
International  Journal  of

Environmental Research

and Public Health

Article

An Assessment of Prisoner Reentry, Legal Financial Obligations
and Family Financial Support: A Focus on Fathers

Andrea N. Montes 1,*, Danielle Wallace 1 , Chantal Fahmy 2 , Abigail Henson 1 , Alyssa W. Chamberlain 1

and Leah A. Jacobs 3

����������
�������

Citation: Montes, A.N.; Wallace, D.;

Fahmy, C.; Henson, A.; Chamberlain,

A.W.; Jacobs, L.A. An Assessment of

Prisoner Reentry, Legal Financial

Obligations and Family Financial

Support: A Focus on Fathers. Int. J.

Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18,

9625. https://doi.org/10.3390/

ijerph18189625

Academic Editor: Rodney P. Jones

Received: 25 June 2021

Accepted: 9 September 2021

Published: 13 September 2021

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral

with regard to jurisdictional claims in

published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2021 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

1 School of Criminology and Criminal Justice, Watts College of Public Service and Community Solutions,
Arizona State University, 411 N. Central Ave., Phoenix, AZ 85004, USA; Danielle.wallace@asu.edu (D.W.);
Abigail.henson@asu.edu (A.H.); Alyssa.chamberlain@asu.edu (A.W.C.)

2 Department of Criminology & Criminal Justice, College for Health, Community and Policy, University of
Texas at San Antonio, 501 West Cesar E. Chavez Blvd., San Antonio, TX 78207, USA; Chantal.fahmy@utsa.edu

3 School of Social Work, University of Pittsburgh, 4200 Fifth Ave, Pittsburgh, PA 15260, USA;
leahjacobs@pitt.edu

* Correspondence: andrea.montes@asu.edu

Abstract: Scholars have found that family support is an important facilitator of successful reentry
from prison to the community. At the same time, they have argued that owing court-ordered fines
or fees, also called legal financial obligations (LFOs), can act as an additional barrier to reentry,
especially for parents. There remains a need to test how LFOs impact the financial support formerly
incarcerated parents receive from their families. The current study responds to this gap by employing
logistic regression analyses of the Serious and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative (SVORI) data to
test whether owing court fees is associated with formerly incarcerated fathers’ (1) perceptions of
available financial support from family and (2) receipt of financial support from family. We find that
owing court fees is not associated with perceptions of available financial support. However, owing
court fees has a positive, statistically significant association with receiving financial support from
family during the first three months after prison release. This relationship remains after accounting
for whether the person owes child support or sees their children monthly. Our results suggest that
LFOs may create a greater need for financial support among formerly incarcerated fathers, making
the financial challenges of reentry a consequence not just for those who were incarcerated but for
their loved ones as well.

Keywords: financial sanctions; legal financial obligations; familial support; prisoner reentry; collat-
eral consequences

1. Introduction

Reentry to the community from prison has become a common experience in the
United States. In 2019, an average of 1665 individuals were released from a state or federal
prison every day, with more than 70% of these individuals under some form of conditional
release [1]. These conditions can include, among others, mandatory drug tests, frequent
check-ins with a parole officer, and participation in community programs [2]. An additional
condition can entail paying court-ordered fines or fees, also called legal financial obligations
(LFOs). Though estimates of a typical amount owed vary, LFOs can be substantial. One
study found that among the formerly incarcerated individuals surveyed, they each owed
an average of $13,607 to the courts when leaving prison [3]. Another study of returning
citizens across three states found that over half the sample owed LFOs [4]. The amounts
owed ranged from $10 to $13,200, with a median amount of $260. A third study, which
analyzed the State Court Processing Statistics, found that among individuals sanctioned
with fines, the median amount imposed was $506; and among individuals sanctioned with
restitution, the median amount imposed was $400 [5].
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Criminal justice debts can compound already-existing barriers to successful reentry.
When individuals prioritize paying their LFOs, it means they have less money to put
toward costs associated with successful reentry, such as securing stable housing and
reliable transportation [2,6,7]. These needs are important for all returning citizens but
can carry extra urgency for parents who will have children living with them or who are
seeking to provide support for their children’s needs. For example, LFOs may compromise
a parent’s ability to pay child support [8].

Scholars have hypothesized that LFOs may harm formerly incarcerated individuals’
families who are already burdened with providing critical support during their loved one’s
reentry [3,8]. Families who live in poverty and have an incarcerated loved one spend much
of their annual income on that person’s debts, fees, and supplies [9]. Upon the individual’s
release to the community, families often find themselves in the position of having to provide
additional support. One study found that 80% of formerly incarcerated individuals lived
with a family member after release from prison [10]. The same study found that over 75%
of released individuals had received financial support from their families. If providing
this assistance strains relationships between family members during this critical period
of reentry, it can cause further harm not just to the individual but to the family as well,
especially for parents who are trying to navigate co-parenting responsibilities [11].

It is likely that individuals who have LFOs rely on family members, whether directly
or indirectly, to meet their financial obligations. Indeed, scholars have made exactly
this argument [12]. Such arguments have stemmed primarily from findings presented
in descriptive and qualitative studies of court fees [5]. Researchers have not yet used
quantitative methods to investigate the effect owing court-ordered fines and fees has on
formerly incarcerated parents and their families. The current study responds to this gap in
the literature.

In the current study, we argue that LFOs can exacerbate the financial burden expe-
rienced by families of formerly incarcerated fathers. To this end, we use data from the
Serious and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative (SVORI) to examine whether having LFOs
at prison release influences the perceived and actual financial support families give to their
formerly incarcerated loved ones. These data allow for a particular focus on fathers, a
focus that is warranted given that the majority of people released from prison are men
(see, [1]). In addition, we focus on the first three months after prison release, a period
that scholars have found to be especially challenging for individuals reentering society
(e.g., [13–15]). In what follows, we first introduce what is known about LFOs with a focus
on their different forms and who is likely to be assigned this sanction. We also discuss
how LFOs can alter the reentry experience, including familial relationships, with a specific
focus on this association for parents. Second, we describe this study’s research questions
and the data and methods used to investigate them. Third, we present the results from
these analyses. Finally, we conclude with a discussion about this study’s implications for
scholarship and policy.

1.1. Legal Financial Obligations: What Are They and Who Receives Them?

The last several decades are characterized by a pursuit of justice through increasingly
punitive sanctions and an unprecedented expansion of the criminal justice system. In
1985, for example, there were approximately 2.9 million individuals under correctional
supervision in the United States (U.S.) [16]; in 2018, over 6.4 million U.S. adults were
under correctional supervision [17]. There has also been an expansion of other sanctions,
including court-ordered fines and fees. Henricks and Harvey estimated that in 2012, state
and local revenue from monetary punishments was $15.7 billion, a 650% increase from
1977 [18].

Rather than acting as a replacement for other punitive sanctions, LFOs are often
imposed as an additional punishment and can be inflicted at each stage of the criminal
justice process [19]. LFOs can include fines, fees, restitution, or a combination of the three.
Fines are a court-ordered punishment for breaking the law. An example is being assigned
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a fine for speeding or riding a bus without a ticket. Restitution is money owed to help
pay for the financial cost the crime inflicted on the victim (e.g., cost of stolen property).
Fees are costs associated with “use” of the criminal justice system. Examples include the
use of a public defender, probation and parole supervision, and room and board at a jail
or prison [4]. In some jurisdictions, individuals who cannot immediately pay LFOs may
be charged “poverty penalties”, such as payment plan fees, interest on the amount owed,
and late fees [20] (p. 1). If they are unable to pay them over the longer term, they can be
reincarcerated.

LFOs are a common correctional sanction. Eighty-four percent of individuals on
probation receive a financial sanction, often in the form of a supervision fee, and 66% of
convicted individuals are subjected to both a carceral sentence and LFOs [6,21]. There is
mixed evidence on whether individual-level factors, such as race or crime type, predict
LFO assignment [4,22]. However, a recent study found that LFOs are more likely to be
issued as a sanction in communities that have more Black residents, a higher percent of
noncitizen residents, greater police spending, and have recently undergone tax composition
reconfiguration [18].

