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In 2007, it was estimated that 2.3% of all childne the U.S. under the age of 18

had a parent currently in prison or jail (Glaze Matuschak 2008). A growing body of
research on the experiences of children who haslelgarent to go prison or jail has
exposed a number of detrimental outcomes assoasatlegarental incarceration,
including lower education outcomes (Foster and H&§¥07), higher risk of mental
health problems (Farrington et al. 2001), and iaseel contact with the criminal justice
system later in life (Huebner and Gustafson 200fis study used data from the
National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Healthd@AHealth) to extend the existing
literature on parental incarceration and high stbhompletion and overall educational
attainment. This study focused on examining diffees in how these educational
experiences change when a father is incarceratepar@d to a mother, and how old the
child was when their parent was first incarceraldds study finds that parental
incarceration lowers the odds of a child completirgh school by 50%, and lowers their
overall educational attainment by 0.33 standardatiems. Educational attainment is
further decreased when a mother is incarcerateghamd to a father. For both education
outcomes sons fare worse than daughters. The fiéparental incarceration upon
education outcomes are most severe when the shildtween the ages of 11 to 14 when

their parent was first incarcerated.
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In 2007 it was estimated by the U.S. Departmeniustice that 1,706,600 minor
children, 2.3% of all U.S. children under the a§&®, currently had a parent in prison or
jail (Glaze and Maruschak 2008). This number reé$leearly three decades of meteoric
growth in prison populations which has resultethm U.S. having the highest rates of
incarceration in the world (Walmsley 2011). The amtoof social science research
exploring the effects of incarceration upon prigsrigas mirrored the growth of the
prison population. Yet the effects of imprisonmegech far beyond the constraints of a
corrections facility. Punishments meant for theenéfer can trickle down and have
unintended consequences on their children. Thenabse a parent due to incarceration
is uniquely detrimental, beyond what is experiended to divorce or loss of a parent for
another reason (Murray et al. 2012). A growing arfegesearch reveals that children of
incarcerated parents can face a wide array ofatgdis which can have significant and
serious effects on their lives, such as educatiattainment (Foster and Hagan 2007),
higher risk for mental health problems (Farringedral. 2001), and increased risk for
contact with the criminal justice system (Huebnait &ustafson 2007). The effect of
these challenges can possibly extend into a tlanéigation and beyond (Foster and
Hagan 2007). Education in particular can be a pdgator in determining not only
future income, but also the income and educatidhe@hext generation, so that lack of
education has the effect of transmitting disadvg@a{&irin 2005). Understanding how
parental incarceration affects educational outcopee®mes important when the
potential scope of the negative effects is coneidler

The purpose of this research is to extend theentitvody of work by examining

how a child’s educational success is affected lwngea parent sent to prison. Four



issues are of interest. First, existing researchducational outcomes for prisoners’
children has found a variety of results that apadgily consistent in their direction, but
use a wide range of measures that are not nedgssariparable with each other
(Murray, Farrington and Sekol 2012). Additionaligy studies examine factors that may
mediate the relationship between parental incatioerand educational attainment.
Second, previous research has been limited irbilisyato examine both paternal and
maternal incarceration simultaneously. This haslted in a dearth of studies that can
directly compare the effects of losing a mother pamad with the loss of a father. So
although we can speak generally about the effdqarental incarceration, we have yet
to empirically differentiate between an imprisomedther and father. Third, there is a
surprising lack of studies which examine how tHea$ of parental incarceration may
vary depending on how old the child is when hisfbement is first imprisoned. This
seems like a critical oversight as there are nuosedavelopmental and social differences
between the experiences of a newborn, a 10 yeaantdsomeone who was 20 when
their parent as first incarcerated. Finally, vaoias in the effects of parental incarceration
due to the sex of the parent and the sex of tHd ahe suggested by the existent
literature, but empirical analysis is absent frém body of work. Addressing these gaps
in the literature is critical in order to bettefanm policies relevant to parental
incarceration and attain a better understandirtbisfcomplex problem.

