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Introduction

On November 15 and 16, 2001, more than
50 researchers, policymakers, practitioners,
corrections officials, and other specialists in
the field of fathers and families gathered in
Philadelphia, PA, to convene the National
Center on Fathers and Families” (NCOFF)
“Roundtable on Constructing and Coping
with Incarceration and Family Re-Entry:
Perspectives from the Field.”

Until recently, discussions regarding
incarcerated parents have been driven by
advocates and practitioners lobbying for
reforms in prison policy and the criminal
justice system. Yet issues of incarceration and
its effects on parents, children, families, and
communities are as much human
development concerns as policy dilemmas.
The roundtable’s purpose was to examine
both developmental and policy issues within
the contexts of responsible parenting, family
support, and child welfare. It was also
intended to identify pathways leading to an
integrated knowledge base on incarcerated
parents, families, and communities that will
be useful to researchers, practitioners, and
policymakers.

While the roundtable addressed the
effects of parental incarceration—when either
a mother or father is imprisoned—it also
provided a specific focus on the complexities
of the presence, absence, and re-entry of
incarcerated fathers into their children’s and
families’ lives. This focus is essential, since an
overwhelming percentage of incarcerated
parents are fathers; a roundtable report
delivered by Christopher J. Mumola, which
examines statistics from the U.S. Bureau of
Justice, indicates that of all incarcerated
parents, 93 percent are male, and only 7
percent are female.

The Roundtable Online

This roundtable marked the first time
NCOFF extended the event with Internet
capabilities, both during the meeting itself and
in extended discussion online afterward. The

proceedings were simulcast live on NCOFF’s
website, and Internet viewers were invited to
e-mail their questions, many of which were
posed to participants. The video files are
available for viewing using RealPlayer at
www.ncoff.gse.upenn.edu.

The online discussion of parental
incarceration and family re-entry focused on
the implications of the roundtable’s
deliberations for policy, practice, and research.
This forum was intended to explore further
specific issues raised during the live
discussion, as well as contribute additional
perspectives on the impact of incarceration on
parents and their children, families, and
communities. NCOFF posted brief statements
to frame these online conversations, asked
participants to post their initial comments on
the statements, then distributed those
comments on an e-mail listserv. Throughout
the online discussion, the goal was to identify
specific issues and problems that should be
addressed and to suggest approaches
appropriate to our specialized areas of work
and possible collaborative efforts. Highlights
from these online conversations were
integrated into this summary report.

A Context for the Discussion

Responsible parenting—particularly,
responsible fatherhood—is a hot-button issue
in family research and practice. In an almost
unprecedented rise from obscurity as recently
as five years ago, it has become one of the top
priorities of policymakers and elected officials.
Despite the increased significance accorded to
parenting at all levels of government, few
studies focus on mothers and fathers in the
criminal justice system, particularly on the
capacity of state criminal justice efforts to
facilitate parental involvement or on the
extent to which current prison-reform efforts
create mechanisms to help parents reconnect
with their children post-incarceration. As
well, in the midst of heightened public and
political sensitivity to and concern about
families, rigorous discussion of the issues and
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policies regarding incarcerated parents, their
families, and children is relatively absent.

Advancing the discussion requires the
application of resources to this area of inquiry
and practice. According to Tom Henry of the
University of Pennsylvania, “If we don’t get
resources, we will still keep having the
conversation.” For nearly 50 years, the nation
has expressed concern about parental
incarceration, without thinking systematically
about how to address it. He continues, “"We
are still asking questions such as: “Are
incarcerated parents fit parents?” The answer,
too often, is a simple “no,” with little
investigation regarding why.”

These and other concerns related to
parental incarceration and its impact on
families cross the boundaries that typically
divide research and practice and that separate
these spheres from policymaking. Addressing
them requires collective, collaborative, and
strategic efforts that: reduce risks to children
resulting from parental incarceration; position
families and communities to be protective
oases for children; assist families and
communities in addressing and redressing the
uncertainties that arise from parental absence
and re-entry after incarceration; and
determine ways in which correctional
institutions, family services, and labor
agencies might best respond to the issues of
responsible parenting both within correctional
settings and within the prisoners’ families and
communities of origin.

The discussion at NCOFF’s roundtable
focused on four general topics: (1) “The Effects
of Parent Incarceration on Child and Family
Welfare”; (2) “Practical Dimensions of Father
Incarceration and Re-Entry: Race, Legal
Representation, and Family Policies”; (3)
“Positioning the States: Intersections of
Responsible Fathering, Family Support, and
Correctional Systems”; and (4) “The Roles of
Programs, Practice, and Communities in
Supporting Fathers and Families Pre-, During,
and Post-Imprisonment.” Each session was
interactive and was developed around a core
set of questions, providing attendees with
opportunities to discuss in depth the issues
raised in the process of answering them.

As for all roundtable discussions, the
meeting’s primary goals were to:

(2)

1. Present a comprehensive analysis of issues
and problems identified in the fathers and
families literature;

2. Deepen the discourse around these issues
between and among researchers,
practitioners, and policymakers;

3. Engage participants in the development of
a research agenda, as an initial activity in
a longer-term research study;

4. Move the roundtable and the field past the
idea stage toward the conduct of sound
basic and practice-driven research; and

5. Involve practitioners closely in the
conceptualization of research projects
pursued by NCOFF and others in the
field.

After authors delivered summaries of key
themes and findings from their research
papers, they were given a brief period in
which to respond to discussants’ questions.
These responses broadened the scope of each
paper, placing the issues it raised in a wider
context or suggesting new ways of
conceptualizing them. Moderators then led a
discussion on these themes among all
roundtable participants, who used them to
explore new directions for research and
practice and implications for policymaking.

Summary of Roundtable Themes

Several overarching themes, which are
discussed in detail in subsequent sections of
this report, emerged from the discussion.

¢ The ambivalence that exists among
policymakers and society at large toward
the impact of incarceration on families and
communities has resulted in the absence
of a systematic approach for collecting
empirical and ethnographic information
about incarcerated parents and their
families, for performing basic research
and intervention evaluations, and for
launching coordinated policies that do not
penalize the children and communities of
incarcerated parents along with the
offender. This lack of concern has led to
the erosion of social capital in
communities with high rates of
incarceration, the development of social
policies and services that often advance
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competing values, and only sporadic
success among programs addressing the
needs of incarcerated parents. One
important consideration that has yet to be
addressed is the specific effects of parental
incarceration on children.

