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ABSTRACT

Formerly incarcerated individuals face a plethora of hardships when they reenter society following their incarceration. These hardships are accompanied by the ever-looming threat of reincarceration, an issue of particular prominence in the US. Due to high reincarceration rates it is critical to study protective factors during reentry. One understudied factor is that of pre-release expectations. The current study investigates different expectations, their outcomes, discrepancies between the two, and their utility in predicting short-term reincarceration. Data came from the Multi-site Family Study on Incarceration, Parenting, and Partnering (MFS-IP). The sub-sample (n=346) was restricted to non-Hispanic White and Black fathers incarcerated at sites with four waves of data to maximize time on the outside. Reincarceration was assessed at each of the follow-up waves. Fathers were asked about their expectations for social support, financial stability, and family relationships/coresidence before their release. Upon release they answered the same questions to see if their experiences aligned with their expectations. Discrepancy categories were created based on these expectation/experience trajectories. Additionally, multiple theoretically relevant factors were controlled for. Frequencies were analyzed for expectations, experiences, and discrepancy categories to provide an overview of the reentry experience. Binary logistic regressions were used to measure the relationship of expectations and discrepancies with reincarceration. For the first analysis, reincarceration was regressed on expectations while controlling for experiences and the other control variables. The second analysis regressed reincarceration onto the total number of unmet expectations. Results suggest that expectations alone do not have a significant impact on reincarceration rates, however, for White fathers, more unmet expectations are associated with increased risk for short-term reincarceration. This study provides valuable insight into the attitudes held by incarcerated individuals as they prepare for reentry and furthermore, it shows various post-release trajectories across a variety of domains. These descriptives highlight the areas in which individuals can use more support and provide valuable information for policymakers as they work to support the reentry process. Furthermore, these results showcase the racialized effects of the criminal legal system and highlight the need to both critically examine why such differences exist and reflect on the systemic processes that entrench them.
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Introduction and General Information
The US has the highest incarceration rate in the world (Gramlich, 2021). In 2007, the most recent year with published national data regarding incarcerated parents, the US incarcerated an estimated 744,200 fathers, the majority of whom had children under 18 (Glaze & Maruschak, 2010). In addition to leading the world in incarceration rates, the US also has one of the highest global recidivism rates, with 58% of individuals being rearrested within two years of prison release and 82% within ten years (Antenangeli & Durose, 2021; Yukhnenko et al., 2020). Recidivism is costly for individuals, families, and communities, making it a critically important topic for social scientists to examine.
The high rates of recidivism seen in the US reflect the numerous challenges returning individuals face during reentry, including institutionalization, finding employment, relationship instability, and personal distress (Crane & Pascoe, 2021; Griffith et al., 2019; Katsiyannis et al., 2018; McKay et al., 2018a; Turney & Halpern-Meekin, 2021). A growing body of research has focused on uncovering various risk and protective factors to better understand the reentry process and to help alleviate the burden of reentry and reduce recidivism rates (Martín et al., 2019; Walker et al., 2013). One important factor that may affect the risk for recidivism is the expectations people have for reentry. Hopeful expectations for post-release life have been described as a necessary component in the desistance process because they can help individuals persist through challenges (Lebel et al., 2008). However, researchers have yet to examine how expectations may contribute to the risk for recidivism in returning fathers. The current study investigates different expectations, their potential influence on short-term recidivism outcomes in incarcerated American fathers, and the potential consequences of them going unmet.
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Literature Review	

