminal justice an
family life in America. The Annals of the American Acadesy of Political and Social Science, 8-21.

Wakefield, 5., & Powell, K. (2016). Diistinguishing “petty offenders” from “serious criminals” in the estimation of

tamily life effects, The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 665(1}, 195-212.
Wakefield, 5., & Uggen, C. (2010). Incarceration and stratification. Annual Review of Sociology, 36, 387--406.
Wakefield, 5., & Wildeman, C. (2011}. Mass Imprisonment and racial disparities in childhood behavioral pto

lems. Critinology & Public Policy, 10(3), 793-817.

Waketield, S., & Wildeman, C. ], (2013}, Children of the prison boom: Mass incarceration and the future of American’s

inequality. New York, N'Y: Oxford University Press,
Western, B. (2006), Punishment and inequality in America, New York, NY: SAGT, Publications,
Western, B., & Pettit, B. {2010}, Incarceration & social inequality. Daedatus, 139(3), 8-19.
Western, B., & Wildeman, C. (2009). The Black family and mass incarceration. Annals of the American Academy o
Political and Social Science, 621, 2212432,
Wildeman, C. (2009). Paternal imprisonment, the prison boom, and the concentration of childhood advantage
Demography, 46, 265280, :
Wildeman, C. {2010). Parental incarceration and children’s physically aggressive behaviors: Evidence from the
Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study. Social Forces, 89, 285-319.
Wildeman, C. (2012). Imprisonment and infant mortality. Secial Problems, 59(2), 228-259,

Wildeman, C. {2014). Parental incarceration, child homelessness, and the invisible consequences of mass impris-

onment. The Annals of the American Asademy of Political and Secial Seience, 651 (1}, 74-96.
Wildeman, C. (2016). Incarceration and population health in wealthy democracies. Criminology, 54(2), 366382

Wildeman, C., & Andersen, L. H. (2015). Cumulative risks of paternal and maternal incarceration in Denmark .

and the United States, Demographic Research, 32, 1567~1580,

Witdeman, C., Scardamalia, I{,, Walsh, E. G., O'Brien, R. L., & Brew, B. (2017). Paternal incarceration and teach-
ers’ expectations of students. Socius: Sociological Research _for a Dyriamic World, 3, 237802311772661. Retrieved

from https:/ /doi.org/10.1177/2378023117726610

Wildeman, C., Schnittker, I, & Turnsy, K. {2012). Despair by association? The mental health of mothers with
children by recently incarcerated fathers. American Sociological Review, 77, 216-243.

Wildeman, C., & Turney, K. (2014). Positive, negative, ot null? The effects of maternal incarceration on children’s
behavioral problems, Demagraphy, 51(3), 1041-1068.

Wildeman, C., & Wakefield, S. (2014). The long arm of the law: The concentration of incarceration in families
in the era of mass incarceration. Joiurnal of Gender, Race, and Justice, 17, 367—389,

Wildeman, C., Wakefield, S., & Turney, K. (2013), Misidentifying the effects of parental incarceration? A com-
ment on Johnson and Easterling {2012). Journal of Marriage and Family, 75(1), 252-258.