Issues of re-integration are as much about
reinforcing communities as eliminating
recidivism. High rates of parental
incarceration deplete communities of the
human resources that are needed to
sustain family and community support
systems. When a community is deprived
of a member through incarceration, the
capacity of the community to support its
families and children fully is diminished.
Researchers need to reconsider the models
and assumptions they currently use when
examining incarceration—its causes and
impacts, as well as society’s approaches to
redressing crime. Policymakers need to
address the fact that some policies
designed to correct injustices, such as
racial disparities in sentencing, in practice
have had unintended consequences that
instead reinforced those disparities and
worsened conditions in communities.
They must also reconsider how public
resources are invested in communities
with high incarceration rates—in prisons
or in services that build social capital.

For research on incarcerated parents and
their families to serve policymaking and
practice effectively, a number of steps
must be taken. Researchers need to: find
ways to work with practitioners when
collecting data in order to build trust with
a population and ask the right questions;
develop a broader ecological and
conceptual framework for thinking about
role transitions surrounding incarceration,
within the context of an institution and
vis-a-vis the family and the community;
develop more refined and realistic
outcome measures that are tracked over a
significant period of time; incorporate
feedback from the community and
practitioners into research methodology
and design; design data-collection
strategies that emerge from everyday
settings such as schools, healthcare
providers’ offices, and publiclibraries;
and obtain qualitative profiles detailing
the experiences of individuals, families,
and communities, rather than limiting
study to quantitative measures describing

a population’s demographics and broadly
defined outcomes. In particular,
information about incarcerated parents
and their families must be shared and
transferred readily among researchers,
practitioners, agencies, funders, and the
populations with which they work.

There is little Issues of incarceration
integration and its effects on parents,
between children, families, and
fatherhood communities are as much
efforts within human development
communities concerns as policy

and those dilemmas.
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Moreover, the

need for services far exceeds the capacity
for prisons to provide such services to
fathers. Of the in-prison fatherhood
programs that do exist, most have a very
narrow focus—primarily on child support
and child-support enforcement—and may
undervalue the need for training in
education, job skills, and health issues.
Program support also needs to be more
long-term, and, to make the case that these
services make a difference, states need
access to evaluations of successful models
to determine what works. Practitioners
can serve critical roles as translators,
conveners, and advocates to help address
systemic problems. They can help to
translate how public policies affect the
lives of individuals by articulating the
conflicting goals and missions of public
and social service agencies and the need
for greater interagency communication
and coordination. They can serve as
conveners within communities for the
transmission of values and norms and for
providing new social and economic
resources. Lastly, they can serve as
advocates who not only ensure that the
concerns of the incarcerated are heard but
also identify common ground between the
punisher and the punished. However,
when considering the various roles of
practitioners in serving incarcerated
parents and their children, it is essential to
acknowledge that they do so in different
settings (for example, in social service
agencies, in prisons, schools, or
communities) and at different levels (at
the state level, in local agencies, or in
community-based efforts).
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About This Report

This report synthesizes the discussion of
the themes and their implications for
policymaking, the directions they indicate for
future research, and the lessons they impart
for practice. The first section contains
summaries of the research papers presented at
the roundtable, interspersed with discussants’
commentaries. The second section describes
the current and emerging issues in father
incarceration and re-entry that arose during
the roundtable exchanges. The third section
offers new directions for research. The fourth
section explores the implications of the issues
raised for policymaking. The final section
describes lessons learned for practice.
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Summary of Roundtable Papers

NCOFF asked roundtable participants to
explore the issues discussed in three papers:
(1) “Linking Father Involvement and Parental
Incarceration: Conceptual Issues in Research
and Practice” by Vivian L. Gadsden and R.
Karl Rethemeyer; (2) “Returning Captives of
the American War on Drugs: Issues of
Community and Family Re-Entry” by John
Hagan and Juleigh Petty Coleman; and (3)
“Bureau of Justice Statistics Special Report:
Incarcerated Parents and Their Children” by
Christopher . Mumola. Two participants,
Deborah Johnson of Michigan State University
and Phillip Bowman of the University of
Nllinois, Chicago, served as discussants for all
three papers, and Wallace McLaughlin of the
Fathers and Families Resource/Research
Center served as moderator. This section
summarizes these papers and the related
commentary from research presentations. The
cross-cutting issues raised during the
discussion of these papers are described in the
remaining sections of this report.

"Linking Father Involvement and
Parental Incarceration: Conceptual
Issues in Research and Practice”

Authors:  Vivian L. Gadsden, NCOFF,
University of Peaasylvania
R. Karl Rethemeyer, NCOFF,
Harvard University'

Gadsden’s and Rethemeyer’s paper
positions father incarceration as an important
subset of emerging knowledge in fathers and
families research. Drawing upon literature in
multiple fields of study and practice, the
authors focus on the nature of father
incarceration and its effects on children,
families, and fathers themselves. Their goals
are to consider the ways in which the issues
informing parental incarceration and family
re-entry might be examined in fathers and
families research, and to offer suggestions for
the development of conceptual frameworks

! Currently at the Rockefeller Institute, State
University of New York, Albany

9

that can serve to build the field, using the
Fathers and Families Core Learnings as a context
to reframe inquiry, practice, and policy and as
a way to highlight the relevance of rigorous
work on incarcerated fathers.

Why Focus on Father Incarceration?

Gadsden and Rethemeyer argue that
father incarceration needs to be explored as a
discrete, significant subset within research,
practice, and policy on father absence, noting
that father absence resulting from
incarceration is likely to engender a specific
set of risk factors for children, particularly
those who are impoverished or living in
unsafe environments.

They point out that research and father-
focused programs tend to focus on studying
or serving low-income and minority fathers,
the very population demographically most
likely to face arrest and /or incarceration. The
threat or reality that incarceration will
separate these men from their children—along
with other forms of alienation and
vulnerability—conspire against positive father
involvement by these men. However, most
studies of father involvement or the impact of
father absence do not include an investigation
of incarceration as the intervening variable,
but instead focus on father absence due to
divorce.

Moreover, some analysts suggest that the
families and communities to which these
fathers belong suffer the secondary effects of
incarceration, over time and from an
intergenerational perspective. Thus, to cope
with community and family problems in the
presence of poverty requires a focus on the
dynamics of incarceration and fatherhood and
an examination of their various effects on
family, children, and community
demographics.