Using data from the National Longitudinal StudyAafolescent Health (Add
Health) this research will empirically address pineviously mentioned absences in the
literature regarding educational outcomes for ¢bitdwith an incarcerated parent. The

first section of this thesis discusses the curstatus of incarcerated parents and their



children in the U.S., the theoretical frameworkgptayged to explain the potentially
damaging effects of parental incarceration, angtbeosed mediating concepts. Second,
the data source and methods used to set up thesasailtilized are discussed. Third, this
paper moves through the analytic section, desgithia strategy employed in this thesis,
and providing descriptions of results. The fouethtsn discusses the primary research
guestions in light of the results. Additionallyigtsection discusses some of the
limitations and unexpected findings of the the§se final section presents the broader
conclusions of the thesis as well as suggestedipslihat can be derived from this work.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Portrait of Incarcerated Parents and their Children

Between 1991 and 2007 the number of parents diyliamrison rose 80% to
809,800 incarcerated parents (Glaze and Marusob@®) 2The vast majority of these
incarcerated parents are fathers (92%) but thesdéan a recent rapid growth in the
number of mothers in state and federal prisoneS1991, the number of mothers in
prison has grown by 131% while the number of fathers grown by only 77%. It is
estimated that in 2007 approximately 1,559,200dcéil had a father in prison; 46% of
fathers were Black, about 30% were White, and aB0%& were Hispanic. Mothers
differed from fathers in that 48% of mothers ineaiated in 2007 were White, 28% were
Black, and 17% were Hispanic. More mothers weri@djwvith their minor children
before arrest (55.3%) and before incarceratior6@) than fathers before arrest (35.5%)
and before incarceration (42.4%). Approximatelyf bathe parents in state prisons
reported that they provided primary financial supar their minor children before

arrest.
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According to the U.S. Department of Justice,002there were approximately
1,706,000 children who had a parent currently iagor, accounted for 2.3% of the U.S.
population under the age of 18 (Glaze and Marus@Bé). Black children were seven
and a half times more likely than White childrerhtave a parent in prison. Hispanic
children were more than two and a half times mibedyt than White children to have a
parent in prison. It is estimated that more thamira of the children who had a parent
incarcerated in 2007 would reach the age of 18enthiéir parent is still incarcerated. The
living situation for children differs radically depding on which parent is in prison.
Children who have a father in prison are most jikellive with their other parent
(88.4%), grandparent (12.5%), other relatives (§,2%with a foster home or agency
(2.2%). Children who have a mother in prison aretfikely to live with a grandparent
(44.9%), then the other parent (37%), other redsti22.8%), or a foster home or agency
(10.9%). The amount of contact between child aedricerated parent also differed
depending upon if it is the father or mother irspn. Mothers had more contact in
general with their children, 85% reported any con(@8% of fathers), but 55% mothers
also reported having contact once a week or m@&¥38 of fathers).
Educational Outcomes of Children with IncarceraRatents

Education is a powerful force in the lives of Ameans and is one of the most
stable components of socio-economic status (SEf)ators (Sirin 2005).There is also a
strong correlation in the United States betweennme and education (Sirin 2005). It is
highly predictive of the standing of an individusafirst occupation, which in turn
influences occupational positions later in life (W&, Sheridan, and Hauser 2002). The

education of a parent is also strongly linked tmwme and the education of the next
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generation (Sirin 2005). Given education’s high atipon several far-reaching aspects of
American life, it is important to understand howajéctories in educational attainment
may be affected by negative events, such as havpagent incarcerated. Additionally,
something that affects education outcomes not iompacts the individual directly, but
can also have intergenerational consequences (FostdHagan 2007). Thus, it is
imperative that the field strives for a greater enstanding of how parental incarceration
affects their children’s educational trajectory.

Interestingly, the current literature on educadlasutcomes of children who have
experienced a parent’s imprisonment is rather mikegerhaps the most comprehensive
meta-analysis of the field to date, there wereamlusive findings between parental
incarceration and education outcomes (Murray 0&P), despite numerous significant
findings. What appears to happen is that researtis area measures education in
different ways and at different times. There anms@reas of overlap but on the whole,
measures of education are wildly different. Somenges of these measures include
retention in an elementary grade (Cho 2009), dragpput of high school (Nichols and
Loper 2012; Trice and Brewster 2004), 1Q tests fuoann 2005), and measures of
maximum educational attainment (Foster and Haga@@ 2®@Ilthough the measures used
are different, the stories they tell are largely same. Parental incarceration has a
negative impact on a diverse number of educationtdomes.