160

IMPACTS OF CONVICTION AND
IMPRISONMENT FOR WOMEN

‘Miriam Northcutt Bohmert, Matthew Galasso, and Jennifer Cobbina

Introduction

ollateral consequences” are constraints imposed by the state and federal government on‘in_cﬁvidu—
Cwho offend as the result of an arrest, conviction, or imprisonment, These additional restrlcuox'ls are
wil consequences of conviction, outside the realm of the criminal process (Johnson, 2001; Plnar‘d,
b), and are considered indirect penalties of having a felony offense (Pinard, 2006). Generally said
e “unintended,” these consequences continue to impact an individual long after she h;fs served
het sentence term. In this chapter, we present a description of the challenges that women mv.roived
with the criminal justice systemn experience—whether as a result of a criminal conviction or incar-
ceration. OF course, women who have not been incarcerated differ from those who have been
jail or prison for an extended period of time. The added burden of being incarcerated pre- or
\st-conviction (that is, going to jail or prison to either be held, await teial, or to serve a se.ntence)
means these women have spent time away ftom family, friends, and employment and are hk.dY to
have fractured these important networks i ways that have consequences beyond just th? convu:t‘xon.
©Over the past 30 years, women have been a fast growing population in corrections—prison
incarcerations have increased over 700 percent since 1980 (The Sentencing Project, 2615). In fact,
ice 2010, the female jail population has been the fastest growing correctional pepulation, increas-
i by an average annual rate of 3.4 percent (Glaze & Kaeble, 2014). Just from ?069 to 2013, the
mimber of women in jail increased 48 percent (Minton, Ginder, Brumbaugh, Smﬂej-].\/[cDonald, &
ohloff, 2015). Although parole numbers appear to be stabilizing or stightly dechmn.g (Glaze &
Bonczar, 2009; Marnschak & Parks, 2012), berween 2000 and 2010, the female probation popula-
tion increased by 17 percent, or an average of 1.5 percent annually (Glaze & Kaeble, 2014). On any
given day, 1.2 million women are under the authority of the criminal justice system q{_aeble, Glaze:
Tsoutis, & Minton, 2(16}; approximately 1 million are sentenced to community supervision, 11 1,4?3
are incarcerated in a state or federal prison (Carson & Anderson, 2G16), and another 100,940 are in
Tocal jails {Minton et al., 2015).
" The typical female involved in the criminal justice system has hafl a d}-u.g or propcrty offense
135 percent and 28 percent, respectively; Carson & Anderson, 2016}, 1s 2 victim of child :ll-ld adult
. sexual and intimate partner viclence (Scroggins & Malley, 2010; Verona, Murphy, & Javdani, 2016),
exhibits mental health problems (James & Glaze, 2006), is drug or alcohol dependent (Mumola &
“ Karberg, 20086), is unemployed or economically marginalized (Morash, Kashy, Northcutt P:ohmert,
“Cobbina, & Smith, 2015), and is the mother of a minor child (The Sentencing Project, 2013}, Black
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women are more thar cwice as likely, and Hispanic women are 1.2 times as likely, as White wonya
to be incarcerated (The Sentencing Project, 2015}, Although Black and Hispanic wonien experieng
higher rates of imprisonment thar White women, the gap has closed dramatically between 2000 and,
2014—for example, the rate of imprisonment for Black women fell 47 percent while it increags
56 percent for White women.

Evidence that collateral consequences have impacted women in profound ways is also foupg

xpcmencc sexual or physical abuse; and qggressive antisocial women (12.9 percent) who had the most
me risk and need profiles combined with lifelong sexual and physical abuse, antisoctal personal-
anmsocml families, mental health issues, and homelessness.

he gendered pathways model highlights several considerations relevant to the study of col-
teral consequences. First, the paths women take into crime are diverse—some women may have
teen pushed into crime by histories of viceimization while others entered crime as a result of severe
sconomic marginalization and residence in a high crime neighborhood. Second, as a result, women
i ‘cach pathway have shared challenges as well as resources ac cheir disposal. Some women need
extensive counseling and addiction treatment, others do not; some need educational and vocational
ining while others do not; some need the safety and opportunities afforded to those who live
#-better neighborhoods while other women already reside in such places. Thus, types of collateral
:gnsequences, and the severity, that women experience as a result of having a conviction, will vary
smendously by the path she took into crime as well as the tools she has available to respond. For
);(a,mplﬂ, the normal-functioning female with drug addiction who already has a job and lives in a
ice neighborhood will not be as impacted by housing, employment, and social service practices that
disqualify ¢hose with felony records as a more socially and economicaily marginalized woman. In
short, the collateral consequences outlined in this chapter will not be experienced in the same ways,
he same extent, for all women who have been convicted or incarcerated. This body of research
the groundwork for understanding how collateral consequences may impact some women more
harshly than others. We will review the major collateral consequences in the following sections,

in their high rates of recidivism. About 25 percent of women released from prison fail within six
months {i.e., have an arrest for a new crime), 33 percent fail within a year, and 68 percent fail withj
five years of release (Snyder, Durose, Cooper, & Mulako-Wangota, 2016). Similarly, failure rates fis
individuals on probation or parole have remained consistent over time at approximately 18 to 20 pm:'
cent (Kaeble & Bonczar, 2016; see Tables 3 and 5). These data indicate women are having a hard tisge
getting their lives back together after conviction and incarceration events. In this chapter, we review,
the most common collateral consequences experienced after conviction—with attention to he
these consequences may be worse for women wheo have been incarcerated.