[bookmark: _Toc420995897][bookmark: _Toc422997484][bookmark: _Toc427156467][bookmark: _Toc127624311]Predictors of Recidivism
Recidivism rates in the US are reflective of the cycle of release and reincarceration experienced by many individuals (Muentner, 2022). The experience of incarceration sets the foundation for reentry and, as such, is contextually important to understanding the numerous obstacles faced. Once on the outside, released individuals are subject to numerous risk and protective factors that can help or hinder their desistance process. These can be roughly categorized as personal, structural/logistical, familial, and socio-psychological factors.
[bookmark: _Toc127624312]Personal
Personal factors account for the identities and histories of individuals. Incarceration can have a major impact on the identities of individuals through lasting social, biological, and psychological changes, collectively referred to as institutionalization, which leaves them “disabled by the stress, social displacement, lack of autonomy, and dehumanization imposed by the carceral system” (Crane & Pascoe, 2021, p. 318). Institutionalization can reverberate into the reentry period, leading to challenges in family relationships between romantic partners and between parents and children (Turney, 2015; Turney & Goodsell, 2018). 
There are a few other prominent personal factors that are predictive of the risk for recidivism. One of the most well-known personal predictors of recidivism is age. Sampson and Laub’s (2003) life-course approach to recidivism has shown that as individuals age, their propensity for crime diminishes; as such, even those who are actively engaged in criminal activities are undergoing desistance processes. That is to say, the chances of recidivism decline as one ages. Other factors include being male, having more prior incarcerations, including as a juvenile, and having extensive substance use histories. These factors are all associated with higher chances of recidivism (Katsiyannis et al., 2018; La Vigne et al., 2009).
[bookmark: _Toc127624313]Structural/Logistical
	The impact of incarceration extends into the reentry period, which is marked by numerous difficulties, many of which are attributable to the stigmatization of incarcerated individuals (Feingold, 2021; Griffith et al., 2019; Martin et al., 2020). Pew Charitable Trusts (2010) note that the individuals disproportionately impacted by mass incarceration tend to already be impoverished and that various laws aimed at individuals with criminal records further deplete their economic mobility and restrict their access to housing, government benefits, and high-wage jobs. Griffith et al. (2019) found that while many individuals eventually find employment, it is typically marked by low wages, insufficient hours, or is temporary in nature. Despite the unsatisfactory nature of this employment, being employed during the six months before and after incarceration is associated with lower recidivism rates, as is securing long-term housing following incarceration (La Vigne et al., 2009; Thomas et al., 2022; Visher & Courtney, 2007). 
One of the most glaring structural predictors is parole supervision, which increases the likelihood of reincarceration due to technical violations (Visher et al., 2010). One study found that these violations accounted for 70% of reincarcerations (Yahner et al., 2008). In-prison factors can also impact recidivism, with men who received visitors experiencing lower recidivism rates (Mitchell et al., 2016). Although the prior point could be conceptualized as a familial factor, it was deemed structural due to the many barriers inherent in the prison system that reduce contact between incarcerated loved ones and their families (Comfort et al., 2018; McKay et al., 2018a; McKay et al., 2018b). Finally, the reception of programming, including employment-, educational-, or substance use-related, both during and after incarceration, all reduced recidivism rates (La Vigne et al., 2007; La Vigne et al., 2009; Visher & Courtney, 2007)
[bookmark: _Toc127624314]Familial
These hardships can spill over into family life, leading to lower relationship quality and supportiveness, less frequent family interaction, and decreases in coresidence between fathers and their children (McKay et al., 2018a; Turney, 2015). Both in spite of and in light of these spillover effects, family can serve as both a protective and risk factor for recidivism. Whereas marriage and coresidential relationships decrease the likelihood of recidivism, divorce increases the likelihood (Barr & Simons, 2015; Bersani & Doherty, 2013). Additionally, having family members who engage in criminal activities and family members who use problematic rearing tactics, such as physical abuse, can increase recidivism (Katsiyannis et al., 2018). Despite these potential risks, formerly incarcerated men tend to view families as pivotal to their reentry experience and one of the most important supports available to them, both for tangible and emotional support (Visher & Courtney, 2007).
[bookmark: _Toc127624315]Socio-Psychological
	Shifting the focus back toward the individual, it is clear that internal factors also play a critical role in predicting recidivism. Katsiyannis et al. (2018) identified several socio-psychological factors that increased recidivism rates, including a history of antisocial behavior, holding antisocial attitudes, exhibiting an antisocial personality, and experiencing personal distress. One factor that decreases recidivism rates is post-release expectations, which Visher and Courtney (2007) found to be associated with lower levels of reincarceration when hope was expressed.
[bookmark: _Toc127624316]Expectations
Expectations are important to consider as they may shape how people persist through the stressors they encounter (see Bandura, 1989). Through a social cognitive framework, optimistic expectations, even unrealistic ones that lead to failures, can be viewed as a strength as they motivate individuals to go beyond their ordinary efforts to achieve what they desire (Bandura, 1989). Optimism regarding one’s reentry has been shown to be a necessary component of the desistance process (Howerton et al., 2009; LeBel et al., 2008). Burnett and Maruna’s (2004) study on recidivism found that only 40% of individuals who were confident about their ability to remain out of prison recidivated within ten years, compared to 70% of those who were skeptical. Many incarcerated men have clear expectations as to whether or not they will desist from crime upon release, and while some remain ambivalent, most take an optimistic or pessimistic view, citing either positive influences to help with desistance (e.g., their children) or structural barriers that will lead to recidivism (e.g., homelessness; Doekhie et al., 2017; Fowler et al., 2017; Howerton et al., 2008). In the few available US samples examining optimism (e.g., La Vigne & Kachnowski, 2005; Visher et al., 2003; Visher et al., 2006), even prisoners with extensive criminal histories reported being optimistic about their return, and a majority believed it would be easy to adjust to life on the outside and stay out of prison. Unfortunately, these studies did not report if those who were optimistic were better able to desist.
Various factors have been shown to influence hopeful expectations. For example, Visher and O’Connell (2012) found that lengthier prison sentences, more severe pre-prison drug use, and high levels of family dysfunction all lowered post-release optimism scores for incarcerated individuals. Conversely, they found that family support during incarceration, having more children, high levels of self-esteem, safe neighborhoods, and partaking in a drug treatment program increased post-release optimism. Additional in-prison influences include negative perceptions of prison environments and disciplinary sanctions, both of which decrease hopeful expectations (Cid et al., 2020).
Expectations and post-release outcomes have been shown to align in some cases, particularly regarding drug and alcohol use or recidivating (Doekhie et al., 2017). However, in other cases, they stand in stark contrast, such as in Souza et al.’s (2015) study on incarcerated men in the UK, in which of the 93% of men who expected to find a job post-release, only 30% were employed six months after release. Studies such as these highlight the potential mismatch between expectations and outcomes, and while the literature on unmet expectations in incarcerated individuals is sparse, research from other fields can offer insight. Research on the impact of unmet expectations in the context of life transitions (e.g., transitioning to parenthood or adulthood or returning home from long periods abroad) show that when post-transition outcomes do not live up to pre-transition expectations individuals may experience increased psychological distress, increased difficulty in adjusting to post-transition life, and decreased life satisfaction (Culatta & Clay-Warner, 2021; Geeraert, et al., 2022; Harwood et al., 2007).
[bookmark: _Toc127624317]Gaps
While the literature on recidivism is thorough, important questions remain. There are three significant gaps that this study seeks to address. The first gap is simply knowing what the expectations of incarcerated men in America look like. While various studies have assessed this (e.g., Urban Institute’s Returning Home Study), a holistic understanding of various expectations has yet to emerge. The second gap deals with the meeting of these expectations and the impact that met versus unmet expectations can have on the risk for recidivism. The final gap is a lack of research investigating the salience of certain expectations over others in their ability to influence recidivism rates. Filling in these gaps is critical given the rate of incarceration and recidivism in the US and their impact on individuals, families, and communities.
[bookmark: _Toc127624318]Current Study
The current study aims to advance our understanding of US recidivism by examining the predictive nature and saliency of post-release expectations, with particular attention paid to formerly-incarcerated American fathers. Using data from the Multi-site Family Study on Incarceration, Parenting and Partnering (MFS-IP), a multi-wave study on incarcerated men and their romantic partners, the current study addresses three research questions. First, what are the expectations incarcerated American fathers have about their post-release prospects, and are they being met? Second, how do post-release expectations influence short-term reincarceration rates in formerly-incarcerated US fathers in general, and when they are met or unmet? Finally, are expectations regarding specific post-release outcomes more influential than others in influencing recidivism rates (e.g., expectations about family versus those about employment)? It was first hypothesized that incarcerated American fathers will report generally optimistic expectations as seen in other American samples, such as the Urban Institute’s Returning Home Study. Regarding the second research question, it is hypothesized that hopeful expectations will predict lower reincarceration rates as will met expectations, while unmet expectations will predict reincarceration. Concerning the final research question, no hypothesis is put forward. Given the novel nature of the question, that portion of the investigation is exploratory.
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Materials and Methods