The authors position father incarceration
as a policy issue overlapping the
corrections /justice and health and human
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As the penal system
expands, the number of
absent parents grows,
particularly among low-
income Rfrican American
and other minority

families.
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services systems. As a justice issue, for
example, father incarceration attempts to solve
one problem (by removing the offender from
society) but inadvertently creates another: loss
of economic, emotional, and social paternal
support for these offenders’ partners and
children. In the area of welfare, recent
legislation has tried to help the families of
incarcerated men by aggressively pursuing
payment of child support, but this increased
child support debt may have the effect, post-
release, of discouraging fathers from reuniting
with the family and from initiating or
maintaining a relationship with their children.
The conflicting policies of our criminal justice
and welfare systems in relation to incarcerated
fathers, say the authors, may actually be
helping to create the next generation of
children at risk for entry into the criminal
justice system.

What We Know about Incarcerated
Parents and Their Children

The authors describe the scope of the
problem in addressing parental incarceration,
then provide a summary of background issues
in fathers and families research.

As a society, we have often stated our
commitment to children and families; yet in
practice it seems little more than ambivalence
exists toward attending to the needs of
children and families of incarcerated parents.
This discomfort is best exemplified by the lack
of a systematic approach in the United States
for determining the number of parents who
are incarcerated. This dearth of statistics and
literature makes it
difficult to draw
conclusions about
the size of this
population or the
course of research
or practice efforts
over time.

) However, we do
know that over the past thirty years the prison
population has dramatically increased, and
‘that the number of incarcerated fathers seems
to have grown proportionately. That is, as the
penal system expands, the number of absent
parents grows, particularly among low-
income African American and other minority

®

i0

families who, statistics show, are incarcerated
at rates several times greater than white men
of the same age.

There has been much controversy over the
interpretation of incarceration patterns over
time. These patterns indicate peaks in the
number of those imprisoned for drug offenses
and longer sentences for repeat offenders.
Some research suggests more than half of the
rise in imprisonment can be traced to the use
of custodial sentences. This trend and other
factors have led observers to point to the
criminal justice system as a sorting ground for
those with the fewest economic, educational,
social, and legal resources.

It is difficult to convert these trends into
an estimate of the number of children affected.
Recent data from the U.S. Bureau of Justice
Statistics suggest close to 1.4 million children
had an imprisoned father in 2000. But pinning
down a number is difficult because law
enforcement rarely gathers such information,
and until recently most correctional
institutions did not ask prisoners for details
about the families they leave behind. Thus,
we lack information on the number, identity,
and location of affected children—issues likely
to affect almost every child- and family-
related service agency and institution,
including the welfare system, schools, and the
workplace. Without such knowledge, the
child welfare community is unable to analyze
children’s needs, the services they require, or
the effects of parent incarceration upon them.
The temptation to characterize such children
as “just like any other kid” misrepresents and
minimizes the range of unique, complex
situations these children face.

When conceptualizing fatherhood during
incarceration, the inclination is to extrapolate
what little is known about incarcerated
mothers and apply it to fathers. However, as
much as they have in common, incarcerated
fathers and mothers differ in many ways, such
as the type of crimes they commit, social
expectations in their role as parents, and the
ability of their communities to reabsorb them
post-release. Incarcerated fathers historically
have had fewer support programs due to the
assumption that the mother is a child’s
primary caregiver; however, neither fathers’
nor mothers’ support programs are sufficient
to their needs.
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Conceptualizing Father Incarceration as
an Issue of Responsible Fathering

The authors next focus on determining the
parameters of “responsible fatherhood” in
light of father incarceration, noting the need
for the field of father and family studies to
move beyond crude distinctions between
father presence versus absence to more
realistic gauges of father involvement, and to
examine fathering issues across diverse
cultural, class, and ethnic groups. They note
the field’s tendency to focus mainly on poor
fathers, and the recent policy emphasis on
morals, marriage, and paternity establishment.
In contrast, the authors believe programs that
serve fathers would benefit from: (1)
establishing a clearer definition of what it
means to be a good father; (2) developing
better means of measuring program success;
(3) tailoring efforts to the nature of the
individual programs and types of participants
within them; and (4) placing experienced
practitioners at the forefront of efforts
regarding fathers and families.

Gadsden and Rethemeyer point to the
many barriers to addressing father
incarceration issues, such as getting research
subjects to self-identify and the view of some
practitioners that incarcerated fathers should
be discouraged from involvement with their
children. In light of such limitations, they
apply the Fathers and Families Core Learnings as
a framework to discuss father incarceration
issues across research, practice, and
policymaking, within the context of two
questions: (1) What are the nature and
complexities of fathering/parenting from
prison and the consequences of father
incarceration for families and children? (2)
What are the critical features of family and
community re-entry?

Father Presence. Not merely physical
proximity or the opposite of absence, father
presence encompasses a range of nurturing,
educational, and financial roles fathers play in
their children’s mental, physical, and social
well-being, and is closely associated with the
idea of responsible fathering. Here
“responsible fathering” encompasses taking
responsibility for meeting a child’s needs,
being available or accessible to the child, and
engaging in forms of direct interaction with
him or her. Since literature suggests children
with incarcerated parents are at-risk for a
variety of negative consequences, father

11

presence behaviors (or lack thereof) may be a
useful angle from which to examine father
incarceration.

Fathers’ Care. A subset of father
presence, fathers’ care focuses on whether and
how fathers demonstrate concern through
different behaviors and practices that attend to
children’s basic physical and emotional
needs—their commitment, investment, and
connection to the child. It is not uncommon
for incarcerated fathers to express the same
kind of caring, hope, and expectation as other
fathers and even to cherish their children
more due to their limited contact. The
challenge of dealing with incarcerated fathers’
care is identifying the role of the correctional
system in helping fathers become more
engaged in their children’s lives, especially
inmates with troubled family histories.

Employment, Joblessness, and Father Re-
Entry. Inadequate employment and
joblessness affect a disproportionate number
of incarcerated fathers, particularly poor and
minority fathers. Such problems have been
found to have causal links to incarceration
{e.g., when men turn to drug dealing due to
lack of job opportunities) and to serve as
impediments to family formation and family
involvement. Two questions must be
addressed in this area: (1) the relationship
between father involvement and joblessness,
particularly among fathers of color and (2) the
types of policies necessary to respond to
unemployment among young fathers,
especially fathers of color. Inlight of these
issues, the authors note that the most
important predictor of an absent father’s
involvement with his children was his
employment status over the last year.