1.2. Legal Financial Obligations and Prisoner Reentry

Scholars have argued that LFOs can compound disadvantage [23]. To illustrate, one
study found that approximately 20% of individuals on parole have legal debts that are
greater than their monthly income [10]. Another study found that the median amount
of LFOs imposed on individuals convicted of felonies in Washington was $7234 [6]. At
the time of the study, the average amount owed after accounting for payments made was
$5254. When Harris and her colleagues [6] compared these legal debts to Western’s [24]
estimates of formerly incarcerated individuals’ annual income they concluded that, “White,
Hispanic, and Black men owed 60%, 36%, and 50%, of their annual incomes in legal debt,
respectively” [6] (p. 1776). This situation highlights the potential for LFOs to exacerbate
the barriers formerly incarcerated individuals, especially Black and Hispanic men, already
experience during reentry.

Formerly incarcerated parents may be at an even greater disadvantage economically
in part because, in addition to LFOs, child support can accrue while incarcerated. Though
child support is different from LFOs, it can compound the difficulties created by LFOs
and can act as a barrier to paying off LFOs [25]. A qualitative study conducted with
125 previously incarcerated fathers found that participants had an average child support
debt of $36,500 [25]. Another qualitative study conducted with 131 previously incarcerated
individuals found that participants’ average legal debt when released from prison increased
by over $4700 when child support was added to their court debt [23]. Quantitative studies
using data from the Serious and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative, the dataset used in the
current study, support these qualitative findings: More than half of formerly incarcerated
men with children owed $5000 in child support [26].

The potential collateral consequences of having LFOs are vast. Owing legal debts
can lower individuals’ credit scores, which may make it more difficult to pass credit
checks [6]. It can also keep someone from having their right to vote restored [20]. When
individuals default on their LFOs, it can make them ineligible for federal assistance, such
as Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, Supplemental Security Income, and food
stamps [20]. It can also lead to arrest, extended periods on community supervision, and
reincarceration [20,27]. Legal debts can contribute to anxiety, feelings of hopelessness,
anger and pessimism, reinforced dependence, and can perpetuate a criminal identity [23].
Not least, LFOs can keep individuals from being able to obtain basic necessities. One
person who owed LFOs told Harris and colleagues: “But sometimes, if I pay my LFO,
I don’t have enough [money] left over for food” [6] (p. 1779).

These consequences do not impact all returning citizens equally. As argued by Harris [12]
in A Pound of Flesh, LFOs disproportionately harm lower-income minority individuals and
can further exacerbate the challenges caused by living in poverty. In addition, Black and
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Hispanic individuals are more likely to be subjected to carceral control [1] and, therefore,
the collateral consequences of that punishment. Of particular note is the employment chal-
lenges faced by Black men with a criminal record (e.g., [24]). The ubiquity of this discrimina-
tion compounded with higher poverty rates can confine Black justice-involved individuals
into a continuous cycle of criminal justice involvement and a life of poverty [12,27].

1.3. Familial Support during Reentry

One of the factors that can help individuals overcome these barriers to reentry is
receiving support from family [10,28–32]. Anywhere between 66% and 92% of people
leaving prison depend on their family immediately following release for both emotional
(e.g., advice, demonstrations of love) and tangible, or instrumental, support (e.g., assistance
with practical tasks) [32]. Familial support extends across multiple domains, including
housing, transportation, emotional support, instrumental support, employment, and child-
care [30,33–37]. Of particular relevance to the current study, families also provide financial
support. Some estimates suggest that more than 92% of formerly incarcerated individuals
received cash assistance from family members [29,38]. This support is crucial, especially
because many formerly incarcerated individuals have limited resources of their own.

For parents, particularly those of young children, contending with childcare and ongo-
ing custody issues during their incarceration is a notable challenge [28]; one that continues
into reentry. Social support from family members who will assist with the caregiving of
children during incarceration and post-release is imperative to family reunification and the
formerly incarcerated parent’s success generally [28,39]. In addition, some released parents
seek to regain custody of their children, which is an additional, time-consuming, and
expensive process [37,40]. Once the released person is back in the community, role changes
within the family can happen quickly. For instance, the economic well-being of children
is generally directly related to their father’s potential employment and earnings upon
release [41]. However, formerly incarcerated fathers are less likely to contribute financially
to the family. When they do contribute, their contributions average $1300 less per year than
similarly situated men who were not incarcerated [41,42]. This situation suggests that, for
formerly incarcerated parents especially, support from families may continue to be needed
over the long term and well after release.

1.4. Legal Financial Obligations and Familial Support

When it comes to LFOs, researchers argue that the adverse impacts of legal debt
are experienced by more than just the reentering individual and can create stress and
conflict for families who financially assist returning individuals [43]. The majority of
families experiencing the incarceration of a parent have limited resources and live in
poor communities (see generally, [41,42,44]. When a parent is incarcerated, their family
and children simultaneously lose that person’s income and incur costs related to that
person’s incarceration.

Families cannot begin their financial or emotional recovery when their released loved
one owes court debts. Indeed, one study found that 63% of convicted individuals relied on
their family’s help to pay their LFOs [3]. In these cases, family members help to subsidize
LFO payments as reentering individuals struggle to attend to their financial debts while
also navigating the challenges of reentry [43,45]. Even if they are able to quickly find a
job—research suggests most will not [46]—some of that person’s income will have to be
put towards debts accrued while incarcerated, including LFOs.

Research shows that debt can cause stress within a family (e.g., [47]), especially for
parents [48]. This tension may be especially great for reentering parents whose families
may feel that the parent is asking for too much by seeking assistance for themselves and for
their children. This situation may be more likely for individuals whose legal debts limit the
financial contributions they can make to the needs of their family. Such assertions about
how or if LFOs create extra burdens for families rely primarily on descriptive, qualitative,
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or legal assessments [5]. Quantitative studies could build on this foundational work,
empirically testing the relationship between LFOs and family support.

There also remains a need for tests of how legal debts influence the financial support
received by formerly incarcerated parents, a group thought to be especially vulnerable to
the adverse consequences of LFOs. Of particular importance is the need to account for
parental involvement. For example, it may be that a family’s inclination to help a formerly
incarcerated loved one who is a parent may be contingent on the efforts made by that
person to be involved with their children. To date, there is a considerable gap in knowledge
of how parents, and fathers in particular, manage the reentry process and what factors
facilitate successful reentry [49].

It is these gaps in the literature to which the current study responds. Specifically, this
study answers three research questions with a particular focus on formerly incarcerated fathers:

RQ1. Does owing court fees (i.e., LFOs) predict perceptions of available financial
support from family?

RQ2. Does owing court fees (i.e., LFOs) predict receipt of financial support from family?
RQ3. How does the relationship between owing court fees and perceptions and receipt

of familial financial support vary when accounting for parental involvement and other
family-specific financial costs, such as child support?

The prior literature suggests competing hypotheses. One way to interpret the prior
literature is that, compared to those without LFOs, parents with LFOs may be less likely to
perceive or receive financial support from family. These individuals and their families will
face the competing needs of providing for their children and paying LFOs. Family members
may focus their support on the needs of the person’s children rather than the person
themselves. However, it may instead be the case that families of formerly incarcerated
parents who owe LFOs will provide even greater support to their loved one in an effort to
help them meet both their legal obligations and their parental obligations. Because parental
status is only one indicator of parental involvement, we anticipate that having parental
responsibilities, whether through child support or frequency of contact with children, will
account for the effect owing court fees has on familial support. In what follows, we describe
the data and methods used to test these hypotheses. We then present this study’s findings.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Data

The current study includes an analysis of two waves of interview data from the
adult male sample of the Serious and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative (SVORI). The
SVORI was a federally-funded project that sought to enable states to develop programs
that would ease released persons’ transition to society and improve their reentry outcomes,
such as recidivism and employment [50]. The data collection effort involved conducting
detailed interviews with respondents who were incarcerated across 14 facilities in 12 U.S.
states. One-and-a-half hour interviews were conducted with individuals approximately
one month prior to prison release (baseline), as well as 3, 9, and 15 months post-release [50].
We were particularly interested in the months immediately following release, a time period
that scholars have highlighted as critical for successful reentry ([51], see [52]). Consequently,
we relied on data collected during the baseline (in-prison) and wave 2 (3 months post-
release) interviews. Given that most incarcerated parents are adult men, that the SVORI
samples of women and juvenile males are small, and that effect variation likely exists across
these subgroups, we focus our analysis on fathers.