Pathways Into Crime

To understand how collateral consequences of conviction and incarceration impact women, it
important to first appreciate the context in which they are occurring. Women involved in the crimi
nal justice system, as is the case with men as well, are not experiencing the punishment of a cor
viction in isolation. Instead, the penalties accompanying conviction are most often interlaced with'
a host of other chaltenges w(}men.experie'nced prior tol t.heir most recent cr":m.inal. justi(:f:~ syste;p" Collateral Consequences
involvement. And the new hardships are likely not additive, but rather multiplicative, or interad
tive to the hardships they are already managing. This sheds light on how the new challenges of 2
felony conviction or serving time behind prison walls will impact those who already have a criminal
conviction. s

The gendered pathways paradigm first developed by Kathleen Daly (1992) delineated five mai
pathways women take to criminal behavior: Harmed-and-Harming, Street, Drug-Connected, Bat
tered, and Other. To develop these pathways, or profiles of women, Daly collected and analyzed:
40 women'’s pre-sentence investigation reports. Until Daly's study, the dominant narrative was that
women who engaged in offending behavior were all “street women”—women who had run away
from abusive househelds, had gotten involved in petty hustles, became drug addiceed, and engaged:
in prostitution, theft, or sefling drugs to support a drug habit; however, in Daly’s study these women
only comprised 25 percent of the sample, Instead, the most common type of women (37.5 percent)-
who engaged in criminal activity were harmed-and harming women who had psychological prob-.
lems and an inzbility to cope with current circumstances. Many of these women were abused or
neglected as children, used drugs or aleohol, and may become violent when doing so.

Daly’s framework has since been refined by others who have confirmed the presence of mulu
tipie pathways women take into crime. However, the number and composition of those pathways
have varied (Brennan, Breitenbach, Dieterich, Salisbury, & Voorhis, 2012; Chesney-Lind, 1997; B. A.
Owen, 1998; Reisig, Holtfreter, & Morash, 2006; Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009), For instance, utiliz-
ing data from interviews, risk assessments, and criminal history data from 718 women, Brennan and
colleagues (2012) identified eight pathways nested in four superordinate pathways: normal functioning
but drug-abusing females (34.7 percent) who have more positive vocational and educational resources,
less poverty and abuse, and fewer mental health problems; battered women (23.6 percent) who have
experienced lifetimes of physical and sexual abuse but are average in other areas; socialized subcltiral
pathways, wotnen (28.5 percent) who are severely socially marginalized and have serious deficits in
education and vocational skills, live in higher crime neighborhoads, have stronger antisocial attitudes,
and whose drug use and drug teafficking suggested subcultural crime networks but who did not

Finding Employment

Even in an era of relative financial stability, finding stable and worthwhile employment can be dif-
ficult, especially for those with a felony conviction who muay often face restricted access to particular
jobs or opposition from employers (Pager, 2003). Mauer (2005, p. 609) noted:

Once a prison term is completed, the transition back to the community is almost always
laden with difficulty. What in many cases is a sitnation of limited connections with the
world of work becomes even more problematic with the stigma of imprisonment attached
to former offenders. And particularly in an economy increasingly diverging into a high
skills/high technology sector and a broad low skill service cconomy, few offenders have
promising prospects for advancing out of the bottom rungs of the job ladder.

- Women who have been to prison may have difficulty functioning emotionally and/er inter-
personally in the employment setting (Harper, 2011). Employers generally expect their employees
to work 2nd communicate well with others, follow instructions, adaps to change, and accomplish
organizacional goals (Herr & Cramer, 1996; Neff, 1977}, In her examination of the role of pris-
‘onization. on employabiliey for men and women, Harper (2011} found that the development of
interactional processes was disrupted as a result of prisonization’s psychological impact. Thus, the
experiences learned and implemented in prison themselves serve as a collateral consequence to suc-
cessful prison reentry; these may need to be un-learnted or retooled for individuals to find success
“during reentry.