Systemic Barriers. “Systemic barriers”
refers to features of public benefits, child
support enforcement, and paternity
establishment traditionally perceived by
fathers as obstacles to their positive
engagement with their children. For
incarcerated fathers, say the authors, the
primary barrier is not so much the
incarceration itself but criminal justice, child
support, and welfare policies that seem to
conflict with the realities of incarceration and
its impact on families. Fathers find the
“system” to be more punitive than supportive
of their efforts to be “good” fathers, and such
a situation is likely to be exacerbated by
incarceration.
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It is not uncommon For
incarcerated fathers to
express the same kind
of caring, hope, and
expectation as other
fathers and cven to
cherish their children
more due to their

limited contact.
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In particular, three barriers act as
impediments to fathering: (1) detention and
judgment, which remove the father from his
family abruptly and, under recent welfare
legislation, often lead to the placement of
children into foster care and possibly their loss
of some forms of social welfare support,
making it more difficult to keep the family
intact; (2) incarceration, which physically
isolates fathers far from home, makes it more
difficult for them to establish paternity, and
during which large child support arrearages
may accrue, creating a
huge debt that has been
shown to discourage
father involvement after
release; and (3) release
rules, such as restrictions
on fathers’ activities and
location, that serve to
limit contact with
children.

Co-parenting. Co-parenting refers to the
range of cooperative relationships existing
between parents—whether married,
cohabiting, divorced, or never married—in the
process of childrearing. This task is made
more complex when the parents in question
have been separated by incarceration: If
mother and father are not able to co-plan and
co-parent, fundamental parent-child activities
may be compromised, and a father’s
incarceration may further limit the degree to
which a co-parenting plan can be created and
implemented.

Role Transitions. This area focuses on
how the transition to parenthood affects the
life-course of parents, and how various life
transitions affect parenting choices, behaviors,
and practices. For better or worse,
incarceration complicates and strongly
influences the way a father adapts to his role
as a parent, particularly for young men
undergoing other normal transitions to
adulthood.

Intergenerational Learning. This theme
addresses the critical role the beliefs, practices,
and paradigms established in families of
origin play in those of subsequent generations.
For example, intergenerational patterns of
criminality in families are part of the public
image of families with an incarcerated parent,
and perhaps of society’s expectations for
children with an incarcerated parent—the
likelihood that they will “follow in their
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parent’s footsteps.” Rather than assuming
there are certain immutable characteristics
that place children at risk of later
incarceration, the authors suggest placing
more emphasis on understanding the
circumstances and family processes that are
more or less likely to lead children on such a
negative path.

In closing, Gadsden and Rethemeyer
advocate a multidisciplinary approach to
studying the nature and complexities of
fathering and parenting and the consequences
of father incarceration for children and
families, emphasizing that parenting
programs in correctional settings, however
well-intentioned, will have limited effects
without concurrent familial and community
support systems.

"Returning Captives of the American
War on Drugs: Issues of Community and
family Re-€ntry”

Authors:  John Hagan, Northwestern
University; Rmerican Bar
Association

Juleigh Petty Coleman,
Northwestera University; Rmerican
Bar Association

The recent American "war on drugs” has
dramatically affected African American inner-
city neighborhoods and families, and not for
the better, according to Hagan and Coleman.
Increased imprisonment has meant an absence
of fathers that has left many families
economically imperiled, and the removal of
mothers has placed many children in the care
of relatives or persons biologically unrelated
to them. As these young men and women
return to their neighborhoods and families,
the settings they are re-entering are not the
ones they left behind. In the aftermath of the
drug war, many within these communities see
more signs of revenge than of reconstruction.
This paper considers the challenges posed for
re-entering parents by the erosion of state
capital and the buildup of negative social
capital. In particular, it focuses on new federal
family welfare legislation that the authors
believe is emblematic of state disinvestments
in these families. The final part of the paper
suggests directions for research on the re-
entry of released prisoners into their
communities and families.
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€rosion of "Social Capital”

Inner-city African American communities
have experienced a loss of civic goods and
services provided by public organizations.
These institutions, such as police, schools, and
welfare, now serve less as vehicles of social
integration than as instruments of
surveillance, suspicion, and exclusion. The
larger consequence of such harsh legal and
social policies is the formation of "negative
social capital," leaving a situation in which,
say the authors, "the derelict public sector of
America's urban core is patently unfit to fulfill
the integrative mission bestowed upon it.”

links Between Imprisonment and
Families

Drawing from U.S. Bureau of Justice
Statistics data (including much from the report
cited below) and other research, the authors
present their argument that due to an
aggressive “war on drugs,” larger numbers of
people (particularly African Americans) are
being imprisoned, and for longer terms. The
majority of people in prison are parents; once
these parents exit the criminal justice system,
the changes in criminal justice and welfare
legislation that have emerged from the drug
"war”—however well-intentioned—are
having the effect of breaking up and/or
preventing re-integration of already weakened
families. Thus, as some researchers have
suggested, "by getting tough on crime, the
United States has also gotten tough on
children." '

A Focus on Incarcerated Fathers

Most of the current research has focused
on incarcerated mothers, and from this
baseline the authors attempt to extrapolate to
fathers as well. Studies have shown that most
male inmates are, in fact, fathers, and that
anywhere from nearly one-half to three-
quarters of incarcerated fathers were living
with their children prior to going to prison.
Moreover, a significant number of even
nonresident fathers provided various types of
positive attention and informal physical,
emotional, or financial support to their
children before being incarcerated. Research
also indicates that incarcerated fathers usually
wish to maintain their identities as parents.
Whether they are a more positive influence
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when involved or reinvolved in their
children’s lives has yet
to be determined—but,
the authors state,
despite employment
problems or criminal
history, most such
fathers have something
to offer their children,
families, and
communities.

In the aftermath of
the drug war, many
within offected
communities see
more signs of
revenge than of
reconstruction.

Considering Incarcerated Mothers

Although women represent less than 10
percent of the prison population, the female
prison population is growing much more
rapidly than the male prison population. As
well, incarcerated mothers are more likely to
have been living with their children prior to
arrest. Whereas, when a father is incarcerated,
approximately 90 percent of their children
remain under the care of their mothers, when
mothers are imprisoned the children’s care is
uncertain—less than one-third of children
remain with their fathers, and at least one-half
will not see or visit their mothers after they are
incarcerated. Such children often come under
substitute care that may not be adequate and
usually is without sufficient financial support.