2.2. Study Variables

All summary statistics discussed in this section are derived from their weighted
descriptive statistics.
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2.2.1. Dependent Variables

To assess whether LFOs are associated with familial support, we focus on two de-
pendent variables. The first is a dichotomous variable of formerly incarcerated fathers’
perceptions of available financial support from family. Respondents were asked at 3 months
post-release (1 = yes; 0 = no), “Is there someone in your family you can turn to for financial
support?” As shown in Table 1, nearly 84% of respondents reported that someone in their
family could provide financial support should they need it.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for all Study Variables (n = 526).

Variables Observed
Mean

Standard
Deviation

Weighted
Mean

Standard
Error

Dependent variables
Perception of family financial support 0.869 0.338 83.7% (1.1)

Receipt of family financial support 0.188 0.391 15.5% (1.1)
Independent variables

Does not owe court-ordered fees * 0.272 0.445 25.8% (1.5)
Owes court-ordered fees 0.551 0.498 54.1% (1.4)

Unsure/refused court-ordered fees item 0.177 0.382 20.1% (1.3)
Key control variables

Court ordered to pay child support 0.386 0.487 36.1% (1.4)
Sees child(ren) at least monthly 0.715 0.452 67.5% (1.4)

Control variables
In a romantic relationship 0.481 0.500 43.6% (1.6)

Age (years) 11.909 6.207 32.51 (0.007)
Black 0.597 0.491 47.1% (0.0)

Hispanic/Latino/Spanish 0.049 0.217 0.8% (0.0)
Other race 0.051 0.221 16.6% (0.0)

High school diploma or GED 0.614 0.487 62.5% (1.4)
Employed at 3 month interview 0.662 0.474 67.1% (1.5)

Number of days incarcerated (logged) 6.341 0.998 6.204 (0.029)
SVORI experimental group 0.536 0.499 50.9% (1.6)

Supported by employment pre-prison 0.646 0.479 69.2% (1.5)
Supported by friends and family pre-prison 0.350 0.477 31.4% (1.5)

Needs drug or alcohol treatment a 0.190 0.393 21.7% (1.1)
Readiness for change b −0.133 0.952 −0.153 (0.031)

Has chronic illness or disease b 0.411 0.492 48.9% (1.5)
Fixed effects

Iowa * 0.095 0.294 9.6% (0.9)
Indiana 0.118 0.323 16.8% (1.0)
Kansas 0.021 0.143 2.3% (0.4)

Maryland 0.129 0.336 17.2% (1.0)
Maine 0.025 0.155 4.3% (0.5)

Missouri 0.055 0.228 4.4% (0.7)
Nevada 0.110 0.314 8.4% (0.8)

Ohio 0.055 0.228 3.0% (0.6)
Oklahoma 0.036 0.187 2.4% (0.6)

Pennsylvania 0.093 0.291 8.8% (0.8)
South Carolina 0.234 0.424 20.3% (1.3)

Washington 0.029 0.167 2.5% (0.5)
Notes: * = reference category; a = 3 months post-release; b = baseline (in-prison).

The second dependent variable measures whether respondents received financial
support from a family member during the first three months of their release. Respondents
were asked, “After you were released, how did you support yourself?” with answer choices
of “A job”, “Support from your family”, “Support from your friends”, “A government
program”, “Illegal income”, and “Some other type of support”. From this variable we
created our objective familial financial support outcome (1 = yes, received familial financial
support; 0 = no, did not receive familial financial support). Just over 15% of respondents
indicated that their families provided them with financial support (Table 1). Notably, this
percentage is far lower than the percentage of respondents who perceived having family
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who could provide financial support. Although we do not investigate the reasons for this
gap in the current study, it is an area worth future empirical attention.

2.2.2. Independent Variables

To test this study’s primary question about the effect of LFOs on familial support, we
used a trichotomous variable collected at wave 1 to measure whether individuals owed
court fees upon release. The categories are: does not owe court-ordered fees (=0); owes
court-ordered fees (=1); or the respondent was unsure or left blank the court-ordered fees
question (=2). A clear limitation of the interview question is that it did not include an
“I do not know” option even though it is likely that many individuals in fact did not know
whether they owed court fees (Free Our Vote [53], for example, is an organization dedicated
to helping individuals learn whether they have LFOs). For this reason, we interpreted
missing values, or a lack of response, to indicate either that respondents did not know
whether court fees were owed or that they did not answer the question. Each of these
categories was turned into a dummy variable when entered into the model; no fees is the
reference category. As shown in Table 1, the majority of individuals in the sample owed
court fees (54%), approximately one-quarter of respondents did not owe fees (25.8%), and
approximately 20% were unsure or did not provide a response.

2.2.3. Control Variables

Related to our third research question, we included control variables that account
for parental responsibilities. First, we use a binary variable that indicated whether the
respondent owed court-ordered child support (1 = yes; 0 = no); more than one-third of
respondents did (36.1%; Table 1). Second, respondents were asked how often they spend
time with their minor children. We use a dichotomous measure to indicate whether fathers
see their children at least monthly (1 = yes; 0 = no). Over 67% of men in the sample reported
seeing their minor children at least monthly (Table 1). Both variables were assessed at
wave 2.

Control variables and their descriptive information are detailed in Table 1. We start
with sociodemographic variables scholars have highlighted as influencing individuals’
experiences with the criminal justice system and the impacts of those experiences on
reentry (e.g., [54–56]). We controlled for individuals’ relationship status at wave 2, which
was measured by asking respondents if they were currently involved in a steady intimate
relationship, including marriage (1 = yes; 0 = no). Approximately 44% answered “yes”. The
age of respondents (in years) was accounted for as well. The age variable is zero-centered at
age 18, with a mean age of 32.51 years old. Race/ethnicity is captured by a series of dummy
variables for Black, Hispanic/Latino/Spanish, other race, and White (reference category).
Approximately 47% of the sample identified as Black, 0.8% as Hispanic/Latino/Spanish,
16.6% as other or mixed race, and the remaining 35.5% of respondents identified as White.
To account for individuals’ educational attainment, we controlled for whether the respon-
dent had completed high school or received a general equivalency diploma (GED) (1 = yes;
0 = no). In this sample, 62.5% had received a high school diploma or GED. We also control
for whether individuals were employed at the wave 2 interview (1 = yes; 0 = no). At that
time, 67% reported being employed.

Several carceral and support-related variables were also included as controls. Each of
these variables was believed to be related to an individual’s experience with legal debts,
as well as their likelihood of receiving familial support (e.g., [5,12,26]). We included a
continuous measure of the total number of days incarcerated (logged) during this prison
term, as it may be related to a family’s willingness to provide support over the long
term. Also included was whether individuals participated in the experimental SVORI
reentry programming (1 = yes, 0 = no; 50.9%). Employment support (1 = yes; 0 = no) and
friend/family support (1 = yes; 0 = no) were used to indicate how the respondent supported
themselves prior to their current incarceration. Approximately 69.2% supported themselves
by having a job, while 31.4% were supported by friends and/or family members.
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We included two control variables that accounted for aspects of individuals’ health
(e.g., [33]). These variables captured other types of needs individuals may have had during
the first three months of reentry. These included a dummy variable (1 = yes; 0 = no) that
measures if the respondent had any of the following chronic ailments: asthma, diabetes,
heart problems, arthritis, back problems, tuberculosis, HIV/AIDS, and hepatitis B or C.
Nearly half (48.9%) reported having one of these chronic illnesses or diseases. We also
included a dichotomous variable, measured at the 3 month interview, indicating whether
they needed drug or alcohol treatment but did not have access to it (1 = yes; 0 = no). Over
20% of respondents in the sample reported having these needs.