Moreover, for those who have been incarcerated, employment opportunities are further restricted
because many former prisoners typically have few work skills, low levels of education, and lim-
“ited work history. Between 1991 and 1997, 68 percent of inmates in state prison did not have a
high school degree ar their General Educational Development (GED; Harlow, 2003). A rulti-state
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analysis of reentry outcomes revealed thar about one-third of women have secured employmeg,
months post-release (Mallik-Kane & Visher, 2008). Lack of childcare, discrimination, and co
with employers have been identified as primary factors to women’s low employment rate folj
ing release from prison (Harm & Phillips, 2001; Richie, 2001; Schram, Koons-Witt, Wl]harm
McShane, 2006).

Yet, employment may serve as a particularly important path out of crime for many woppe
Holtfreter, Reisig, and Morash (2004) found that economic marginalization s 2 prominent oy -
why women commit crimes, suggesting they may have additional deficits in this area that have fike
been worsened by new convictions or incarcerations. They suggest that employment may serve
a particulazly important path out of crime for many women. The authors paint to state-spong
resources such as employment assistance or childeare as helpful in providing economically marg
ized women with the necessary resources to survive without having to commit crime,

The impact of 2 conviction or incarceration on women’s employment is shaped by the econgris
conditions present in the current hiseorical epoch. Factors such as availability of jobs or social servic
programs impact women’s success. Reesearch by Morash and colleagues (2015) found that changes :
the availability of social services (foss of monetary assistance or housing) increased certain types:s
recidivism for 345 women on probation and parole in one Midwestera state, Women who had hig
and unmet needs were at greater risk for recidivism, mental illness, and substance abuse, hlghhghnn
the relationships between economic context and women's reentry success.

Success in securing employment and navigating economic hardship has also been linked to stroii
ties and family support. However, women involved in the criminal justice system have what Des
mond (2012) has called disposable or weak ties—unstable and short-lived relationships forged wit
hew acquaintances to gain access to needed resources and provide some measure of companionship

and comfort. Poor inner-city women often travel in isolated, small social circles, which inhibits them

from developing strong social ties that may provide employment opportunities post-release (Reisig
Holtfreter, & Morash, 2002). Further complicating women’s ability to obtain or maintain employ

ment is the collateral consequences often tied to driving licenses. At least 16 states require at leasta:
six-month suspensicn of driver’s license for drug possession charges (Cauchon, 2014). The loss of 3
license and the enormous financial fees required to reinstate the license may compound women's
problems obtaining employment (Northcatt Bohmert & DeMaris, 2017). Though employment is’
one way that formerly incarcerated women can establish a new post-incarceration identity, many find

it difficuir to secure a decent paying job.

Securing Housing

Finding suitable housing is the lynchpin to successfully transitioning into the free world (Petersilia,
2003;Visher & Courtney, 2006). Bradley and colleagues (2001, p. 7) detail the role that housing plays

in shaping the reentry process:

For the returning prisoner, the search for permanent, sustainable housing is more than
simply a disagreeable experience. It is a daunting challenge—one that portends success
or faiture for the entire reintegration process. . . . Housing is the lynchpin that holds the
reintegration process together, Without a stable residence, continuity in substance 2buse and
mental health treatment is compromised. Employment is often contingent vpon a fixed
living arrangement. And, in the end, a polity that does not concern itself with the housing
needs of returning prisoners finds chat it has done so at the expense of its own public safety.