Once released, most imprisoned mothers
expect to resume their parenting role at home,
but this may be difficult, especially when the
parent is a long-time drug user. Prisons often
do not provide the drug treatment or
parenting classes required before parents can
rejoin their families. Further, women often
have trouble finding housing, jobs, and/or
childcare that would facilitate their caring for
their children. Ironically, though returning
mothers may need more state support than
before incarceration, due to their criminal
record it may now be more difficult to obtain.

The 1997 Adoption and Safe Families
Act and Incarcerated Women

The authors argue that new federal family
welfare legislation resulting from the war on
drugs is reducing the rights of incarcerated
parents. They cite the 1997 Adoption and Safe
Families Act (ASFA) as an example of
legislation that makes the return and re-entry
of men and women to their families more
problematic, and discounts the contribution
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previously incarcerated parents might make to
their children’s lives. In so doing, ASFA
creates "negative social capital” in
communities where positive social resources .
are required to meet the needs of families.

Hagan and Coleman recommend the
following:

Longitudinal studies of individuals of
varying age and gender for periods long
enough to establish trajectories of post-
Hagan and Coleman prison adjustment;
note that ASFA was

designed to assure .
stability in children’s lives

by streamlining placement

with a permanent, reliable

caretaker. However, .
ASFA has served to make
terminating parental

As certain
rescarchers have
suggested, “by
getting tough on
crime, the United
States has also
gotten tough on

children.”
gEnne [+ I O ]

Investigating the variety of family and
community contexts to which incarcerated
parents return;

Tracking employment histories of
returning inmates—both legal and illegal,
and how these monies are distributed

rights much easier and to
reduce the amount of time allowed for parents
to reunite with their children. For example,
incarcerated women serve an average of 18
months in prison, but the legislation
terminates parental rights when a child has
been in foster care for only 15 months.

The criminal justice system and child
welfare services are linked through the
populations they serve. For both agencies,
these communities tend to be poor and non-
white—often, they are the same individuals,
moving through related institutions. These
systems are becoming more punitive,
containing many bureaucratic hurdles and
delays before mothers/parents can be
reunited with their children, such as repeated
meetings with case workers or parole officers,
and long waiting lists for required substance-
abuse programs.

Researching "Postwar” Re-€Entry

To the authors, the difficulties posed by
ASFA for incarcerated mothers represent a
continuation of harsh treatment post-prison,
in which they are more likely to be greeted by
drug tests than services that would assist them
in reintegrating. For example, today’s service-
and high-tech oriented economy offers few job
opportunities for former convicts, and
employment assistance is seldom provided.
Such trends ultimately serve to fragment
rather than rebuild family relationships.

Thus, researchers must develop an
understanding of the social context into which
prisoners who are parents return, and its
consequences for the former inmates, their
families, and communities. At a minimum,

among family and non-family members;

Including parents with children of varying
ages in studies, in order to consider the
impact of parental absence/return at
different stages of development, and
monitoring the role of programs like
ASFA in what happens to the family
during and after incarceration;

Paying attention to how a range of state
interventions are influenced by, and
influence, post-prison adjustment;

Incorporating ethnic and racial diversity
concerns beyond the African American
community, focusing especially on
Spanish-speaking persons and the
possible complication of immigration
issues upon post-prison adjustment;

Studying how these individuals and their
families are embedded in communities
that themselves vary across space and
time; and

Incorporating methods of measuring the
backgrounds of persons returning from
prison, in order to analyze ways in which
these individuals vary from one another
prior to rejoining their communities.
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“Bureav of Justice Statistics Special
Report: Incarcerated Parents and
Their Children”

Presenter: Christopher J. Mumola, Burcau

of Justice Statistics

Christopher ]. Mumola’s report, compiled
from U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, is part of
a series of studies based on the 1997 “Survey
of Inmates in State and Federal Correctional
Facilities.” It presents statistics from various
data sets regarding characteristics of mothers
and fathers, and of nonparents, in both state
and federal penal systems.

Current Rates of Incarceration

Mumola’s presentation to the group
enumerated highlights from the latest (2000)
estimated figures, as discussed below.
Together, the 1999-2000 statistics, and the
trends they suggest, may be useful in
understanding and studying various father
incarceration issues.

Parents Under Community Corrections.
Nearly 3.6 million parents were under some
form of correctional supervision, in turn
affecting some 7.1 million minor children.
Approximately 1.1 million parents of 2.3
million children were incarcerated in prisons
or local jails (representing less than one-third
of those in the corrections system;
most—about 2 million—are under state
probation). Fathers accounted for 79 percent of
all parents under supervision and 90 percent
of those incarcerated.

Decade Trends, 1991 to 2000. There has
been a substantial increase in the number of
parents in state and federal prisons during the
past decade: from 452,500 to 737,400; the
number of affected children has risen from
936,500 to 1,531,500. This increase in
incarcerated parents is similar to the growth in
numbers of prisoners in general, 63 percent
and 69 percent respectively. The percentage
of prisoners in state or federal facilities with
minor children (56 percent) has changed little
over the course of the decade. But the number
of mothers in prison grew 85 percent, while
fathers increased by 61 percent.

Profiles of Parents in Prison. Of
incarcerated parents, 93 percent are male, and

A

only 7 percent are female. About half (49
percent) are African American, 29 percent are
white, 19 percent are Hispanic, and 3 percent
are of other races. Their average age is 32.
Half of these parent inmates (48 percent) have
never been married, followed by 28 percent
who are divorced or separated, 23 percent
who are married, and 1 percent who are
widowed. The percentages and ratios are
quite similar to those of nonparents, except
that more nonparents are white (39 percent
compared with 29 percent), more have never
married (69 percent), and fewer are married
(only 9 percent).

Offenses. More fathers than mothers
have committed violent offenses (45 percent
compared to 26 percent); the greatest
percentage of these crimes are robberies. A
greater percentage of mothers than fathers
have committed homicide, although mothers’
overall number of violent convictions is small.
Mothers are also proportionately more likely
than fathers to have committed property
offenses or drug
offenses: 28 percent
of mothers compared
to 21 percent of
fathers have been
incarcerated for
property crimes, and
35 percent of mothers
compared to 23
percent of fathers for
drug offenses.

Incarcerated Fathers
usually wish to maintain
their identities as
porents; whether they
are a more positive
influence when involved
or re-involved in their
children's lives has yet

to be determined.
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Criminal History. At the time of their
arrest, 49 percent of parents were already on
probation or parole; first-time offenders
accounted for 23 percent of parents, recidivists
with only drug convictions accounted for
another 4 percent; 60 percent of parents had
multiple prior convictions, and nearly haif (44
percent) had three or more prior convictions.