The final control variable measured readiness for change. This variable is a 3-item
scale measured at baseline (in prison). The three items were the following: (1) “You are
tired of the problems caused by the crimes you committed”; (2) “You want to get your
life straightened out”; and (3) “You will give up friends and hangouts that get you into
trouble after you are released”. Responses were measured on a 4-point Likert scale ranging
from strongly agree (=1) to strongly disagree (=4), with higher numbers indicating a lower
readiness for change. One factor emerged with an eigenvalue of 1.63 and factor loadings
ranged from 0.70 to 0.79.

2.3. Analytic Approach

Given the dichotomous nature of the two dependent variables—perceived and ob-
jective familial financial support—logistic regression models were used to examine the
effects of LFOs on financial support from family members. State fixed effects (i.e., a dummy
variable for the state where the respondent was incarcerated) were included to account
for variability in state policies and procedures regarding programming, release, and court-
ordered fees, as well as differences in the implementation of the SVORI across states [57].
Information pertaining to the number of respondents per state is shown in Table 1.

Additionally, we employed post-stratification weighting to address the level of attri-
tion in the SVORI data. Post-stratification is a common method used to remedy issues
of non-response in sampling and research [58], and has been previously applied to the
SVORI data (see [34,57,59]). In the SVORI data, attrition is problematic since individuals
who remain in the study over multiple waves may be qualitatively different from those
who are more difficult to follow and attrite from the study. This loss of cases in turn may
impact outcomes, such as their likelihood of receiving familial support. It is important
to note, however, that prior research has found attrition in the SVORI to be random [60].
(High attrition is common in panel studies [61,62], and is not exclusive to SVORI. Other
longitudinal studies examining formerly incarcerated individuals have also encountered
high rates of attrition (see [63]).)

To estimate post-stratification weighting, we weighted the analytic sample to a known
population [58]; in this analysis, we used the known population from the wave 1 sample
where interviews took place in prison. Only 60% of the sample was retained between
the first and second wave of the project, a significant attrition rate [64]. In line with prior
studies employing the SVORI data [57,59], we created post-stratification weights using
respondent characteristics. In the current study, prior drug use, race, and age [65,66] were
identified as being related to either perceived or objective familial financial support. One
hundred eighty-five strata combinations were constructed using these three variables. This
yielded a final weighting variable prior to attrition.

We determined our analytic sample through the following procedures. Beginning
with the 1697 individuals in the baseline sample, 713 individuals were lost to follow-up in
wave 2. Our topic of study excluded individuals who recidivated by wave 2 given that the
interview instruments used incomparable wording for questions about financial support
for respondents who were reincarcerated versus those who remained in the community.
The focus on individuals who had not recidivated may have led to selection bias where
those most likely to receive familial support remained in the sample. This focus is the result
of data constraints; respondents who had recidivated were not asked about their perception
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of available financial support from family. As a conceptual matter, being incarcerated does
not preclude individuals from receiving financial support, or perceiving that such support
is available, from their families (see, for example, [29,38]). Future research should work to
understand familial support along the full spectrum of incarceration and reentry.

Approximately 71 respondents were excluded due to reincarceration. Our focus
was on fathers, specifically fathers of children under 18 who likely require caretaking or
financial support. Of the remaining 913 men in the sample, 581 respondents had children,
and of those individuals, 548 had children under 18. This group of 548 fathers became our
primary sample. Finally, of the 548 eligible men in the sample, 22 respondents were lost
due to missing data on our key analytic variables. Accordingly, the final sample was made
up of 526 formerly incarcerated fathers. (Ancillary analyses included tests of whether the
results presented in this study differed for parents and non-parents. These tests showed no
statistically significant differences between parents and non-parents. One reason may be
because a substantial proportion of the men in the SVORI dataset are fathers.)

We tested a series of models to assess the relationship between LFOs and perceived or
objective financial familial support. We began by examining a model for understanding
whether there was a relationship between our first dependent variable, perceived finan-
cial familial support, and LFOs for fathers (Model 1). Next, we included two models
(Models 2 and 3), which included key control variables: whether the respondent had child
support obligations and the amount of time they spent with their children on a monthly
basis. We analyzed these separately to determine if these conditions influenced the rela-
tionship between LFOs and perceived financial familial support. We replicated Models 1–3
with the dependent variable of objective financial familial support in Models 4–6. Finally,
we assessed whether there was multicollinearity among our variables. The average VIF was
1.55, and ranged from 1.08 to 2.94, demonstrating that multicollinearity was not a concern.

3. Results
3.1. Regression Models

This study focused on whether owing court debts, or having LFOs, was related to
how respondents perceived their family’s willingness to provide financial support and
whether their family in fact provided financial support. We also accounted for whether
parental obligations, including child support and frequent interaction with their children,
explained the effects of owing court debts. Accordingly, our discussion focuses on the
coefficients associated with whether the individual owed court-ordered fees and whether
or not those coefficients changed after adjusting for parental obligations. Following the
guidance of other scholars, we do not provide a discussion of the results associated with
control variables; however, coefficients, standard errors, and significance levels for these
variables are available in Table 2 [67]. In addition, though each of the regression models
includes fixed effects for respondents’ state of incarceration, to save space, these coefficients
are suppressed in the tables; full models are available in Appendix A Table A1.

3.1.1. Dependent Variable: Perceived Available Financial Support

Previous research suggests that formerly incarcerated individuals may rely heavily
on familial support. At the same time, parents’ competing needs to provide for their
children and to pay LFOs may conflict with the support families provide. We started by
testing whether owing court-ordered fees influenced incarcerated individuals’ perceptions
of available financial support. Model 1 shows that owing court fees did not influence
individuals’ perceptions of available family financial support.

We also tested whether the association between owing court fees and financial support
changed when accounting for whether respondents owed child support and how frequently
they saw their children. As shown in Table 2, Models 2 and 3, respectively, the inclusion of
these two variables did not impact the statistical relationship between court-ordered fees
and perceptions of available financial support. In short, there was no statis tical relationship
between LFOs and perceived familial financial support, regardless of parental obligations.
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Table 2. Logistic Regression Models Predicting Perception of Financial Support and Receipt of Financial Support (n = 526).

Perception of Financial Support Receipt of Financial Support

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

b (S.E.) b (S.E.) b (S.E.) b (S.E.) b (S.E.) b (S.E.)