A stable home environment provides social and emotional support and structure that is conducive
to positive reentry transitions (Sullivan, Mino, Nelson, & Pope, 2002). In their investigation of 570
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_ d female parolees, Cobbina, Huebner, and Berg (2012} found that women with prosocial
:ships with an intimate partner or who had strong ties with their parents had a lower risk for
vism and re- -offense; this effect held regardless of prior criminal history. While finding a place
"¢ is one of the pressing concerns returning prisoners encounter, it is often permeated with
erous barriers.
‘First, many women have Limited personal or private sources of support upon release. As a result,
most women returning home from prison will seay with family members; however, evidence suggests
“family are less supportive of women who return home than men (Mallik-Kane & Visher, 2008).
oreover, the stay with loved ones may be temporary if their ties have weakened or if her presence
<es a threat to housing stability for the family. While some returning prisoners will stay with their
tended network of friends and relatives, parole agencies typically prohibit parolees from associating
‘anyone with a criminal record. This restriction, which includes family and friends whe may be
ng to take the person in, further limits housing options.
‘Second, while the private housing market is also available, this option is often cost-prohibitive, as
't cannot afford first and last moneh’s rent, plus a security deposit. Most former prisoners leave
sn without enough money for a security deposit and those that do provide vouchers may, at the
ast, provide only a few weeks of housing {Center for Public Policy Research, 2007).
Third, even though public housing is an option, there are a number of policies that have effectively
estricted access to public housing for significant numbers of individuals who formerly engaged in
ime. Convicted drug and sex felons are prohibited from residing in subsidized housing, which
ither depletes their housing options (Lutze, Rosky, W, & Hamilton, 2014; Wheclock, 2003).
dividuals’ status as ex-convicts often provides landlords reason to rent to another applicant, even if
they do not have a drug or sex oftense. Even if they do qualify, waiting lists can be as long as two or
thr'ee vears for subsidized housing (Petersilia, 2001).
Fourth though homeless shelters are an option for housing, many shelters are often overcrowded
th long waiting lists and limit the number of days they can remain in residence. Some do not
cept children, which is problematic, especially for women who are trying to mother their children
(Petersilia, 2001). Given that shelters may be temporary or restrictive, living with family or friends
miay be for short periods of time, and rent may be unaffordable, it is not surprising that a proportion
individuals returning home fiom prison experience homelessness. Approximately 10 percent of
gople who enter prison have experienced homelessness and it is estimated that at least the same
percent will experience homelessness upon their release (Roman & Travis, 2006).

Obtaining Social Services

“The 1996 federal welfare Jaw prohibits anyone convicted of a drug-related felony from receiving
federally funded food stamps and cash assistance (also known as TANF—Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families). This is a lifetime ban for drug felony offenses regardiess of whether that person
‘is a minor or a first offender. While states have the option of passing legislation to Hmit the ban or
‘eliminate it altogether, most states restrict at least some people with drug felony convictions from
_being eligible for federally funded public assistance and food stamps. The Legal Action Center (2004)
“reports that 17 states have adopted the federal drug felon ban without modification; 21 states have
limited the ban in some way to enable those with drug felony convictions to get public assistance
f they meet certain conditions, such as participating in alcohol or drug treatmens; 12 states kave
 eliminated the ban entirely, having detrimental effects on those with lower sociceconomic status.