[bookmark: _Toc127624320]Participants
[bookmark: _Toc127624321]Data Source
This study utilized longitudinal data from the Multi-site Family Study on Incarceration, Parenting, and Partnering (MFS-IP; Bir & Lindquist, 2017). The MFS-IP includes an impact study to assess the efficacy of federally funded relationship programming on relationship outcomes between incarcerated men and their intimate or co-parenting partners across several domains. The in-depth surveys lasted approximately two hours and covered many aspects of the couples’ lives. Nearly 2,000 couples were included in the study, which focused on prisons in five different states (Indiana, Minnesota, Ohio, New Jersey, and New York). These couples were first surveyed during the male partner’s incarceration, then again at 9, 18, and, in Indiana and Ohio, 34 months. The longitudinal nature of this data set allows for a variety of incarceration trajectories to be examined, as many participants were released and some reincarcerated throughout the data collection process.
[bookmark: _Toc420995903][bookmark: _Toc422997490][bookmark: _Toc427156473][bookmark: _Toc127624322]Sample Characteristics
	The current study utilized a subsample of MFS-IP participants. The incarcerated individual had to fulfill six criteria to be eligible for this study. First, men must have been incarcerated in one of the two largest sites, Indiana or Ohio. This is because of the availability of the 34-month follow-up, therefore allowing more time to examine for possible reincarceration. Second, men must have been released from their baseline incarceration prior to the 34-month follow-up. Third, men must not have missing data on the variable that indicated reincarceration at any of the waves. Fourth, men must have identified a focal child, limiting this study's view to incarcerated fathers. This criterion was met by excluding men who did not provide information on a potential focal child’s age at any of the four waves. Fifth, men must have indicated current involvement in a romantic relationship at baseline, although dissolution at subsequent waves was included. Finally, the sample was restricted to individuals who identified as either non-Hispanic White men or non-Hispanic Black men. This choice is further elaborated on in the analysis plan. A sample size of 347 men remained upon the implementation of these criteria.
[bookmark: _Toc127624323][bookmark: _Toc420995905][bookmark: _Toc422997492][bookmark: _Toc427156475]Measures
[bookmark: _Toc127624324]Reincarceration
	This study acknowledges the many definitions of recidivism used in prior research, including those which encompass returning to crime and rearrest (e.g., Barr & Simons, 2015; Muentner, 2022). Despite these broader definitions of recidivism, the current study focused on reincarceration due to the severity of this form of recidivism. At each wave following baseline, the researchers reported if the men had been reincarcerated since the prior wave. This variable was dichotomized and assessed at each wave to render a score (0 = no reincarceration, 1 = reincarcerated). Any instances of reincarceration placed men in the latter category.
[bookmark: _Toc127624325]Expectations and Experiences
Incarcerated men were asked about their expectations for various aspects of post-release life. These questions were operationalized into five categories: reincarceration, social safety net, financial stability, family relationships, and coresidence. Each question was repeated after release to gauge men’s experiences. Even if men had been released and reincarcerated prior to their follow-up question, experiences were still gathered regarding their time outside of prison. Due to this and the high risk for reincarceration in the immediate months following release (Antenangeli & Durose, 2021), experiences from men’s first post-release survey were used for analyses. 
	Reincarceration. Men were asked if they expected to ever return to prison (0=no, 1=yes). Post-release experiences were gauged using the outcome variable.
	Social safety net. Men were asked both if they had a family member or a friend who would 1) loan them money, 2) provide them with a place to live, and 3) provide transportation to work or other appointments (0=no, 1=yes). Men who answered yes to either the family or friend version of the questions received a 1, while men who answered no to both questions received a 0. Thus, each category represents a dichotomous marker of different aspects of a social safety net. Post-release experiences were calculated using the same process.
Financial stability. Men were asked how easy or hard it would be to make enough money to support themselves. Scores ranged from 1=very easy, 2=pretty easy, 3=pretty hard, and 4=very hard. This item was then reverse coded and dichotomized such that a response expecting a hard time would be coded as a 0 and one expecting an easy time would be coded as a 1.  Post-release experiences were calculated using the same process.
Family relationships. Men were asked how easy or hard it would be to 1) have a good relationship with their partner after they got out, and 2) have a good relationship with their children after they got out. Scores ranged from 1=very easy, 2=pretty easy, 3=pretty hard, and 4=very hard. The same reverse coding and dichotomization used for the prior variable was used for both family relationship variables, with a 0 indicating expectations of difficulty and a 1 indicating expectations of ease. Post-release experiences were calculated using the same process.
	Coresidence. Men were asked if they expected to live with 1) their partner, and 2) their focal child post-release (0=no,1=yes). These scores were unmodified both in their original expectation form and follow up experience form.  
[bookmark: _Toc127624326]Discrepancies
For each of the above variables, a discrepancy category was assigned. Four categories were possible: negative expectations/negative experiences (negative met), negative expectations/ positive experiences (exceeded), positive expectations/negative experiences (undermet), and positive expectations/positive experiences (positive met). These categories allowed trajectories to be easily understood for each of the predictor variables. For all variables, except for expectations for reincarceration, a 0 signified a negative expectation and/or experience while a 1 signified a positive expectation and/or experience. For the reincarceration variable a 1 signified a negative expectation and/or outcome while a 0 signified a positive expectation and/or outcome.
[bookmark: _Toc127624327]Controls
	Men’s age, marital status, prior employment, and whether or not their relationship dissolved in follow up waves were controlled for due to the strong influence these factors have been shown to have on recidivism (Barr & Simons, 2015; La Vigne et al., 2009; Sampson & Laub, 2003). Additionally, prison-specific circumstances were controlled for, including the prison site, intervention group status, the total number of received services, the total number of identified barriers to contact, and the length of their baseline incarceration.
[bookmark: _Toc127624328]Analysis Plan
Prior to running any analyses, missing values on the predictor and control variables were imputed. Multiple imputation was handled using SPSS 27 (cite) with five imputations, following recommendations by CITE. Missingness ranged from x to x with x having the highest percent missing. Following the imputation of missing values, the primary analyses were carried out.	Comment by Green, Cole: fix
In order to address the first research question, descriptive statistics were run on each of the expectation and experience variables. By assessing the frequencies of the predictor variables, it revealed, in general, how incarcerated American fathers felt about their post-release prospects. These descriptives were further scrutinized through multiple lenses in order to assess disparities, including between men in the treatment and control groups at their respective sites. To assess the second portion of the first research question, discrepancy categories were analyzed for each variable to help illustrate the various trajectories of the men across the different domains. 
	The second research question involved binary logistic regressions. The first set of models regressed the reincarceration variable onto men’s expectations. In addition to the controls listed above, this model also controlled for the post-release experience variables, so as to isolate the impact of solely the expectations. The second set of models regressed the reincarceration variable onto the dichotomized discrepancy categories for each predictor variable, with the positive met category serving as the reference.
	Results from the prior analyses were used to answer the final research question in which the various regression coefficients were compared to see if any particular expectations were uniquely impactful on reincarceration.
	All of the analyses for this study were conducted separately by race due to the heavily racialized context of the US criminal justice system, which is reflected in recidivism rates (Alexander, 2010; Alper et al., 2018). This decision was influenced by calls from other researchers (e.g., Garcia et al., 2017) to acknowledge that numbers are not neutral and that race is a social construct. Therefore, particular interest is paid to within-group rather than between-group differences. The two groups assessed in these racialized analyses were non-Hispanic White and non-Hispanic Black men. These groups were chosen…… FILL THIS IN AND INLCUDE AS LIMITATION.  
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Results and Discussion
[bookmark: _Toc127624330]Results
[bookmark: _Toc127624331]Descriptives 
Reincarceration. By the final wave of data collection, over 1 in 3 fathers (37.2%) experienced reincarceration. This is in contrast to the 97.5% of fathers who did not expect to return to prison. There was no significant relationship between expecting to avoid reincarceration and actually doing so. 
Pre-Release Expectations. As seen in Table 1, a majority of all fathers expressed positive expectations for their post-release life. Over 90% of fathers reported that they expected to have someone to loan them money, provide them housing, and provide them transit. Regarding their romantic partner, 87.6% of fathers expected it to be easy to maintain a good relationship with them and 83.5% expected to coreside with them. Regarding their focal child, 91.3% of fathers expected it to be easy to maintain a good relationship with them and 79.5% expected to coreside with them. Less fathers expected to easily be able to support themselves financially, with only 69.8% of Black fathers 57.1% of White fathers exhibiting positive expectations.
Post-Release Experiences. Table 2 shows the post-release experiences of the participants. Of the assessed post-release experiences, only the social safety net questions maintained a high rate of achievement, with over 95% of all fathers reporting someone providing them with money, housing, and transit. Regarding their romantic partner, only 58.7% of fathers reported ease in maintaining their relationship and only 53.6% cohabitated with their partners after release. Regarding their focal child, 65.8% of fathers 	Comment by Green, Cole: Fix these
[bookmark: _Toc127627993]Table 1. Frequencies of pre-release expectations
	Expected to…
	% of all men
N = 346
	% of White men
n=154
	% of Black men
n=192