Owes court-ordered fees −0.005 (0.352) −0.078 (0.352) −0.032 (0.364) 1.580 * (0.298) 1.504 * (0.297) 1.565 * (0.298)

Unsure/refused court-ordered fees item 0.307 (0.334) 0.279 (0.339) 0.446 (0.342) 0.632 (0.338) 0.559 (0.343) 0.650 (0.334)

Court ordered to pay child support 0.463 (0.241) 0.369 (0.225)

Sees child(ren) at least monthly 0.774 * (0.211) 0.116 (0.250)

In a romantic relationship 1.666 * (0.255) 1.710 * (0.272) 1.623 * (0.258) 0.363 (0.228) 0.415 (0.228) 0.359 (0.229)

Age (years) −0.038 * (0.016) −0.038 * (0.016) −0.035 * (0.016) −0.030 (0.016) −0.032 * (0.016) −0.029 (0.016)

Black −0.302 (0.244) −0.361 (0.266) −0.339 (0.244) 1.201 * (0.294) 1.194 * (0.292) 1.196 * (0.294)

Hispanic/Latino/Spanish 1.011 (1.019) 1.004 (1.004) 1.130 (1.062) 0.118 (0.629) 0.144 (0.632) 0.120 (0.627)

Other race 0.271 (0.336) 0.325 (0.328) 0.083 (0.337) −0.216 (0.328) −0.184 (0.336) −0.217 (0.329)

High school diploma or GED 0.676 * (0.205) 0.675 * (0.205) 0.682 * (0.206) 0.212 (0.244) 0.199 (0.243) 0.215 (0.242)

Employed at 3 month interview −0.059 (0.226) −0.037 (0.224) −0.012 (0.233) −1.448 * (0.270) −1.463 * (0.275) −1.449 * (0.270)

Number of days incarcerated (logged) 0.481 * (0.110) 0.502 * (0.120) 0.496 * (0.110) 0.217 (0.113) 0.226 * (0.113) 0.220 (0.113)

SVORI experimental group 0.439 * (0.213) 0.426 (0.218) 0.458 * (0.215) −0.384 (0.214) −0.415 (0.220) −0.379 (0.213)

Supported by employment pre-prison −0.273 (0.256) −0.292 (0.253) −0.110 (0.254) −0.128 (0.256) −0.161 (0.256) −0.120 (0.261)

Supported by friends and family pre-prison −0.951 * (0.218) −0.937 * (0.219) −0.885 * (0.225) 0.839 * (0.217) 0.850 * (0.218) 0.846 * (0.219)

Needs drug or alcohol treatment 0.142 (0.240) 0.153 (0.240) 0.257 (0.247) −1.019 * (0.315) −1.031 * (0.322) −1.010 * (0.315)

Readiness for change −0.346 * (0.101) −0.336 * (0.102) −0.356 * (0.102) −0.305 (0.163) −0.299 (0.164) −0.306 (0.163)

Has chronic illness or disease 0.255 (0.239) 0.243 (0.241) 0.332 (0.248) 0.168 (0.255) 0.160 (0.260) 0.173 (0.256)

Constant −1.154 (0.928) −1.449 (0.982) −2.014 * (0.965) −4.491 * (0.889) −4.592 * (0.885) −4.605 * (0.933)

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05; These models include fixed effects for 12 states; full models available in Appendix A Table A1.
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3.1.2. Dependent Variable: Receipt of Financial Support

We focused next on whether owing court-ordered fees influenced the receipt of fi-
nancial support from family, as well as how, if at all, parental obligations impacted that
association. The results presented in Table 2, Model 4, show that fathers who owed court
fees were more likely than fathers who did not owe fees to receive financial support from
their families (b = 1.580; p < 0.05). Taking the exponential of the β coefficient gives the
corresponding odds ratio (OR), which is 4.853. That is, the odds that fathers who owed
court fees received financial support from family were 4.853-fold greater than the odds
were for fathers who did not owe court-ordered fees.

To test whether parental obligations influenced familial financial support, we ac-
counted for whether an individual paid court-ordered child support (Table 2, Model 5).
The results showed that fathers who owed court fees, when accounting for whether they
paid child support, were more likely than their counterparts who did not owe court fees to
receive financial support (b = 1.504; p < 0.05). The odds of receiving financial support from
family was 4.497 when accounting for owed child support. Another way to test whether
parental obligations explained the association between court fees and financial support
was to account for whether fathers saw their children at least monthly. Here, again, as
shown in Table 2, Model 6, even after controlling for participants’ contact with children,
owing court fees was positively and statistically significantly associated with the receipt of
financial support (b = 1.565; OR = 4.785; p < 0.05). Accordingly, even when controlling for
parental obligations, fathers who owed court fees were more likely than fathers who did
not owe fees to receive financial support from family.

4. Discussion

This study reveals that, like many criminal justice sanctions, LFOs punish not just the
individual convicted of a crime but their family as well. In particular, LFOs were found to
significantly predict the likelihood that fathers received financial support from family. This
association between LFOs and receipt of financial support remained even after controlling
for an array of key variables, including whether the father owed child support or saw
his children monthly. These results suggest that fathers’ greater financial need brought
on by court debts is met with greater financial support from their families. However, we
found no evidence that LFOs predicted fathers’ perceptions of available financial support.
This finding is perhaps unsurprising given the extent of support families tend to provide
their incarcerated loved ones [29,38], which may garner expectations that this support will
continue once released.

The finding that owing court fees increased the financial support of families is par-
ticularly notable given the fact that many formerly incarcerated individuals come from
economically poor communities [44,68]. Accordingly, court debts may further disadvan-
tage individuals, families, and communities. In addition, prison itself diminishes the
ability to maintain and cultivate quality relationships with family members, particularly
children, post-incarceration [69]. Research is needed to better understand whether LFOs
and the provision of financial support after prison release impacts familial relationships.
For example, it may be the case that relying on family members for financial assistance
harms ties between formerly incarcerated individuals and their families. In particular,
tension may arise if formerly incarcerated individuals are paying criminal justice debts and
because of that are unable to contribute to other household needs. For parents specifically,
having to pay court debts may mean there is less money to put towards the needs of their
children (see, generally, [5]).

It is also possible that the adverse consequences of LFOs are concentrated among
certain demographic groups and communities. Indeed, scholars have established that mass
incarceration and its collateral consequences have been especially felt by racial and ethnic
minority communities [70–73]. In the current study, focusing on the full sample may have
obscured within sample differences. For example, the adverse impacts of LFOs may be
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greatest for Black fathers. Such a finding, when considered alongside research that has
found that Black men with a criminal record are likely to be overlooked for employment
opportunities [74], would suggest that it may be especially difficult for Black fathers to pay
off their legal debts (see generally, [75]). Future research should investigate this possibility.
Empirical attention is also needed to better understand how LFOs are assigned. Scholars
have found that Black and Hispanic individuals and communities tend to be viewed as
more culpable and dangerous, which can result in harsher sentencing [76–78]. Research is
needed about whether these biases are present in decision making about who is assigned
LFOs, as well as what LFO amounts are assigned.

Efforts to assuage the burden LFOs cause families of returning citizens may include
reducing the imposition of court-ordered fines and fees. It also may include alternative
punishments, such as community service, when individuals are unable to pay financial
sanctions (see, [12,20]). However, it will also be important to focus on support efforts
that can reduce the need to receive financial assistance from family. An inspection of the
coefficients for the current study’s control variables (Table 2) shows that men who were
employed at wave 2 were approximately 1.5-fold less likely to receive financial support
than those who were unemployed. This finding suggests that perhaps employed men did
not need to borrow money from family. Accordingly, promoting employment opportunities
for returning citizens, may be one way to reduce the financial burden experienced by their
families. Such steps, however, should extend beyond “ban the box” type policy initiatives,
which in some cases may reduce job opportunities for Black applicants [75]. Rather, steps
might include working to destigmatize a felony conviction or having served a prison
sentence, as well as providing high-quality job training and professional development
opportunities to the incarcerated population.

Though we believe that each of the implications discussed above is warranted, there
are some limitations that bear mentioning and that should be considered when interpreting
this study’s results. First, the current study is correlational and therefore cannot establish
the causal effect of LFOs on perceived or actual support. We do, however, control for
several key variables that reduce the likelihood of a spurious result. Second, prior research
suggests that in some cases LFOs may increase the likelihood of familial support, while in
other cases they may decrease it. Future work, including qualitative assessments, should
investigate whether LFOs impact how families think about the support they give, or do
not give, to their loved ones. Third, as discussed, the question about court fees did not
have an exhaustive list of response options. Future studies will want to give individuals
the option to report that they do not know whether they have LFOs. Fourth, this study
excluded individuals who had recidivated by three months post-release. Familial support
provided to these individuals may be different than it was for individuals who remained
in the community. Future studies should examine familial support at all stages of the
criminal justice process. Fifth, this sample is not representative. For example, less than one
percent of the current sample is Hispanic/Latino/Spanish, as compared to over 18% of
the general population [79]. In addition, over half of the sample participated in a reentry
program, which may partially explain the higher employment rate and lower familial
financial support rate than might be expected. As such, the findings may not generalize
to other formerly incarcerated fathers. Each of these limitations provides avenues for
researchers to build on the current study’s findings and to advance knowledge about LFOs
and their impacts on formerly incarcerated individuals and their families.