Children of Incarcerated Parents. The
mean age of children with incarcerated
parents was eight years old; 58 percent of such
children were younger than ten. Some 2.1
percent of the nation’s minor children had a
parent in prison in 1999, but there is a racial
disparity: African American children are
nearly nine times more likely to have an
incarcerated parent as white children (7
percent compared with 0.8 percent). About
2.6 percent of Hispanic children had a parent
in prison, a figure more than triple that of
white children.




Impact of Incarceration on Children

Effect on Households. Approximately 36
percent of fathers and 58 percent of mothers in
state prisons had been living with their
children prior to arrest; in 2000 an estimated
344,100 U.S. households with children were
missing a resident parent held in state or
federal prison.

Caregiving. Almost all—90 percent—of
children with a father in state prison were in
the care of their mother, while the rest were in
care of their grandparents (13 percent). For
children with a mother in state prison, a

majority, 53 percent,

78 percent) reporting monthly contact.
However, a majority of both fathers and
mothers (57 percent and 54 percent
respectively) also said they never received
visits from their children.

Treatment Needs of Parents in State
Prison

Substance Abuse. A majority of fathers
and mothers (58 percent and 65 percent) had
engaged in drug use in the month before the
offense for which they were incarcerated.
Nearly one-half of mothers had used
cocaine/crack (45 percent), as had about one-

live with
grandparents and 28
percent with their
father; a similar
figure (26 percent)
resided with other
relatives. About 2

In 2000 an estimated
344,100 U.S. houscholds
with children were
missing a resident parent
held in state or federal

prison.
ippopE@ORARARA

quarter of fathers (26 percent). Some 43
percent of mothers and 33 percent of fathers
were under the influence of drugs when they
committed the crime for which they were
incarcerated; 37 percent of fathers and 29
percent of mothers were under the influence
of alcohol.

percent of children
with a father in prison and 10 percent with a
mother in prison were in foster care or other
nonfamily care.

Contact with Parents. Most parents, both
fathers and mothers (79 percent and 88
percent respectively) reported some form of
contact with their children since admission to
prison, with a solid majority (62 percent and
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Mental Illness and Homelessness.
Mental illness symptoms were reported by 13
percent of incarcerated fathers and nearly a
quarter (23 percent) of mothers. Mothers also
reported higher levels of homelessness pre-
incarceration, 18 percent, compared with 8
percent for fathers.
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Current and €merging Issues

in Parent Incarceration and Family Re-€ntry

Based on the research presented in the
first session of the roundtable, participants
identified a number of key topics that cut
across research, policy, and practice regarding
father/parent incarceration and family re-
entry. Summarized here, they include the
following: (1) the public ambivalence towards
families of the incarcerated; (2) reassessing
assumptions about incarcerated parents; (3)
the need for the criminal justice system to
avoid harming children when punishing their
parents; (4) the challenges of former inmates
who re-enter communities with few resources;
(5) the importance of sharing information and
building trust between incarcerated parents
and those who work with them, and between
researchers, policymakers, and practitioners;
(6) the need to survey existing efforts at the
state level; (7) how rising rates of incarceration
negatively affect parents’ ability to care for
children; (8) parental/social perspectives on
children’s development when parents are
incarcerated; and (9) incarceration as a source
of role and social strain.

Acknowledging Ambivalence Towards
Families of the Incarcerated

As Vivian Gadsden of NCOFF
commented, there is an often-stated
commitment to children and families in the
United States by public, political, and civic
leaders. However, that concern does not
extend to the children and families of
incarcerated parents. Indeed, in both public
discourse and scholarly debates, the attention,
at best, reflects an ambivalence. A case in
point is the absence of a systematic approach
for determining the number of parents who
are incarcerated.

In many countries (Canada, for example),
such data are routinely collected at intake and
monitored over time in order to chart the
number of men who learn of their paternity
while incarcerated and the number of mothers
who give birth during incarceration (Stewart,
2001; Motiuk, 2001). Yet, it is possible to
estimate the number of children of
incarcerated parents in the United States. The
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lack of both empirical statistics and
ethnographic literature makes it difficult to
draw any conclusions about the size of this
population, their experiences, and
intervention participation over time.

Reassessing Assumptions about
Incarcerated Parents

Velma LaPoint of CRESPAR and Howard
University explained that barriers to research,
policymaking, practice, and advocacy
regarding parental incarceration have a great
deal to do with prevailing views about
incarcerated adults. Viewed strictly in
pathological terms, incarcerated parents are
considered to be social failures, and this
pejorative characterization is exacerbated by
underlying assumptions about race and
socioeconomic status. “We see a wall of
silence, even in families of the working poor,
in admitting someone is incarcerated and in
discussing the impact it has had,” she said.
“They share stigma and guilt, which permeate
the work accomplished at all levels and in all
domains.” Moreover, these views become
part and parcel of priority-setting in research,
policy, and practice, affecting funding and
resource allocation.

Punishing Parents, Not Their Children

Related to a generally derogatory view of
incarcerated parents, one of the most
frequently forgotten outcomes of parental
incarceration is its impact on children. Public
discourse—in the areas of criminal justice, law
enforcement, political platforms, and even the
mass media—focuses on punishing offenders
without always considering the effects that
removing someone from his or her family and
community may have.

Imani Davis, a child of an incarcerated
father, emphasized this point at the
roundtable, commenting: “I want to remind
everyone that these discussions should always
come back to what’s in the best interest of the
children of incarcerated dads,” she said. "We
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"We see a wall of
silence, even in families
of the working poor, in
admitting someone is
incarcerated and in

need to make sure that we make a distinction,
at least for children, that there is an important
difference between a father walking out on his
children and being arrested and taken away
from them. Not to say that I don’t hold my
father responsible for his actions, but it was
not his choice to leave.”

The question that follows from Davis’
comment is: As a matter of principle, what
does the correctional system owe to children
of inmates, given that children are
inadvertently punished when their parents are
incarcerated?

Re-€ntering Communities with Few
Resources

Practitioners note that many of the men in
fathering programs have been incarcerated,
have had “brushes” with the law, or are at-
risk for incarceration due to their age, race,
social class, lack of education, and limited
employability, among other characteristics.
Researchers such as Clear and Rose (1999),
Hagan (1996), and Hairston (1998, 2001) note
that many arrests of low-income, African
American, and other minority men are for
nonviolent crimes (typically related to the
possession of illegal drugs). The sheer
number of minority men who are arrested in
low-income African American and Latino
communities is greater than the number of
men arrested in higher-income communities,
even when the infraction or offense is of
comparable gravity. In terms of the numbers
of arrests and incidents of incarceration alone,
the “damage” to a low-income, minority -
community is more severe and potentially
intractable.