	Not return to prison
	97.5%
	97.2%
	97.8%

	Have someone to loan them money
	93.1%
	90.9%
	94.8%

	Have someone to provide them housing
	94.2%
	92.1%
	95.8%

	Have someone to provide them transit 
	95.1%
	94.2%
	95.8%

	Easily support themselves financially
	64.2%
	57.1%
	69.8%

	Easily maintain a good relationship with partner
	87.6%
	84.9%
	89.8%

	Easily maintain a good relationship with child
	91.3%
	89.6%
	92.7%

	Coreside w/ partner
	83.5%
	83.3%
	83.6%

	Coreside w/ Child
	79.5%
	79.3%
	79.7%

















[bookmark: _Toc127627994]Table 2. Frequencies of post-release experiences
	Post-release experience
	% of all men
N = 346
	% of White men
n=154
	% of Black men
n=192

	Reincarcerated
	37.3%
	38.3%
	36.5%

	Had someone to loan them money
	97.1%
	96.1%
	97.9%

	Had someone to provide them housing
	98.8%
	99.4%
	98.4%

	Had someone to provide them transit 
	95.9%
	94.8%
	96.8%

	Easily supported themselves financially
	37.3%
	45.5%
	30.7%

	Easily maintained a good relationship w/ partner
	58.8%
	54.4%
	62.4%

	Easily maintained a good relationship w/ child
	65.7%
	57.1%
	72.6%

	Coresided w/ partner
	53.8%
	50.6%
	56.3%

	Coresided w/ Child
	51.9%
	46.1%
	56.5%












reported ease in maintaining their relationship and 51.7% cohabitated with their focal child after release. Following a similar pattern to expectations, only 37.2% of fathers reported ease in supporting themselves financially, highlighting a major struggle for the majority of those who were released.
Discrepancy Categories. The frequencies of the four discrepancy categories for each predictor can be seen in Table 3. Additionally, Tables 4 and 5 show these categories specific to White and Black fathers. Given the dichotomous nature of all the predictors and the overall positive expectations expressed, the low frequencies of exceeded expectations is unsurprising. Of more note are the frequencies of undermet expectations. Around 1 in 3 fathers found it more difficult than expected to financially support themselves as well as maintain a relationship with their romantic partner and their focal child. Similar percentages did not coreside with their partner or child despite expecting too. Regarding negative met expectations, over 1 in 4 fathers expected and experienced difficulty in financially supporting themselves. Regarding positive met expectations, over 90% of fathers expected and experienced multiple avenues of social support compared to 27.5% who expected and experienced ease in financially supporting themselves. Around half of all fathers expected and experienced ease in maintaining their relationship with their partner as well as coresidence. This is in contrast to the 63.4% who expected and experienced ease in maintaining a relationship with their focal child and 47.7% who expected and experienced coresidence with their focal child. Of interest, when combining the negative and positive met categories, every predictor saw a majority of fathers meeting their expectations, despite the experience not always being a positive one.
[bookmark: _Toc127627995]Table 3. Frequencies of Discrepancy Categories, All Men (N=346)
	Expected to…
	Negative Expectation/
Negative Experience
(Negative Met)
	Positive
Expectation/
Negative Experience
(Undermet)
	Negative Expectation/
Positive Experience
(Exceeded)
	Positive Expectation/
Positive Experience
(Positive Met)

	Not return to prison
	1.3%
	34.1%
	1.3%
	63.4%

	Have someone to loan them money
	1.7%
	1.2%
	5.2%
	91.9%

	Have someone to provide them housing
	0.6%
	0.6%
	5.2%
	93.6%

	Have someone to provide them transit 
	1.5%
	2.6%
	3.5%
	92.4%

	Easily support themselves financially
	26.0%
	36.7%
	9.8%
	27.5%

	Easily maintain a good relationship with partner
	8.1%
	32.8%
	4.4%
	54.7%

	Easily maintain a good relationship with child
	6.4%
	27.9%
	2.3%
	63.4%

	Coreside w/ partner
	12.8%
	32.7%
	3.7%
	50.8%

	Coreside w/ Child
	16.0%
	31.7%
	4.5%
	47.7%










[bookmark: _Toc127627996]Table 4. Frequencies of Discrepancy Categories, White Men (n=154)
	Expected to…
	Negative Expectation/
Negative Experience
(Negative Met)
	Positive
Expectation/
Negative Experience
(Undermet)
	Negative Expectation/
Positive Experience
(Exceeded)
	Positive Expectation/
Positive Experience
(Positive Met)