The challenge is to expand upon the findings dhatady exist, while using
commonly used education measures, in order tolestabmore cohesive narrative about
the relationship between parental incarcerationeghgtational outcomes. Failure to

complete high school is perhaps the most commaseyg ineasure for education,
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followed by maximum educational attainment. Bothhefse measures have been found
to be negatively impacted by parental incarcerafi@mo 2011; Foster and Hagan 2007;
Nichols and Loper 2012; Trice and Brewster 2004 &br and Kaiser 2004). Thus,
these are the two primary measures of educatigtamhanent that this thesis will use to
assess the impact of parental incarceration. Utatetsg how the experience of the
incarceration of a parent is linked to educatiottomes both theoretically and
empirically is the subject of the following sectson
THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

There is something uniquely adverse about losipgrant to incarceration that is
detrimental beyond what is experienced due to d&or loss of a parent for another
reason (Murray et al. 2012). In order to examine& kbildren might be affected by
parental incarceration it is important to underdtrat losing a parent does not simply
trigger one response. It is a complicated situata involves many different aspects
which interact together and then coalesce intoiplesdisadvantages. These
disadvantages might be small initially, but maynolate into a vastly different
trajectory through life for those who experiencerth This thesis utilizes three core
theoretical perspectives, strain, socializatiom, stigma, to frame how some of these
unique disadvantages may operate in the livesitdren experiencing a parent in prison.
The Strain Perspective

There are many ways in which losing a parent ¢octiminal justice system can
result in stress and strain within the family (Agn&985). The child can experience
strain as their living arrangements are altereer @tparent is incarcerated, beginning a

potential cycle of different housing. Although ordy9% of all children with a parent



incarcerated go to foster care, there is a subatamtmber who end up living with
grandparents or other relatives (Glaze and Marks20@8). These living situations vary
drastically depending upon whether a mother orefatvas incarcerated. When a mother
is incarcerated the child is five times more likedyend up in foster care than if their
father had been imprisoned (Glaze and MaruschaR)2@®addition to where the child
ends up living, simply changing households mayqmeis own problems, as it has been
suggested that educational outcomes may be pantigslensitive to household

instability (Nichols and Loper 2012).

Family economic stress may also occur. If an ine@ated parent had previously
contributed financial resources to the family, thie® loss of that parent can impose
significant economic strain. It has been reported over half of parents incarcerated in
state prisons provided primary financial suppothattime of their incarceration (Glaze
and Maruschak 2008). This supports a 2003 quaigatiudy which found that two-thirds
of families reported being much worse off or somatwkorse off financially than before
a partner’s incarceration (Arditti, Lambert-Shutad Joest 2003). Although child
support claims are still levied against the panemqtrison, the low wages paid in prison
make it incredibly difficult for the parent to prige any kind of financial support
(Swisher and Waller 2008). The loss of income déecathe child in several ways. First,
the remaining parent or caretaker has to make wiméoloss of income, which can result
in longer hours or a second job. This means tlattls less time and money for the child
(Arditti et al. 2003; Foster and Hagan 2007). Secdime increased economic strain can
lead to increased distress in the relationship éetwparent and child. For example,

financial difficulties may exert a negative inflinon parenting styles, which can



become erratic or trend towards authoritarian wégeriencing economic strain
(Gutman, McLoyd, and Tokoyawa 2005).