5. Conclusions

Prior research has established that if formerly incarcerated individuals are to succeed
in their reentry to society, support from their families and loved ones is needed. This need
can be especially true for parents who have to navigate overcoming common barriers to
reentry while also trying to meet the needs of their children. The current study finds that
owing court debts when released from prison can contribute to an even greater need for
financial support from one’s family. These results support arguments by scholars and
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advocates that LFOs can adversely impact not just the person who owes the debt but their
family as well.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Logistic Regression Models Predicting Perception of Financial Support and Receipt of Financial Support (n = 526).

Perception of Financial Support Receipt of Financial Support

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

b (S.E.) b (S.E.) b (S.E.) b (S.E.) b (S.E.) b (S.E.)

Owes court-ordered fees −0.005 (0.352) −0.078 (0.352) −0.032 (0.364) 1.580 * (0.298) 1.504 * (0.297) 1.565 * (0.298)
Unsure/refused court-ordered fees item 0.307 (0.334) 0.279 (0.339) 0.446 (0.342) 0.632 (0.338) 0.559 (0.343) 0.650 (0.334)

Court ordered to pay child support 0.463 (0.241) 0.369 (0.225)
Sees child(ren) at least monthly 0.774 * (0.211) 0.116 (0.250)

In a romantic relationship 1.666 * (0.255) 1.710 * (0.272) 1.623 * (0.258) 0.363 (0.228) 0.415 (0.228) 0.359 (0.229)
Age (years) −0.038 * (0.016) −0.038 * (0.016) −0.035 * (0.016) −0.030 (0.016) −0.032 * (0.016) −0.029 (0.016)

Black −0.302 (0.244) −0.361 (0.266) −0.339 (0.244) 1.201 * (0.294) 1.194 * (0.292) 1.196 * (0.294)
Hispanic/Latino/Spanish 1.011 (1.019) 1.004 (1.004) 1.130 (1.062) 0.118 (0.629) 0.144 (0.632) 0.120 (0.627)

Other race 0.271 (0.336) 0.325 (0.328) 0.083 (0.337) −0.216 (0.328) −0.184 (0.336) −0.217 (0.329)
High school diploma or GED 0.676 * (0.205) 0.675 * (0.205) 0.682 * (0.206) 0.212 (0.244) 0.199 (0.243) 0.215 (0.242)

Employed at 3 month interview −0.059 (0.226) −0.037 (0.224) −0.012 (0.233) −1.448 * (0.270) −1.463 * (0.275) −1.449 * (0.270)
Number of days incarcerated (logged) 0.481 * (0.110) 0.502 * (0.120) 0.496 * (0.110) 0.217 (0.113) 0.226 * (0.113) 0.220 (0.113)

SVORI experimental group 0.439 * (0.213) 0.426 (0.218) 0.458 * (0.215) −0.384 (0.214) −0.415 (0.220) −0.379 (0.213)
Supported by employment pre-prison −0.273 (0.256) −0.292 (0.253) −0.110 (0.254) −0.128 (0.256) −0.161 (0.256) −0.120 (0.261)

Supported by friends and family
pre-prison

−0.951 * (0.218) −0.937 * (0.219) −0.885 * (0.225) 0.839 * (0.217) 0.850 * (0.218) 0.846 * (0.219)

Needs drug or alcohol treatment 0.142 (0.240) 0.153 (0.240) 0.257 (0.247) −1.019 * (0.315) −1.031 * (0.322) −1.010 * (0.315)
Readiness for change −0.346 * (0.101) −0.336 * (0.102) −0.356 * (0.102) −0.305 (0.163) −0.299 (0.164) −0.306 (0.163)

Has chronic illness or disease 0.255 (0.239) 0.243 (0.241) 0.332 (0.248) 0.168 (0.255) 0.160 (0.260) 0.173 (0.256)
Indiana 0.209 (0.469) 0.277 (0.473) 0.280 (0.502) 1.594 * (0.527) 1.637 * (0.522) 1.597 * (0.527)
Kansas −0.630 (0.732) −0.557 (0.755) −0.886 (0.721) 1.049 (0.825) 1.070 (0.852) 1.020 (0.822)

Maryland 0.160 (0.397) 0.301 (0.394) 0.160 (0.418) 0.659 (0.499) 0.715 (0.493) 0.642 (0.493)
Maine −2.947 * (0.582) −3.000 * (0.579) −2.774 * (0.568) 1.424 * (0.673) 1.348 * (0.679) 1.456 * (0.687)

Missouri −0.010 (0.675) −0.018 (0.667) −0.051 (0.708) −1.274 (0.828) −1.377 (0.842) −1.286 (0.825)
Nevada 0.498 (0.662) 0.548 (0.651) 0.717 (0.705) 1.850 * (0.509) 1.880 * (0.510) 1.859 * (0.513)

Ohio 1.879 (1.126) 1.917 (1.116) 2.141 (1.201) 0.902 (0.623) 0.918 (0.615) 0.916 (0.629)
Oklahoma −0.861 (0.714) −0.738 (0.718) −0.836 (0.701) −0.396 (1.058) −0.372 (1.059) −0.402 (1.051)

Pennsylvania −0.884 (0.469) −0.899 (0.475) −0.859 (0.501) 1.240 * (0.541) 1.215 * (0.544) 1.263 * (0.547)
South Carolina −0.436 (0.349) −0.298 (0.363) −0.387 (0.377) −0.821 (0.523) −0.758 (0.529) −0.806 (0.531)

Washington −0.885 (0.522) −1.000 (0.548) −0.504 (0.534) −0.566 (1.003) −0.730 (1.004) −0.541 (1.009)

Constant −1.154 (0.928) −1.449 (0.982) −2.014 * (0.965) −4.491 * (0.889) −4.592 * (0.885) −4.605 * (0.933)

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05; Iowa is the reference state.

https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/web/NACJD/studies/27101


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 9625 14 of 16

References
1. Carson, E.A. Prisoners in 2019; Bureau of Justice Statistics: Washington, DC, USA, 2020.
2. Petersilia, J. When Prisoners Come Home: Parole and Prisoner Reentry; Oxford University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2003.
3. de Vuono-powell, S.; Schweldler, C.; Walters, A.; Zohrabl, A. Who Pays? The True Cost of Incarceration on Families; Ella Baker Center,

Forward Together, Research Action Design: Oakland, CA, USA, 2015.
4. Link, N.W. Criminal justice debt during the prisoner reintegration process: Who has it and how much? Crim. Justice Behav. 2019,

46, 154–172. [CrossRef]
5. Martin, K.; Sykes, B.; Shannon, S.; Edwards, F.; Harris, A. Monetary sanctions: Legal financial obligations in U.S. systems of

justice. Annu. Rev. Criminol. 2018, 1, 471–495. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
6. Harris, A.; Evans, H.; Beckett, K. Drawing blood from stones: Legal debt and social inequality in the contemporary United States.

Am. J. Sociol. 2010, 115, 1753–1799. [CrossRef]
7. Travis, J. But They All Come Back: Facing The Challenges of Prisoner Reentry; Urban Institute Press: Washington, DC, USA, 2005.
8. Beckett, K.; Harris, A. On cash and conviction: Monetary sanctions as misguided policy. Criminol. Public Policy 2011, 10, 505–507.