	Not return to prison
	0.7%
	35.2%
	2.1%
	62.0%

	Have someone to loan them money
	1.9%
	1.9%
	7.1%
	89.0%

	Have someone to provide them housing
	0.0%
	0.7%
	7.9%
	91.4%

	Have someone to provide them transit 
	1.3%
	3.9%
	4.5%
	90.3%

	Easily support themselves financially
	29.2%
	25.3%
	13.6%
	31.8%

	Easily maintain a good relationship with partner
	11.7%
	33.8%
	3.4%
	51.0%

	Easily maintain a good relationship with child
	8.4%
	34.4%
	1.9%
	55.2%

	Coreside w/ partner
	12.5%
	34.7%
	4.2%
	48.6%

	Coreside w/ Child
	16.6%
	36.6%
	4.1%
	42.8%
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	Expected to…
	Negative Expectation/
Negative Experience
(Negative Met)
	Positive
Expectation/
Negative Experience
(Undermet)
	Negative Expectation/
Positive Experience
(Exceeded)
	Positive Expectation/
Positive Experience
(Positive Met)

	Not return to prison
	1.7%
	33.1%
	0.6%
	64.6%

	Have someone to loan them money
	1.6%
	0.5%
	3.7%
	94.2%

	Have someone to provide them housing
	1.0%
	0.5%
	3.1%
	95.3%

	Have someone to provide them transit 
	1.6%
	1.6%
	2.6%
	94.2%

	Easily support themselves financially
	23.4%
	45.8%
	6.8%
	24.0%

	Easily maintain a good relationship with partner
	5.1%
	32%
	5.1%
	57.7%

	Easily maintain a good relationship with child
	4.7%
	22.6%
	2.6%
	70.0%

	Coreside w/ partner
	13.1%
	31.1%
	3.3%
	52.5%

	Coreside w/ Child
	15.6%
	28.0%
	4.8%
	51.6%
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Binary logistic regression models were run independently for White and Black fathers. Model 1 regressed the reincarceration variable onto the various expectation variables, Model 2 added the corresponding experience variables, and Model 3 added in the control variables. 
For White fathers, the social safety net variables associated with housing were found to yield unusable results due to the different cell sizes and the corresponding variables were dropped from the model. As seen in Table 6, Model 1 yielded no significant predictive relationships between pre-release expectations and reincarceration. Model 2 had similar results, however, surprisingly, fathers who coresided with their partners post-release were 3.36 times more likely to be reincarcerated. Finally, Model 3, showed the same significant relationship between coresidence and reincarceration, but with the addition of controls, the odds of reincarceration increased to 9.18 times as likely. Of note, dissolution was also found to increase the odds of reincarceration by 9.33 times. Model 3 was found to be statistically significant overall 𝜒2(24)=43.612, p = .008. The model explained 35.9-35.7% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in reincarceration outcomes and correctly classified 74.5-76.6% of cases.
For Black fathers, no variables yielded unusable results so no variables were removed. As seen in Table 7, neither Model 1 nor Model 2 yielded significant predictive relationships between pre-release expectations (or experiences) and reincarceration. Model 3 revealed a significant relationship between the length of baseline incarceration and reincarceration whereby fathers with longer sentences were less likely to be reincarcerated. Model 3 was found to be statistically significant overall 𝜒2(26)=44.046, p 
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	Model 1
OR (95% CI)
	Model 2
OR (95% CI)
	Model 3
OR (95% CI)

	Expectations for…
	
	
	

	     Not returning to prison
	.459 (.044-4.842)
	.528 (.050-5.527)
	.439 (.035-5.582)

	     Having someone to provide you a loan
	.803 (.206-3.138)
	1.026 (.222-4.736)
	.571 (.103-3.160)

	     Having someone to provide you transit
	3.180 (.484-20.910)
	4.633 (.578-37.159)
	8.382† (.713-98.603)

	     Being able to financially support yourself
	.667 ( .336-1.324)
	.577 (.274-1.214)
	.639 (.268-1.524)

	     Being able to have a good relationship w/ partner
	1.011 (.346-2.954)
	.841 (.251-2.819)
	.838 (.206-3.411)

	     Being able to have a good relationship w/ child
	.440 (.139-1.393)
	.346† (.098-1.223)
	.202* (.043-.953)

	     Coresiding w/ partner
	.674 (.204-2.224)
	.562 (.152-2.080)
	.746 (.158-3.514)

	     Coresiding w/ child
	1.005 (.375-2.689)
	1.247 (.375-4.145)
	.786 (.186-3.329)

	Experience of…
	
	
	

	     Having someone to provide you a loan
	-
	.801 (.109-5.859)
	.726 (.067-7.877)

	     Having someone to provide you transit
	-
	.329 (.054-1.991)
	.200 (.025-1.601)

	     Being able to financially support yourself
	-
	.933 (.439-1.983)
	.939 (.384-2.295)

	     Being able to have a good relationship w/ partner
	-
	.925 (.370-2.316)
	1.662 (.546-5.066)

	     Being able to have a good relationship w/ child
	-
	1.898 (.808-4.458)
	2.082 (.721-6.011)

	     Coresiding w/ partner
	-
	2.986† (.913-9.764)
	10.637* (2.232-50.702)

	     Coresiding w/ child
	-
	.395† (.131-1.189)
	.355 (.097-1.304)

	Controls
	
	
	

	     Received Relationship Intervention
	-
	-
	.940 (.378-2.339)

	     Incarcerated at Indiana Site
	-
	-
	.678 (.247-1.861)

	     Length of Incarceration
	-
	-
	.785† (.613-1.005)

	     # of Services Received During Incarceration
	-
	-
	1.105 (.922-1.325)

	     # of Identified Barriers to Contact
	-
	-
	1.027 (.916-1.151)

	     Age
	-
	-
	.952 (.897-1.010)

	     Currently Married
	-
	-
	1.431 (.482-4.243)

	     Experienced Relationship Dissolution
	-
	-
	11.925** (3.103-45.828)