Reductions in assistance to the poor primarily impact female-headed families with depend-
“ent children (Bloom, Owen, & Covington, 2004; United States Government Accountability Office,
2005). Specifically, it limits access to economic aid through TANF by setting time limits for receipt
of financial assistance and requiring states to involve minimum percentages of welfare caseloads in
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ﬁé::rs they often have little choice but to return to comumunities that are spatig]iy proximate to
i ';';:ﬂ, involved individuals in their former social network (Holtfret.:er et al.,, 20 ) —
e omen, particulatly women of colog, return to disenfranchised commun.mes with high
MOS; c\::me.Tilcse urban areas are characterized by high levels gf poverty, segregén?t:;}gge;l{if;;
‘and racial isolation (Massey & Denton, 1993; Massey & F1sher,'201(}). For inst E: | thel
," sion of how women engaged in criminal activity navigate ne1.ghborhood crime, obbina,
, I;fl{ashy and Smith (2014) found that Black women were more likely to describe more Cmm;
"?as'r’ncighl;orhood and lived in census tracts with higher disadvantage and lowe; afﬂue.ncc aﬂd
: - ial stabilicy than White women. Women of color often reside in economically distresse
Sldcm hoods with limited political, social, and economic resources and consequently often report
elg_lf}bOT o St nel hEorhood programs and services (Owen & Bloom, 1995; R.chie, 2001)‘. C?n—
_:ICE_S R fgcolor who return home from prison often report feelings of marginahzat?on
"quﬂg?tg;ewc?;?j:xs of an economically distressed neighborhood, making successful reintegration
B dlff'icumn in-depth interviews from 37 women returning to impoverished St. Louis, Misso}xn,
D;;‘::}Tfof;& Bergpand Cobbina (2016) examined the intersection of. cognitive transformat;lon
Gig__ logical context on post-release success; they hoped to learn how neighborhoods matter. They
; iiCShatgwomen returning to the same scructurally disadvantaged geig-hbor.hlood cgnte);ts x‘r‘vsri}zzi
tedestined to the same outcome. Women's comumitments to prosocial 1dc‘:nt1tzes, \fdenht e mpdeSist
ik of thoroughly constructing a plan for change wai;l comiletecclﬁzaizr,ﬁe;;bt }:‘at :1 cfi:rgrlllborhgo\d
sm cri ite poor residential contexts. However, the authors 50 .
cﬁ’;:ltsc iﬁ;ifg qui}ze powerful. Berg and Cobhbina f;lis-cove.red that while nc1ghb0r;1cfocise rﬁi]l?hio;:gzi
cit lures most also contained prosocial resources. This INIXtUre POses ch;l]lc.:ngesf or evel i
smmitred women returning home from prison and makes i¢ difficult to abstain rdom crs;n .to o
Recently, Huebner and Pleggenkuhle (2015}, using 2 large sample of. men ;:n ?;n;l -
vide a rigorous test of gender, did just that by examining several contexts: pzu;]; 111(;gléﬂdre ;fwere less,
neighborhood, and residential mobility. Compared to men, women who care ; Erl Hdren were
likely to be reconvicted for a subsequent crime; hOszver, women were more likely neur s vech
ical violation and fail more quickly than men within four years of release. L]_Vlng V\(;l i cwl,; o
important in helping women desist but was not as irnportanF for men. Lpgg@ p(}rm bs ;)h el mc{
nd in more disadvantaged neighborhoods, functiolneé ;Of increase re%d:;lj:;r ;)tral(zzom) nand
i wver, in their examination of women released from prison, : . :
(;) zgzi.fisz\feffe’cts of community conditions on recidivism fo'r either African Af’xmgr;ciriv Zﬂ:lfz
;omen. Thus, the effect of context at many levels should continue to be examined fo

work preparation and employment. R esearch conducted in muleiple states showed thae sancao'
non-compliance to guidelines primarily affected clients who are Black, have mental illness, 1
education and disabilities, and victims of domestic violence and Black clients {Alfred & Chlup, 20
Monnat, 2010). As already mentioned, faany woimnen engaged in offending behavior have the chap,
teristics of those most negatively affected by sanctions; thus, they would be likely to experienc th
increasingly punitive welfare system. '
Moreover, one-quarter of women are serving a sentence of a drug crime (Carson & Ay
son, 2016), and 62 percent of state, and 63 percent of federally, incarcerated women are
ers (Glaze & Maruschak, 2008). Prior to incarceration about one-third of mothers in Peis
were unemployed. Moreover, 36 percent of mothers {and nearly 10 percent of fathers) in prisg
received welfare benefits prior to imprisonment {Glaze & Maruschak, 2008), Children of ing
cerated parents who are denied economic aid are at risk of neglect, experiencing hardships;
having invoivement with the criminal Justice system due to the prospect of reduced family in¢o
support (Allard, 2002),

Managing Child and Family Responsibilities

Criminal records can prohibit women with felony convictions from retaining parental rights 4
1997, Congress passed the Adoption and Safe Families Act {(ASFA), which was intended to mg
chifdren into permanent placement within certain time frames to ensure foster children were. g
staying in foster care for prolonged periods of time. However, the ASFA guidelines have served iz
barriers to reunification between imprisoned women and their children, Approximately 52 percen
of women in prison reported being single parents, which increases the odds that their children w
enter the child welfare system upon their arrest {Glaze & Maruschak, 2008). Moreover, 6 percent of
children in foster care entered the system as a result of parental incarceration (Allard & Lu, 2006
Although welfare workers are required to make a “reasonahle effort” to reunite children with their
parents when children enter the welfare system, the passage of the ASTA in several states shortened
the time frame for initiating the process of terminating parental rights for foster children from 15
months to 12 months (Travis, 2003). Since the average time incarcerated women serve in prison
18 months in prison, most are at risk of losing their parental rights (Christian, 20093,