The child can be more directly affected as weltléd children in an economically
strained home may need to start working in ordgméwide another source of income
(Foster and Dinovitzer 1999). The child may alsech® take on other adult roles such
as providing care for younger siblings. Taking lbese new roles can hamper the child’'s
development both socially and educationally, beeduse is diverted away from their
own activities with friends and the personal impade placed on schooling may
decrease (Hagan and Dinovitzer 1999; Sirin 200&)eital incarceration can produce
strain for a child due to changing living situasofinancial stress, less time from a
remaining parent or caretaker, assumption of adiés, and the disruption of the
relationship between imprisoned parent and childisT the loss of an incarcerated parent
can result in the loss of educational opportunitied income (Foster and Hagan 2007).
The Socialization Perspective

A meta-analysis of the relevant literature revélads parental incarceration is
consistently related to a child’s anti-social babayMurray et al. 2012), while typically
controlling for family size, family SES, family inme, poor supervision, parental
attitudes, and marital relations (Murray and Faytam 2005). One line of thinking
suggests that the loss of a parent deprives the ahan agent of socialization and social
control (Foster and Hagan 2007). Incarceration makaifficult to have dependable or
intimate contact with a parent (Murray et al. 202)ntact that does occur happens
either in a very intimidating setting, which iseftfrightening for children (Nesmith and

Ruhland 2008), or is through the phone, which caodstly for the inmate and their
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family (Arditti et al. 2003). Even short periodsiatarceration can harm the relationships
between parent and child (Edin, Nelson and Pari20@4; Nurse 2004; Swisher and
Waller 2008). In younger children, the disrupti@$iome due to parental incarceration
have been linked to disruptions in forming an dttaent or connection to important
socializing forces, such as their school, familyfreends (Dallaire 2007).

The incarcerated parent is also limited in theilitgldo provide support,
guidance, or regulation from within the prison (M&h and Ruhland 2008). They are
unable to be an active part of their children’e$iyinstead they are reduced to limited
visitation hours and telephone calls or lettersuasng the child’s current caretaker
allows contact. Particularly problematic is tha fharent is no longer able to effectively
influence or discipline a child while the parentrigorison (Poehlman 2005). The
incarceration of a parent results in one less pendw is capable of supervising the
child’s activities. Additionally, when parents absent the child may fall under the
influence of more disreputable peers, leading umdesirable activities (Hagan and
Dinovitzer 1999). These socialization problems haeen associated with diminished
educational success for the child when the chflatlser has been incarcerated (Foster
and Hagan2007).

Losing a parent to the criminal justice system matyalways be problematic in
all the ways theorized here; in fact, in some césesy be an improvement for the child.
Prisoners with a criminal history were more likedyreport having children (53%) than
prisoners without a criminal history (48%) (GlazeldMaruschak 2008). In state prisons,
drug recidivists were more likely to be a parer&¥g than violent (52%) and other

(54%) recidivists (Glaze and Maruschak 2008). fiassible that these parents were not a
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source of positive socialization on their childrang that their removal may stabilize the
setting of the child, despite the probable traufmaitmessing a parent’s arrest (Harm and
Phillips 1998) In situations where the child is radwo a grandparent’s or other relative’s
house, they may be in a different environment twbare they were previously, but the
guality of care may (or may not) change. Howevbildeen may have already been
exposed to the same environmental risks as theanga(Miller, Gil-Kashiwabara,
Briggs, and Hatcher 2010).

Parents are both a positive agent of socializatimhof social control. When a
parent is incarcerated they are either unable fataia their influence at all, or can only
act in a restricted capacity (Hagan and Dinovii&@99; Murray et al. 2012; Nesmith and
Ruhland 2008). The reduction of parental influecae then be reflected in a child’s
disconnect to both educational priorities and tha@ad environment of the school
(Dallaire 2007; Foster and Hagan 2007).

The Stigma Perspective

Stigma is a concept that has been greatly inforbyetthe work of Erving
Goffman (1963), who defined it as a non-literal knaf disgrace or not normal. This
definition has been notably expanded by Bruce lan#& Jo Phelan as a situation where
the “elements of labeling, stereotyping, separattatus loss, and discrimination co-
occur in a power situation (2001:367).” Althoughbhald with an incarcerated parent is
not directly stigmatized, it has long been theatitteat the stigma from one person can
spillover and afflict those who are associated tl{@&woffman 1963).