[CrossRef]
9. Comfort, M. Punishment beyond the legal offender. Annu. Rev. Law Soc. Sci. 2007, 3, 271–296. [CrossRef]
10. Visher, C.A.; LaVigne, N.; Travis, J. Returning home: Understanding the Challenges of Prisoner Reentry. Maryland Pilot Study: Findings

from Baltimore; The Urban Institute: Washington, DC, USA, 2004.
11. Cheliotis, L.K.; McKay, T. Uneasy partnerships: Prisoner re-entry, family problems and state coercion in the era of neoliberalism.

Punishm. Soc. 2021. [CrossRef]
12. Harris, A. A Pound of Flesh: Monetary Sanctions as Punishment for the Poor; Russell Sage Foundation: New York, NY, USA, 2016.
13. Binswanger, I.A.; Stern, M.F.; Deyo, R.A.; Heagerty, P.J. Release from prison—A high risk of death for former inmates. N. Engl. J.

Med. 2007, 356, 157–165. [CrossRef]
14. Jama-Alol, K.A.; Malacova, E.; Ferrante, A.; Alan, J.; Stewart, L.; Preen, D. Influence of offence type and prior imprisonment

on risk of death following release from prison: A whole-population linked data study. Int. J. Prison. Health 2015, 11, 108–118.
[CrossRef]

15. Metraux, S.; Culhane, D.P. Homeless shelter use and reincarceration following prison release. Criminol. Public Policy 2004, 3,
139–160. [CrossRef]

16. Hester, T. Correctional Populations in the United States, 1985; Bureau of Justice Statistics: Washington, DC, USA, 1987.
17. Maruschak, L.M.; Minton, T.D. Correctional Populations in the United States, 2017–2018; Bureau of Justice Statistics: Washington,

DC, USA, 2020.
18. Henricks, K.; Harvey, D.C. Not one but many: Monetary punishment and the Fergusons of America. Sociol. Forum 2017, 32,

930–951. [CrossRef]
19. Harris, A.; Smith, T.; Obara, E. Justice “cost points” examination of privatization within public systems of justice. Criminol. Public

Policy 2019, 18, 343–359. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
20. Bannon, A.; Nagrecha, M.; Diller, R. Criminal Justice Debt: A Barrier to Reentry; Brennan Center for Justice: New York, NY, USA, 2010.
21. Bonczar, T.P. Characteristics of Adults on Probation, 1995; Department of Justice: Washington, DC, USA, 1997.
22. Gordon, M.A.; Glaser, D. The use and effects of financial penalties in municipal courts. Criminology 1991, 29, 651–676. [CrossRef]
23. Pleggenkuhle, B. The financial cost of a criminal conviction: Context and consequences. Crim. Justice Behav. 2018, 45, 121–145.

[CrossRef]
24. Western, B. Punishment and Inequality in America; Russell Sage Foundation: New York, NY, USA, 2006.
25. Haney, L. Incarcerated fatherhood: The entanglements of child support debt and mass imprisonment. Am. J. Sociol. 2018, 124,

1–48. [CrossRef]
26. Roman, C.G.; Link, N. Child support, debt, and prisoner reentry: Examining the influences of prisoners’ legal and financial

obligations on reentry. In Final report to the National Institute of Justice; Temple University: Philadelphia, PA, USA, 2015.
27. Link, N.W. Paid your debt to society? Court-related financial obligations and community supervision during the first year after

release from prison. Correct. Policy Pract. Res. 2021. [CrossRef]
28. Arditti, J.A.; Few, A.L. Mothers’ reentry into family life following incarceration. Crim. Justice Policy Rev. 2006, 17, 103–123. [CrossRef]
29. Liu, L.; Visher, C.A. Decomposition of the role of family in reentry: Family support, tension, gender, and reentry outcomes.

Crime Delinq. 2021, 67, 970–996. [CrossRef]
30. Naser, R.L.; LaVigne, N.G. Family support in the prisoner reentry process. J. Offender Rehabil. 2006, 43, 93–106. [CrossRef]
31. Nelson, M.; Deess, P.; Allen, C. The First Month out: Post-Incarceration Experiences in New York City; Vera Institute of Justice:

Brooklyn, NY, USA, 1999.
32. Pettus-Davis, C. Support4Families: A proposed intervention model to support families of individuals returning home from

incarceration. Fam. Soc. J. Contemp. Soc. Serv. 2021. [CrossRef]
33. Fahmy, C.; Wallace, D. The influence of familial social support on physical health during reentry. Crim. Justice Behav. 2019, 46,

1738–1756. [CrossRef]
34. Fahmy, C.; Gricius, M.; Chamberlain, A.W.; Wallace, D. Prison visitation and the likelihood of post-release employment.

Crime Delinq. 2021. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1177/0093854818790291
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-criminol-032317-091915
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33889808
http://doi.org/10.1086/651940
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9133.2011.00727.x
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.lawsocsci.3.081806.112829
http://doi.org/10.1177/14624745211006181
http://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMsa064115
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJPH-10-2013-0046
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9133.2004.tb00031.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/socf.12360
http://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12442
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33889059
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1991.tb01083.x
http://doi.org/10.1177/0093854817734278
http://doi.org/10.1086/697580
http://doi.org/10.1080/23774657.2021.1878072
http://doi.org/10.1177/0887403405282450
http://doi.org/10.1177/0011128720987195
http://doi.org/10.1300/J076v43n01_05
http://doi.org/10.1177/1044389420970008
http://doi.org/10.1177/0093854819870268
http://doi.org/10.1177/00111287211022631


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 9625 15 of 16

35. Mallik-Kane, K.; Visher, C.A. Health and Prisoner Reentry: How Physical, Mental, and Substance Abuse Conditions Shape the Process of
Reintegration; The Urban Institute: Washington, DC, USA, 2008.

36. Mowen, T.J.; Stansfield, R.; Boman, J.H. Family matters: Moving beyond “if” family support matters to “why” family support
matters during reentry from prison. J. Res. Crime Delinq. 2019, 56, 483–523. [CrossRef]

37. Turanovic, J.J.; Rodriguez, N.; Pratt, T.C. The collateral consequences of incarceration revisited: A qualitative analysis of the
effects on caregivers of children of incarcerated parents. Criminology 2012, 50, 913–959. [CrossRef]

38. Visher, C.A.; Yahner, J.; LaVigne, N. Life after Prison: Tracking the Experiences of Male Prisoners Returning to Chicago, Cleveland, and
Houston; The Urban Institute: Washington, DC, USA, 2010.

39. Covington, S.; Bloom, B. Gendered justice: Women in the criminal justice system. In Gendered Justice: Addressing Female Offenders;
Carolina Academic Press: Durham, NC, USA, 2003; pp. 3–23.

40. Hanlon, T.E.; Carswell, S.B.; Rose, M. Research on the caretaking of children of incarcerated parents: Findings and their service
delivery implications. Child. Youth Serv. Rev. 2007, 29, 348–362. [CrossRef]

41. Wildeman, C.; Western, B. Incarceration in fragile families. Future Child. 2010, 20, 157–177. [CrossRef]
42. Geller, A.; Garfinkel, I.; Western, B. Paternal incarceration and support for children in Fragile Families. Demography 2011, 48,

25–47. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
43. Nagrecha, M.; Katzenstein, M.F.; Davis, E. When All Else Fails, Fining the Family; Center for Community Alternatives: Brooklyn,

NY, USA, 2015.
44. Western, B.; Pettit, B. Incarceration and social inequality. Daedalus 2010, 139, 8–19. [CrossRef]
45. Braman, D. Doing Time on the Outside: Incarceration and Family Life in Urban America; The University of Michigan Press: Ann Arbor,

MI, USA, 2004.
46. Visher, C.A.; Debus-Sherrill, S.A.; Yahner, J. Employment after prison: A longitudinal study of former prisoners. Justice Q. 2011,