Lorin Harris of the Charles Stewart Mott
Foundation discussed the general increase in
support for the study of incarceration from his
foundation,
particularly for
investigating its
impact on children
and low-income
families. However, he

;Jisc:ss:rg the impact it reminded
ngsnon Sooomoooo participants that

incarcerated parents,
upon release, are often returning to
communities with few resources. He quoted
statistics from the Urban Institute showing
that 1,600 individuals return to such
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communities daily. One of the most
important questions then becomes: How can
society help mothers and fathers to reintegrate
into already-troubled communities after
incarceration, and in ways that positively
contribute to home life and to the strength of
communities themselves? The answer to this
question is relevant not only for foundations,
who need to determine how this issue fits into
their existing funding priorities, but also to the
fathering field. The subject must be integrated
into inquiry around the impact of father
absence, and expertise, knowledge, and
context brought to the study of how re-entry
affects family formation and affects child well-
being.

Participants agreed that, in many respects,
the trend of re-entry without resources
represents a “vicious circle”: vulnerable
communities producing a greater number of
incarcerated parents and released inmates
who then return to these communities, where
they find few means by which to turn their
own lives around and, more often than not,
may instead contribute to further
destabilization.

Gadsden, in her research presentation,
described how this issue becomes relevant for
practice both within and outside of prisons.
As mentioned earlier, most men in fatherhood
programs have had a brush with
incarceration—particularly young fathers who
are also members of ethnic or racial minorities.
The number of such arrests and the lengths of
sentences render the families of these men,
and their neighborhoods, more vulnerable to
breakdown. They also generate a greater and
more sustained impact on minority
communities and low-income neighborhoods
than on non-minority and higher-income
areas. An additional concern is that a local
folklore tends to develop which undermines
incentives for education and responsible
fathering. Such myths are embodied in
institutional practices that inure a community
to the absence of fathers.

Peter Breen of Centerforce explained that
high rates of parental incarceration deplete
communities of the human resources that are
needed to sustain family and community
support systems. Communities are composed
of individuals who are parents, who are
mentors, who work for a living, who play
baseball, who sing in church, who vote for
better schools, who drive buses. Each
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individual assumes a unique and vital role in
the life of a community. Some roles might be
more visible, but none is insignificant.

Thus when a community is deprived of a
member—through incarceration, death, or
other reasons—everyone loses, and in many
cases a substitute does not come forward. As
the losses increase, the capacity of the
community to fully support its families and
children is diminished. As family and
individual stresses increase on those
remaining, the burden becomes greater, and
the focus changes to one of "survival" as
opposed to improvement and enrichment.
Should we then assume that the higher the
parental incarceration rate, the safer and better
off the community will be? Or should we,
rather, assume that a higher incarceration rate
leads to a reduction in individual community
resources that can no longer sustain families
and result in better outcomes?

Sharing Information and Building Trust

Many participants—in particular,
practitioners—noted that the information
which does exist about incarcerated parents
and their families is not shared and
transferred readily among researchers,
practitioners, agencies, funders, and the
populations with which they work. This
dilemma represents, as one participant
explained, the divide between the “bench and
trench,” where practitioners have a host of
information that can help others overcome
barriers and obstacles to study participation,
while researchers.and policymakers can
contribute broader knowledge and models to
help practitioners more successfully work
with incarcerated parents and their children.

Carol Burton of Project S.E.E.K. indicated
that information-sharing is especially
important for incarcerated parents and their
families in order to build trust. “Establishing
a dialogue and relationship-building lead to
ongoing trust,” said Burton. “We have to
determine ways to improve this
communication.” For example, researchers
need to find ways to work with practitioners
when collecting data in order to build trust
with a population and ask the right questions;
conversely, practitioners need to draw on
researchers’ experience when collecting their
own practice-specific data. These groups
should share information and perspectives
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among themselves and with the families they
study or with whom they work. ”All of this
information could be coordinated to
determine what works and what conditions
are necessary to replicate successful models
and methodologies elsewhere,” Burton
explained.

Surveying €Existing €fforts at the State
Level

R. Karl Rethemeyer, Jennifer Wofford, and
Malik Morrison of NCOFF delivered a
presentation based on the 2001 NCOFF study,
“State Fathering in Correctional Settings,”
which surveyed the existence and extent of
fathering initiatives in the 50 states. The
report reveals that criminal justice
departments have begun to focus on
incarcerated fathers, and includes the range of
interest that has been generated. The
implications of this survey are particularly
important at a time when many states are also
undergoing reform within their correctional
institutions.

NCOFF found that

d
24 states reported having How can we do a better

job in helping mothers

fathering programs that
addressed incarceration.
When examining the
scope and scale of these
programs, however, the
study indicates there is
little integration between
fatherhood efforts within
communities and those
within prisons.
Moreover, the need for
services far exceeds the

and fathers to
reintegrate into already-
troubled communities
after incarceration, and
in ways that positively
contribute to home life
and to the strength of

communities themselves?
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capacity for prisons to provide such services
to fathers. Of the programs that do exist, most
have a very narrow focus—primarily on child
support and child-support enforcement—and
may undervalue the need for training in
education, job skills, and health issues.
Program support also needs to be more long-
term, and, to make the case that these services
make a difference, states need access to
evaluations of successful models to determine
what works. However, many of the fathering
programs studied had not established set
curricula or activities, and evaluation of such
programs is useful only when a systematic
approach is in place to measure outcomes.




child has been born while a father is
incarcerated? There are myriad external
barriers to fathering, but also a number of
individual barriers for which the father must
take responsibility. Does he, for example,
simply lose interest in his children because
they are, literally, out of sight and therefore
out of mind?

Rising Rates, Declining Care

Statistics on incarcerated parents in
federal prisons indicate a dramatic increase of
over 300,000 individuals over the last nine
years. On average, incarcerated fathers spend
six years and ten months in prison (55 percent
of their sentences), while mothers’ average
terms are four years
and one month. In
both cases, these are
significant amounts of
time to be away from
one’s children—how
significant will depend
on their ages.