"lo prevent the termination of their parental rights, incarcerated women face several challenges:
First, 1t is impossible for women to maintain regular contact with a child in foster care, given her
imprisonment. Thus, the onus would be on the child welfare caseworker to arrange for visitation i
between the child and incarcerated mother. With high caseloads, some may abandon the prospects of ;
reunification with an imprisoned mother even though courts are fess likely to terminate the rights
of 2 mother who can demonstrate continual positive contact with her child and involvement in his
or her life (Christian, 2009). Second, involvement in children’s dependency proceedings (i.e,, case
planning, hearings, and court orders) demonstrates a willingness to be reunited with children and
can help to avoid termination of rights. Hlowever, mothers are often dependent on caseworkers for
informaticn and guidance to navigate the dependency proceedings. Unfortunately, evidence suggests
that caseworkers rarely communicate with parents in prison, inform them of hearings, or involve
them in case planning (Christian, 2009).

‘the criminal justice system.

Promising Reforms and Policies in Collateral Consequences
for Justice-Involved Women

Gender-Responsive Programming

‘Researchers ate developing new policies to support women with convictions ‘and m;:;r;::;:;fg:z
: (Swavola, Riley, & Subramanian, 2016). One promising strategy for addressing th_e 1:11:-::':c0res OnSibﬂ.i_
“of women’s unique needs (substance abuse, trauma, vmlenc'e,- hor.nelcssnefs, caretak :g - p;amming
“ties) that considers agency as well as her social stmctu;al position is gende;;resp;)r(lislv gle gﬁ)uowmg:
(Bloom, Owen, & Covington, 2006). Gender-responsive programuming acknowle tgcs S
{1) gender makes a difference; (2) fosters an envgon-ment based on safety, respec ;]ian. e iddrésses
promotes heaithy connections to children, family, szgmﬁcan{’others and the comumu t}f,coordination
the web of appropriate social services; (5) address economic needs; and (6) improves

Living in Disadvantaged Neighborhood Contexts

People in prison are concentrated in a relatively small number of predominanty economically dis-
tressed neighborhoods (see, for example, Lynek & Sabol, 2001). For instance, Harding, Morenoff, and
Herbert (2013) found that a small proportion of impoverished arcas in Michigan tend to house the
vast majority of formetly incarcerated female and male individuals, Given the constraints on former

166 167



Miriam Northcuit Bohmert, et, al

between community services (Bloom et al., 2006). Bloom et al. (2006) provide implementation
for each arena of gender-responsive programming as well as recommend the use of restorative j
techniques and greater focus on community support to accomplish these goals.

's'te;p
usti

Putting these principles to work, the National Institute of Corrections funded the University s

Cincinnati to examine existing procedures for classifying women engaged in illicit activity on

basis of risk and needs. Research was conducted in four states {Colorado, Missouri, Minnesots, it
Hawaii), including four insticutional samples, four probation samples, and one pre-release sample

(Van Voorhis, Wrighe, Salisbury, & Baumann, 2010; Wright, Salisbury, & Van Voorhis, 2007, WK
the assessments were designed for men and applied to women, with little concern for their appis
priateness, the smdics found chat the original, gender-neueral assessments were valid for WOITé

However, the research also found that they could be improved with the addition of a numberigf

gender-responsive factors that were found to be predictive of institutional misconducts and COTTHTify
nity recidivism. To further improve how women are treated, the following gender-responsive neg
should be assessed: mental health history, depression/anxiety, psychosis, child abuse, adule victimizy
tion, relationship dysfunction, parental stress, and housing safety. Strengths should also be examine
including self-efficacy, parental involvement, family support, and educational assets,

The National Institute of Corrections has initiated the development of the Women’s Offeride.
Case Management Model (WOCMM), which is being used on a specialized caseload of medinm- te

high-risk adult women in the state of Connecticut. The WOCM approach relies on a team of servic
providers, family, community supports, and women themselves to identify women’s needs, strength
goals, and required community services (Millison, Roobinson, & Van Dieten, 2010}, all of which a
vital to the success of women involved in the criminal justice system.