	     Employed 6 Months Prior to Incarceration
	-
	-
	1.054 (.410-2.709)

	Note. †p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .001
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	Model 1
OR (95% CI)
	Model 2
OR (95% CI)
	Model 3
OR (95% CI)

	Expectations for…
	
	
	

	     Not returning to prison
	3.282 (.199-54.038)
	4.286 (.333-55.109)
	5.360 (.238-120.870)

	     Having someone to provide you a loan
	1.268 (.139-11.548)
	2.153 (.120-38.593)
	1.532 (.064-36.930)

	     Having someone to provide you with housing
	.113† (.010-1.245)
	.098† (.007-1.297)
	.035* (.002-.738)

	     Having someone to provide you transit
	.806 (.093-7.007)
	.851 (.079-9.189)
	1.709 (.129-22.668)

	     Being able to financially support yourself
	1.554 (.763-3.166)
	1.411 (.668-2.982)
	1.224 (.538-2.785)

	     Being able to have a good relationship w/ partner
	.803 (.229-2.812)
	1.006 (.259-3.903)
	.911 (.242-3.685)

	     Being able to have a good relationship w/ child
	.802 (.208-3.086)
	.799 (.198-3.223)
	.662 (.142-3.086)

	     Coresiding w/ partner
	1.305 (.432-3.939)
	1.307 (.391-4.375)
	1.828 (.503-6.641)

	     Coresiding w/ child
	1.699 (.652-4.424)
	1.949 (.704-5.391)
	2.242† (.743-6.766)

	Experience of…
	
	
	

	     Having someone to provide you a loan
	-
	.159 (.004-6.528)
	.179 (.003-10.073)

	     Having someone to provide you with housing
	
	1.601* (.045-57.120)
	.847 (.015-47.765)

	     Having someone to provide you transit
	-
	.596 (.070-5.090)
	.585 (.057-5.970)

	     Being able to financially support yourself
	-
	.826 (.407-1.676)
	.876 (.398-1.925)

	     Being able to have a good relationship w/ partner
	-
	.940 (.464-1.903)
	1.192 (.537-2.645)

	     Being able to have a good relationship w/ child
	-
	1.628 (.677-3.918)
	1.374 (.545-3.466)

	     Coresiding w/ partner
	-
	1.376 (.501-3.776)
	1.744 (.583-5.220)

	     Coresiding w/ child
	-
	.413† (.146-1.165)
	.340* (.113-1.019)

	Controls
	
	
	

	     Received Relationship Intervention
	-
	-
	.841 (.383-1.844)

	     Incarcerated at Indiana Site
	-
	-
	.934 (.432-2.020)

	     Length of Incarceration
	-
	-
	.817* (.698-.957)

	     # of Services Received During Incarceration
	-
	-
	1.003 (.881-1.142)

	     # of Identified Barriers to Contact
	-
	-
	1.022 (.923-1.131)

	     Age
	-
	-
	.949† (.897-1.003)

	     Currently Married
	-
	-
	.931 (.375-2.313)

	     Experienced Relationship Dissolution
	-
	-
	1.986† (.891-4.429)

	     Employed 6 Months Prior to Incarceration
	-
	-
	1.192 (.577-2.462)

	Note. †p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .001










= .015. The model explained 22.6%-27.9% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in reincarceration outcomes and correctly classified 72-75.15% of cases.
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Binary logistic regression models were run independently for White and Black fathers. Model 1 regressed the reincarceration variable onto the total number of undermet expectations, Model 2 added in the control variables.
As seen in Table 8, for White fathers, total number of unmet expectations do not have a significant impact on reincarceration rates when viewed alone. However, with the addition of controls in Model 2, a significant impact was found in which White fathers were more likely to be reincarcerated when they had more undermet expectations.
As seen in Table 9, for Black fathers, total number of unmet expectations do not have a significant impact on reincarceration rates when viewed alone. The addition of control variables did not lead to significantce.
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	Model 1
OR (95% CI)
	Model 2
OR (95% CI)

	Total Unmet Expectations
	.861 (.689-1.076)
	.711* (.534-.945)

	Controls
	
	

	     Received Relationship Intervention
	-
	1.020 (.461-2.255)

	     Incarcerated at Indiana Site
	-
	.740 (.312-1.756)

	     Length of Incarceration
	-
	.793* (.636-.988)

	     # of Services Received During Incarceration
	-
	1.036 (.891-1.206)

	     # of Identified Barriers to Contact
	-
	1.032 (.930-1.144)

	     Age
	-
	.955† (.906-1.006)

	     Currently Married
	-
	1.198 (.471-3.049)

	     Experienced Relationship Dissolution
	-
	3.943* (1.524-10.197)

	     Employed 6 Months Prior to Incarceration
	-
	1.358 (.604-3.056)

	Note. †p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .001
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	Model 1
OR (95% CI)
	Model 2
OR (95% CI)

	Total Unmet Expectations
	1.142 (.917-1.423)
	1.101 (.863-1.403)

	Controls
	
	

	     Received Relationship Intervention
	-
	.964 (.491-1.892)

	     Incarcerated at Indiana Site
	-
	1.155 (.588-2.271)

	     Length of Incarceration
	-
	.882† (.771-1.009)

	     # of Services Received During Incarceration
	-
	.985 (.878-1.105)

	     # of Identified Barriers to Contact
	-
	1.033 (.945-1.128)

	     Age
	-
	.960 (.914-1.009)

	     Currently Married
	-
	1.068 (.485-2.355)

	     Experienced Relationship Dissolution
	-
	1.378 (.700-2.715)

	     Employed 6 Months Prior to Incarceration
	-
	1.025 (.536-1.959)

	Note. †p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .001






















1. [bookmark: _Toc420995910][bookmark: _Toc422997497][bookmark: _Toc427156482][bookmark: _Toc127624335]
Conclusions and Recommendations













[bookmark: _Toc420995911][bookmark: _Toc422997498]