High rates of parental
incarceration deplete
communities of the
human resovurces that
are needed to sustain
family and community

support systems.
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Viewing Incarceration as a Source of
Role and Social Strain

As Phillip ]. Bowman of the Institute for
Research on Race and Public Policy at the
University of Illinois, Chicago, pointed out,

Moreover, of all
parents serving more than ten years in prison,
fathers constitute 21 percent; mothers, only 8
percent. For such fathers, in particular, the
time spent incarcerated will include almost an
entire childhood.

These statistics raise a number of
questions to be examined, including who will
serve as the primary caregivers for children of
incarcerated mothers and how fathers can
reunite with their children when they have
spent almost all of their offspring’s childhood
in prison. How can researchers explore the
impact of these extended absences, on both
the children’s own development and the
ability of parents eventually to re-integrate
into their lives? How can programs respond?
How can policies be more sensitive to the
needs of incarcerated parents and their
children?

Child Development and Pmenml/Social
Perspectives

Deborah Johnson mentioned a number of
questions that arise when studying parent-
child contact—including ethnic
representation, prior parent-child
relationships, and childcare, among others.
Also, significant variations exist between state
and federal prisons in facilitating child-parent
contact, which must also be taken into
consideration.

There is a need, therefore, to address the
complexities of parent-child relationships
when the parent is incarcerated, as well as to
examine parental development. Is the fact
that a father does not have a relationship with
his child due to a lack of knowledge that a

incarceration has a severe impact on the
definition of a father’s role, the father’s
relationship with his children and their
mother, and the meaning of maternal and
paternal care as it relates to the roles of
extended family members. Due to these shifts
in role definitions, Bowman called for the
development of a broader ecological and
conceptual framework for thinking about role
transitions surrounding incarceration. He
believes that incarcerated fathers must be
viewed within contexts: the individual father
incarcerated within an institution, the father
vis-a-vis his family, and the father vis-a-vis the
community. If incarcerated men feel
powerless in their role as fathers, does that
affect their relationship with their children?
As parents with the mothers of their children?

In particular, issues from the proximal
and distal levels need to be both framed and
understood. What is the nature of contact that
fathers have in different types of penal
institutions? More attention, in general, is
warranted regarding how both biological and
non-biological families operate in this
environment and context. Bowman believes
the patterns have not been conceptualized in
terms of understanding relationships and
roles at the extended family level. Researchers
also need to consider how these families
operate as sources of social capital and how
policies can reduce the strains on the family
and familial roles both in and outside of
prison.
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Directions for Rescarch

Participants discussed a number of new
avenues for scholarly research on incarcerated
parents and their families. These areas
include: (1) conducting research in support of
interventions; (2) collecting empirical data, of
which there is currently precious little; (3)
pursuing ethnographic data, including a focus
on examining the variables of race, class,
gender, and age; (4) evaluating interventions
and agencies; (5) translating research findings
for practice; (6) examining fatherhood as a
transformative event; and (7) investigating
assumptions of causation.

Conducting Rescarch in Support of
Interventions

An overarching request by practitioners in
the field, as expressed by those at the
roundtable as well as by community members,
is that researchers conduct their work in ways
that more effectively support interventions
and reflect the realities and values of the
communities they study. Carol Burton of
Project S.E.E.K. enumerated a number of
these requests, which included: more refined
and realistic outcome measures; goals that are
measured over time, not just once
immediately following release or five years
after; the ability (and willingness) to
incorporate feedback from the community and
practitioners into research methodology and
design, even when the change requires a
redesign of approaches; and help for
practitioners in understanding how to
perform research themselves.

Ann Adalist-Estrin of Bridges added that,
because inmates report that program content
is not as important as the expertise and style
of the instructor leading such interventions,
researchers could help encourage the
development of materials in formats that
could be easily adapted to suit a variety of
programs and could include
recommendations for training. A research
agenda in support of this assistance could
include:
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» Establishing criteria for success for a
variety of types of interventions;

¢ Identifying relevant models with histories
of apparent effectiveness; and

*  Assessing the influence of practitioners’
attitudes, style, training, and supervision.

In pursuit of such an agenda, she believes
that the following questions require answers:

*  Where are the gaps in services?
*  Where are the overlaps?

¢ How can communities bridge the gaps
between the systems of education, health
care, social services, and corrections at the
policy creation, program development,
and practice operations levels?

Velma LaPoint would redirect research
agendas to examine issues of prevention in
order to support intervention. She
recommends that researchers examine the
precursors to incarceration: lack of
employment, poor health care, and the
phenomenon of entire communities becoming
engulfed in the criminal justice system.

Collecting €mpirical Data

Very little empirical data exist about
incarcerated parents and their families,
Gadsen said. “"We know less than we should
because government agencies only recently
have begun compiling data, which is
complicated by the fact that some men in
prisons do not know about children who are
born during their incarceration, while others
do not self-identify as fathers,” she noted. The
lack of data makes it exceedingly difficult to
coordinate services to children and families of
incarcerated parents.

Privacy is a critical issue in studies of both
incarcerated parents and parents in
communities with high rates of incarceration.
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Lack of trust between researchers and families
prevents important information from being
divulged, and may hinder data collection
efforts.

A related consideration is how to perform
evaluations of the impact of incarceration
upon children, cross-tabulating outcomes with
the various forms of contact and support
between convicts and their offspring. A great
deal of groundwork must be lain in this area
before researchers are able to collect sufficient
data on these children. And while criminal
justice policy is already being made, the field
still does not possess the evidence of what the
consequences of such policies for children
may be.

According to Adalist-Estrin, the lack of a
uniform system for data collection has been an
obstacle to gathering accurate information
about the number and life circumstances of
children of offenders; furthermore, this
absence of procedures will affect any potential
study. Information about inmate parents
gathered directly from those within the
criminal justice system is likely to be
influenced by inmates’ suspicions and fears.
Distrust will surely interfere with participants
comfort, and most likely lead to their
submitting inaccurate or irrelevant
information.

’

She also

“"We hear very little from
the child's perspective in
general, and while we
think that, as rescarchers,
we know a lot about
children, it is usvally from

the parents’ perspective.”
fpogopnOaROoeOROnDD

believes there is a
need to identify
effectively the
children and
families of
incarcerated
parents in the
community. This

effort could be accomplished by designing
data collection strategies that emerge from
everyday settings such as schools, health care
providers’ offices, and public libraries.
Collecting data in this way may ensure that
not only the needs and coping abilities of
children and families who come through child
protective services or mental health
professionals are recorded but also th