Wrap-Around Services

Several methods of caseload management have focused on providing women with comprehen

sive wrap-around reentry support. For example, two programs in California provide a variety of:
wrap-around services such as intensive case management, peer support, primary care, transportation,

employmen: services, parenting classes, and counseling to high-risk women {Bloom, 2015). In pro

viding for women’s constellation of needs, wrap-around services should evaluate whether programs .

are appropriate for women, seek parity, commit to women-appropriate services, consider commu-

nity, and include family and children (Bloom et al., 2006). Research cvaluating the effectiveness.
of "wrap-around’ curricula for integrated, gender-responsive, trauma-informed treatment services

within residential facilities found that, after successfial completion, women reported less substance
abuse, less depression, and fewer trazma symptoms (e.g., anxiety) {Covington, Burke, Keaton, & Nor-

cott, 2008). Rescarch of similar programs, with women not involved in the criminal justice system -

but with co-occurring disorders, utilizing meta-analysis of 17 studies and 19 treatment protocols,
provides tentative support for the utility of trauma-informed, integrated programming but calls
attention to the lack of methodologically rigorous treatment trials; the authors call for additional
work in this area (van Dam, Vedel, Ehring, & Emmelkamp, 2012).

At the same time as there is a push to consider women’s multiple contexts and to increase pro-
gramming and services to meet needs holistically, there is also a push to have less intervention in order
to improve women’ outcomes during reentry (O'Brien & Ortega, 2015; Phelps, 201 6). Northeutt
Bohmert and DeMaris (2017) examine the experiences of women on probation and parale and find
that the wrap-around services provided by attentive and well-meaning supervision agents may create
additional hardships for women who have poor transportation. The authors conclude that, althotigh
wrap-around services are required to address women’s multiple needs, sometimes less services, and
less travel, may be appropriate so women are not set up to fail.
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arly, Phelps {2016) details the ways in which the local, state, and national atrempts ‘at smarfter
srection have involved both expanding and contracting the penal state. For cxafnple, increasing
ase of diversion options for low-level and drug offenses, in particular, has limited the growth
omen’s incarceration. However, increased punitiveness on drug offenses has exp;u.ldt’:d th.e car-
il stace. Simplifying the reach of the system, at the macro level, by politicians and crm.unal Justlc‘c
‘osstrators, as well as on the micro level—in everyday interactions between community supervi-
an agents and service providers—would serve to increase success for women with convictions and

erations,

Specialty Courts

‘sther promising approach is reentry-focused courts that simultaneously consider substance abuse,
intal health, homelesstiess, and past trauma alongside womer's seatences. Upon successful comple-

tion of court-ordered treatment, these courts have the ability to reduce or dismiss charges. Although
réeﬁtry courts have been operating in some jurisdictions, predominantly for men, for many years
(Fétsco 2013; Maruna & LeBel, 2002), with some success in reducing new convictions but also asso-

jons with higher revocations (Hamilton, 2010), they have not been as widely utilized, or studied,

for women. Legal scholars have reviewed, and advocated for, the anticipated benefits of these courts
M Grath, 2012), but rigorous evaluation research is sorely needed to determine the effectiveness of

entry court outcomes for female participants,

Conclusion

Riecent empirical work has situated women who commit crimes within the web of factors such

‘neighborhood context, family environments, and economic climates, which together constrain
their agency. Yet, as collateral consequences of imprisonment such as finding employment, secur-

itig housing and social services, overcoming transportation problems, and navigating disadvantaged
neighborhoods continue to bear down on individuals, developments in research, theory, and pelicy

main important. Promising new policies such as gender responsive programming, wrap-around
services, and specialty courts provide an important intersection of strong theory and rigorous empiri-
cal work—in a tangible way that improves the lives of those who bave contact with the criminal
justice system.
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