[bookmark: _Toc427156483][bookmark: _Toc127624336]References
Alexander, M. (2010). The new Jim Crow: Mass incarceration in the age of 
	colorblindness. The New Press.
Alper, M., Durose, M. R., & Markmna, J. (2018). 2018 Update on Prisoner Recidivism: 
	A 9-Year Follow-up Period (2005-2014). U.S. Department of Justice. 
	https://bjs.ojp.gov/content/pub/pdf/18upr9yfup0514.pdf
Antenangeli, L. & Durose, M. R. (2021). Recidivism of prisoners released in 24 states in 
	2008: A 10-year follow-up period (2008–2018). U.S. Department of Justice.
	https://bjs.ojp.gov/library/publications/recidivism-prisoners-released-24-states-
	2008-10-year-follow-period-2008-2018
Bandura, A. (1989). Human Agency in Social Cognitive Theory. The American 
	Psychologist, 44(9), 1175–1184. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.9.1175
Barr, A. B., & Simons, R. L. (2015). Different dimensions, different mechanisms? 
	Distinguishing relationship status and quality effects on desistance. Journal of 
	Family Psychology, 29(3), 360-370. https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000079
Bersani, B. E., & Doherty, E. E. (2013). When the ties that bind unwind: Examining the 
	enduring and situational processes of change behind the marriage effect. 
	Criminology, 51(2), 399-433. https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9125.12008
Bir, A., & Lindquist, C. (2017). Multi-site Family Study on Incarceration, Parenting and 
	Partnering, 2008-2014 [5 states] (ICPSR 36639; Version V1) [Data set and code 
	book]. ICPSR. https://doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR36639.v1
Burnett, R., & Maruna, S. (2004). So “prison works”, does it? The criminal careers of 
	130 men released from prison under Home Secretary, Michael Howard. The 
	Howard Journal of Criminal Justice, 43(4), 390–404. 
	https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2311.2004.00337.x
Cid, J., Pedrosa, A., Ibàñez, A., & Martí, J. (2020). Does the experience of imprisonment 
	affect optimism about reentry? The Prison Journal, 101(1), 80-101. 
	https://doi.org/10.1177/0032885520978476
Comfort, M., Krieger, K. E., Landwehr, J., McKay, T., Lindquist, C. H., Feinberg, R., 
	Kennedy, E. K., & Bir, A. (2018). Partnership after prison: Couple relationships 
	during reentry. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 57(2), 188-205. 
	https://doi.org/10.1080/10509674.2018.1441208
Culatta, E., & Clay-Warner, J. (2021). Falling behind and feeling bad: Unmet 
	expectations and mental health during the transition to adulthood. Society and 
	Mental Health, 11(3), 251–265. https://doi.org/10.1177/2156869321991892
Crane, J. T., & Pascoe, K. (2021). Becoming institutionalized: Incarceration as a chronic 
	health condition. Medical Anthropology Quarterly, 35(3), 307-326. 
	https://doi.org/10.1111/maq.12621
Doekhie, J., Dirkzwager, A., & Nieuwbeerta, P. (2017). Early attempts at desistance from 
	crime: Prisoners’ prerelease expectations and their postrelease criminal behavior. 
	Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 56(7), 473-493. 
	https://doi.org/10.1080/10509674.2017.1359223
Feingold, Z. R. (2021). The stigma of incarceration experience: A systematic review. 
	Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 27(4), 550-569. 
	https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000319
Fowler, C., Rossiter, C., Dawson, A., Jackson, D., & Power, T. (2017). Becoming a 
	“better” father: Supporting the needs of incarcerated fathers. The Prison Journal, 
	97(6), 692-712. https://doi.org/10.1177/0032885517734495
Garcia, N. M., López, N., & Vélez, V. N. (2018). QuantCrit: rectifying quantitative 
	methods through critical race theory. Race Ethnicity and Education, 21(2), 149-
	157, https://doi.org/10.1080/13613324.2017.1377675
Geeraert, Ward, C., & Hanel, P. H. P. (2022). Returning home: The role of expectations 
	in re‐entry adaptation. Applied Psychology: Health and Well-Being, 14(3), 949–
	966. https://doi.org/10.1111/aphw.12361
Glaze, L. E., & Maruschak, L. M. (2010). Parents in prison and their minor
	children. U.S. Department of Justice. 
	https://bjs.ojp.gov/content/pub/pdf/pptmc.pdf
Gramlich, J. (2021). America’s incarceration rate falls to lowest level since 1995. Pew 
	Research Center. https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2021/08/16/americas-
	incarceration-rate-lowest-since-1995/
Griffith, J. N., Rade, C. B., & Anazodo, K. S. (2019). Criminal history and employment: 
	An interdisciplinary literature synthesis. Equality, Diversity and Inclusion: An 
	International Journal, 38(5), 505-528. https://doi.org/10.1108/edi-10-2018-0185
Harwood, K. McLean, N., & Durkin, K. (2007). First-Time Mothers’ Expectations of 
	Parenthood: What Happens When Optimistic Expectations Are Not Matched by 
	Later Experiences? Developmental Psychology, 43(1), 1–12. 
	https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.43.1.1
Howerton, A., Burnett, R., Byng, R., & Campbell, J. (2009). The consolations of going 
	back to prison: What ‘revolving door’ prisoners think of their prospects. Journal 
	of Offender Rehabilitation, 48(5), 439-461. 
	https://doi.org/10.1080/10509670902979710
Katsiyannis, A., Whitford, D. K., Zhang, D., & Gage, N. A. (2017). Adult recidivism in 
	the United States: A meta-analysis 1994–2015. Journal of Child and Family 
	Studies, 27(3), 686-696. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0945-8
La Vigne, N., Brooks, L. E., Schollenberger, T. L. (2007). Returning home: Exploring 
	the challenges and successes of recently released Texas prisoners. Urban 
	Institute. https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/43031/311471-
	Returning-Home-Exploring-the-Challenges-and-Successes-of-Recently-Released-
	Texas-Prisoners.PDF 
La Vigne, N., & Kachnowski, V. (2005). Texas prisoners’ reflections on returning home. 
	Urban Institute. 
	https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/42901/311247-Texas-
	Prisoners-Reflections-on-Returning-Home.PDF
La Vigne, N., Schollenberger, T. L., & Debus, S. A. (2009). One year out: Tracking the 
	experiences of male prisoners returning to Houston, Texas. Urban Institute. 
	https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/30436/411911-One-Year-
	Out-The-Experiences-of-Male-Returning-Prisoners-in-Houston-Texas.PDF
LeBel, T. P., Burnett, R., Maruna, S., & Bushway, S. (2008). The ‘chicken and egg’ of 
	subjective and social factors in desistance from crime. European Journal of 
	Criminology, 5(2), 131-159. https://doi.org/10.1177/1477370807087640
Martín, A. M., Padrón, F., & Redondo, S. (2019). Early narratives of desistance from 
	crime in different prison regimes. The European Journal of Psychology Applied to 
	Legal Context, 11(2), 71-79. https://doi.org/10.5093/ejpalc2019a2
Martin, K., Taylor, A., Howell, B., & Fox, A. (2020). Does criminal justice stigma affect 
	health and health care utilization? A systematic review of public health and 
	medical literature. International Journal of Prisoner Health, 16(3), 263-279. 
	https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPH-01-2020-0005
McKay, T., Feinberg, R., Landwehr, J., Payne, J., Comfort, M., Lindquist, C. H., 
	Kennedy, E. K., & Bir, A. (2018). “Always having hope”: Father–child 
	relationships after reentry from prison. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 57(2), 
	162-187. https://doi.org/10.1080/10509674.2018.1441206
McKay, T., Lindquist, C., Feinberg, R., Steffey, D., Landwehr, J., & Bir, A. (2018). 
	Family life before and during incarceration. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 
	57(2), 96-114. https://doi.org/10.1080/10509674.2018.1441209
Mitchell, M. M., Spooner, K., Jia, D., & Zhang, Y. (2016). The effect of prison visitation 
	on reentry success: A meta-analysis. Journal of Criminal Justice, 47, 74-83. 
	https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2016.07.006
Muentner, L. (2022). Churning through the system: Implications of fathers’ reentry and 
	recidivism after prison for children’s well-being. Crime & Delinquency. 
	https://doi.org/10.1177/00111287221087956 
Pew Charitable Trusts. (2010, September 28). Collateral costs: Incarceration’s effect on 
	economic mobility. https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/reports
	/0001/01/01/collateral-costs
Sampson, R. J., & Laub, J. H. (2005). A general age-graded theory of crime: Lessons 
	learned and the future of life-course criminology. In D. P. Farrington (Ed.), 
	Integrated developmental and life-course theories of offending (1st ed., pp. 165–
	182). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203788431-7
Souza, K. A., Lösel, F., Markson, L., & Lanskey, C. (2015). Pre-release expectations and 
	post-release experiences of prisoners and their (ex-)partners. Legal and 
	Criminological Psychology, 20(2), 306-323. https://doi.org/10.1111/lcrp.12033
Thomas, A., Wirth, J. C., Poehlmann-Tynan, J., & Pate, D. J. (2022). "When she says 
	daddy": Black fathers' recidivism following reentry from jail. International 
	Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 19(6). 
	https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19063518
Turney, K. (2015). Hopelessly devoted? Relationship quality during and after 
	incarceration. Journal of Marriage and Family, 77(2), 480-495. 
	https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12174
Turney, K., & Goodsell, R. (2018). Parental incarceration and children's wellbeing. The 
	Future of Children, 28(1), 147-164. https://doi.org/10.1353/foc.2018.0007
Turney, K., & Halpern‐Meekin, S. (2021). Incarceration and family instability: 
	Considering relationship churning. Journal of Marriage and Family, 83(5), 1287-
	1309. https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12794
Visher, C., Baer, D., & Naser, R. (2006). Ohio prisoners’ reflections on returning home. 
	Urban Institute. 
	https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/42936/311272-ohio-
	prisoners-reflections-on-returning-home.pdf
Visher, C., & Courtney, S. M. E. (2007). One year out experiences of prisoners returning 
	to Cleveland. Urban Institute. 
	https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/43021/311445-One-Year-
	Out-Experiences-of-Prisoners-Returning-to-Cleveland.PDF
Visher, C., La Vigne, N., & Farrell, J. (2003). Illinois prisoners’ reflections on returning 
	home. Urban Institute. 
	https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/42756/310846-
	Illinois-Prisoners-Reflections-on-Returning-Home.PDF
Visher, C. A., & O'Connell, D. J. (2012). Incarceration and inmates’ self perceptions 
	about returning home. Journal of Criminal Justice, 40(5), 386-393. 
	https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2012.06.007
Visher, C., Yahner, J., & La Vigne, N. (2010). Life after prison: Tracking the experiences 
	of male prisoners returning to Chicago, Cleveland, and Houston. Urban Institute. 
	https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/28671/412100-Life-after-
	Prison-Tracking-the-Experiences-of-Male-Prisoners-Returning-to-Chicago-
	Cleveland-and-Houston.PDF
Walker, K., Bowen, E., & Brown, S. (2013). Psychological and criminological factors 
	associated with desistance from violence: A review of the literature. Aggression 
	and Violent Behavior, 18(2), 286-299. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2012.11.021
Yahner, J., Visher, C., Solomon, A. (2008). Returning home on parole: Former 
	prisoners' experiences in Illinois, Ohio, and Texas. Urban Institute. 
	https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/31961/411744-Returning-
	Home-on-Parole-Former-Prisoners-Experiences-in-Illinois-Ohio-and-Texas.PDF
Yukhnenko, D., Sridhar, S., & Fazel, S. (2019). A systematic review of criminal 
	recidivism rates worldwide: 3-year update. Wellcome Open Research, 4, 28–28. 
	https://doi.org/10.12688/wellcomeopenres.14970.3
[bookmark: _Toc420995912][bookmark: _Toc422997499]