28, 698–718. [CrossRef]
47. Kerkmann, B.C.; Lee, T.R.; Lown, J.M.; Allgood, S.M. Financial management, financial problems and marital satisfaction among

recently married university students. Financ. Couns. Plan. 2000, 11, 55–65.
48. Gutman, L.M.; McLoyd, V.C.; Tokoyawa, T. Financial strain, neighborhood stress, parenting behaviors, and adolescent adjustment

in urban African American families. J. Res. Adolesc. 2005, 15, 425–449. [CrossRef]
49. Charles, P.; Muentner, L.; Kjellstrand, J. Parenting and incarceration: Perspectives on father-child involvement during reentry

from prison. Soc. Serv. Rev. 2019, 93, 218–261. [CrossRef]
50. Lattimore, P.K.; Visher, C.A. The Multi-Site Evaluation of SVORI: Summary and Synthesis; National Institute of Justice: Washington,

DC, USA, 2009.
51. Western, B.; Braga, A.A.; Davis, J.; Sirois, C. Stress and hardship after prison. Am. J. Sociol. 2015, 120, 1512–1547. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
52. Alper, M.; Durose, M.R.; Markman, J. 2018 Update on Prisoner Recidivism: A 9-Year Follow-Up Period (2005–2014); Bureau of Justice

Statistics: Washington, DC, USA, 2018.
53. Free Our Vote. Restore Voting Rights for 1.7m Floridians. Available online: https://freeourvote.com/pages/aboutus.html

(accessed on 8 June 2021).
54. Latessa, E.J.; Lowenkamp, C. What works in reducing recidivism? Univ. St. Thomas Law J. 2006, 3, 521–535.
55. Piquero, A.R.; Jennings, W.G.; Diamond, B.; Reingle, J.M. A systematic review of age, sex, ethnicity, and race as predictors of

violent recidivism. Int. J. Offender Ther. Comp. Criminol. 2015, 59, 5–26. [CrossRef]
56. Visher, C.A.; Knight, C.R.; Chalfin, A.; Roman, J.K. The Impact of Marital and Relationship Status on Social Outcomes for Returning

Prisoners; The Urban Institute: Washington, DC, USA, 2009.
57. Wallace, D.; Wang, X. Does in-prison physical and mental health impact recidivism? SSM Popul. Health 2020, 11, 100569.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
58. Kalton, G.; Flores-Cervantes, I. Weighting methods. J. Off. Stat. 2003, 19, 81–97.
59. Wallace, D.; Larson, M.; Somers, L.; Padilla, K.E.; Mays, R. Recidivism and relationships: Examining the role of relationships,

transitions, and relationship quality in reincarceration. J. Dev. Life-Course Criminol. 2020, 6, 321–353. [CrossRef]
60. Lattimore, P.K.; Steffey, D.M. The Multi-Site Evaluation of SVORI: Methodology and Analytic Approach; National Institute of Justice:

Washington, DC, USA, 2009.
61. Fahmy, C.; Clark, K.; Mitchell, M.M.; Decker, S.H.; Pyrooz, D.C. Method to the madness: Tracking and interviewing respondents

in a longitudinal study of prisoner reentry. Sociol. Methods Res. 2019. [CrossRef]
62. Clark, K.J.; Mitchell, M.M.; Fahmy, C.; Pyrooz, D.C.; Decker, S.H. What if they are all high-risk for attrition? Correlates of retention

in a longitudinal study of reentry from prison. Int. J. Offender Ther. Comp. Criminol. 2020, 1–36. [CrossRef]
63. Western, B.; Wildeman, C. The Black family and mass incarceration. ANNALS Am. Acad. Polit. Soc. Sci. 2009, 621, 221–242.

[CrossRef]
64. Lattimore, P.K.; Brumbaugh, S.; Visher, C.A.; Lindquist, C.; Winterfield, L.; Salas, M.; Zweig, J. National Portrait of SVORI: Serious

and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative; National Institute of Justice: Washington, DC, USA, 2004.
65. Siennick, S.E.; Widdowson, A.O. Incarceration and financial dependency during and after “youth”. J. Dev. Life-Course Criminol.

2017, 3, 397–418. [CrossRef]
66. Staton-Tindall, M.; Royse, D.; Leukfeld, C. Substance use, criminality, and social support: An exploratory analysis with

incarcerated women. Am. J. Drug Alcohol Abus. 2009, 33, 237–243. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1177/0022427818820902
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2012.00283.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2006.09.001
http://doi.org/10.1353/foc.2010.0006
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-010-0009-9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21318455
http://doi.org/10.1162/DAED_a_00019
http://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2010.535553
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2005.00106.x
http://doi.org/10.1086/703446
http://doi.org/10.1086/681301
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26421345
https://freeourvote.com/pages/aboutus.html
http://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X13514733
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2020.100569
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32258357
http://doi.org/10.1007/s40865-020-00144-6
http://doi.org/10.1177/0049124119875962
http://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X20967934
http://doi.org/10.1177/0002716208324850
http://doi.org/10.1007/s40865-017-0057-6
http://doi.org/10.1080/00952990601174865
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17497546


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 9625 16 of 16

67. Keele, L.; Stevenson, R.T.; Elwert, F. The causal interpretation of estimated associations in regression models. Polit. Sci. Res.
Methods 2020, 8, 1–13. [CrossRef]

68. Sampson, R.; Loeffler, C. Punishment’s place: The local concentration of mass incarceration. Daedalus 2010, 139, 20–31. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

69. Travis, J.; Visher, C.A. Prisoner Reentry and Crime in America; Cambridge University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2005.
70. Alexander, M. The New Jim Crow: Mass Incarceration in the Age of Colorblindness; The New Press: New York, NY, USA, 2010.
71. Hinton, E. From the War on Poverty to the War on Crime: The Making of Mass Incarceration in America; Harvard University Press:

Cambridge, MA, USA, 2017.
72. Spohn, C. Race, crime, and punishment in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries. Crime Justice 2015, 44, 49–97. [CrossRef]
73. Miller, R.J.; Kern, L.J.; Williams, A. The front end of the carceral state: Police stops, court fines, and the racialization of due process.

Soc. Serv. Rev. 2018, 92, 290–303. [CrossRef]
74. Pager, D. The mark of a criminal record. Am. J. Sociol. 2003, 108, 937–975. [CrossRef]
75. Emory, A.D.; Harlampoudis, A.; Nepomnyaschy, L. State Policies and Employment Outcomes among Fathers and Criminal Records;

Fatherhood Research Practice Network: Philadelphia, PA, USA, 2019.
76. Cho, W.; Ho, A.T. Does neighborhood crime matter? A multi-year survey study on perceptions of race, victimization, and public

safety. Int. J. Law Crime Justice 2018, 55, 13–26. [CrossRef]
77. Steffensmeier, D.; Demuth, S. Ethnicity and judges’ sentencing decisions: Hispanic-Black-White comparisons. Criminology 2001,

39, 145–178. [CrossRef]
78. Steffensmeier, D.; Ulmer, J.; Kramer, J. The interaction of race, gender, and age in criminal sentencing: The punishment cost of

being young, Black, and male. Criminology 1998, 36, 763–798. [CrossRef]
79. United States Census Bureau. Quick facts: United States. Available online: https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/

RHI725219 (accessed on 21 June 2021).

http://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2019.31
http://doi.org/10.1162/DAED_a_00020
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21032947
http://doi.org/10.1086/681550
http://doi.org/10.1086/697905
http://doi.org/10.1086/374403
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlcj.2018.08.002
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2001.tb00919.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1998.tb01265.x
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/RHI725219
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/RHI725219

	Introduction 
	Legal Financial Obligations: What Are They and Who Receives Them? 
	Legal Financial Obligations and Prisoner Reentry 
	Familial Support during Reentry 
	Legal Financial Obligations and Familial Support 

	Materials and Methods 
	Data 
	Study Variables 
	Dependent Variables 
	Independent Variables 
	Control Variables 

	Analytic Approach 

	Results 
	Regression Models 
	Dependent Variable: Perceived Available Financial Support 
	Dependent Variable: Receipt of Financial Support 


	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	
	References