[bookmark: _Toc427156484][bookmark: _Toc127624337]Appendix
[Remove this note, but DO NOT REMOVE THIS PAGE – you can change “Appendix” to “Appendices” if you would like. The appendix material should start at the top of THIS page unless you are using separator sheets for your chapter headings, in which case the appendix material should start at the top of the NEXT page. Please note that you should remove both this page and the next one if you are not including an appendix at all – “do not remove this page” refers only to students who ARE including an appendix]
 
Appendix material continued. This section is optional. You can place tables and figures in the appendix if you like. If you choose this option, you should indicate that tables and figures are in the appendix after the first mention in the text. You can place some tables/figures in the text and others in the appendix, or all tables/figures in the appendix.
[bookmark: _Toc420995913][bookmark: _Toc422997500][bookmark: _Toc427156485][bookmark: _Toc127624338]
Vita
	Cole Green (he/him) was born and raised in Nashville. In 2019, he received his BA in Psychology from the University of Tennessee, Knoxville. In the Fall of 2021, he began his graduate studies in the Department of Child and Family Studies as an MS en route to PhD student. His research interests center around the impact of mass incarceration on the family. During his time as a graduate student, Cole worked as a graduate research assistant in the Well-Being in Adolescents and Emerging Adults (WAE) lab, and as a teaching assistant for CFS 395 (Research Methods).