The stigma of imprisonment is particularly potesiitas intended to result in

exclusion (Braithwaite 1989).The experiences afrst are pervasive in that one who
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bears the stigma can be affected by both antiadpantel actual reactions of others to their
stigma (Link and Phelan 2001). This is demonstratedterviews with children who
were keenly aware of the negative assumptionsothats might make if they knew of
their parent’s incarceration (Nesmith and Ruhla@@8). This anticipation leads children
to keep their parent’s status a secret and altexsthey behave around peers in order to
protect that secret and avoid the perceived rilkesihith and Ruhland 2008). Altered
behavior at a young age due to stigma can haveléstiog effects, particularly when
children are forming relationships in the schootismnment (Birch and Ladd 1998).
Although several parents or caretakers may chapbg&le the status of the incarcerated
parent, it has been found that problematic relatigrs between the child and remaining
parent are more likely to develop when informatidaout a parent’s incarceration is
hidden, distorted, or presented in a terrifying meamPoehlmann 2005). Dealing with
stigma goes beyond secret keeping and anticipetied3tigma has been linked with
angry and defiant responses in children as wa#aation, peer-hostility, and rejection
(Nesmith and Ruhland 2008).

These are not responses that are limited onlye¢osp&he stigma of having an
incarcerated parent can deeply affect the way@h&raviews the child (Dallaire 2010). In
an experiment where elementary teachers were pesbefith vignettes about possible
students, it was found that when a teacher knewtsdbmother’s incarceration the child
was thought to be less competent than their ppessibly more dangerous to the
teacher, and daughters were thought to be notabsydompetent than sons (Dallaire
2010). At such an early point in their school tcapey, attitudes by teachers can have

significant results on both the child’s expectasiamd their performance well into the
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child’s future schooling (McLeod and Kaiser 2004puth with the stigma of an
incarcerated parent often feel rejected by the @cstaff, their peers, and disconnected
from the school environment (Murray 2007). Stigmiuences a child and their
surroundings in many ways that are not always egsigntifiable, but its impact can
have far-reaching effects on education.

LINKING EDUCATION WITH PARENTAL INCARCERATION: MEDIATING AND
MODERATING EFFECTS

All three theoretical perspectives addressedertliesis may contribute to a
negative relationship between parental incarceratil educational attainment.
However, the way in which strain, socializationgdatigma link the two is not always
straightforward. First, parental incarceration baen linked to the prevalence of mental
health issues and delinquent behavior in the amlarf prisoners. These behaviors may
then affect the child’s educational attainment, destrating mediating pathways for
disadvantage. Second, moderating effects basad®and sex may also exist. The age
and sex of the child, along with the sex of theancerated parent, alter the relationship
between parental incarceration and educationabowts. The literature suggests that
there may be differences in effects depending arfather or a mother goes to prison.
Additionally, children of different ages could hadiferent reactions which can, in turn,
may impact educational outcomes differently.
Mental Health

Children with an incarcerated father have higlegrdssion scores than children
who have not had a father incarcerated, net ofrdtwtors (Swisher and Roettger 2012).

Explaining the process that leads to this resufif@mative. Children who are exposed
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to their parent’s criminal activity, arrest, or ev®entencing, have a higher risk of their
emotional regulation skills being disrupted whitewging up (Dallaire and Wilson 2010).
They are more likely to internalize emotions angptiy symptoms of neuroticism,
depression, and anxiety (Murray and Farrington 2008en compared to other types of
parental separation, internalizing problems dugat@ntal incarceration can have long
term impacts with effects lasting all the way t@ &® (Murray and Farrington 2008).

Internalizing and externalizing problems assodatéh poor mental health have
been linked to educational success in the liteeatdtudents who have internalizing or
externalizing problems have been shown to havewacezl probability of completing
high school and enrolling in college (McLeod andgea 2004). These problems can start
as early as kindergarten and still negatively imgachild’s educational trajectory
(McLeod and Kaiser 2004). Early manifestation @&t problems can also have a
cumulative negative affect on educational outcolmemfluencing the views of teachers
toward the child (Dallaire 2010). Thus, it is reaable to expect poor mental health to
play a role in the relationship between parentediceration and educational outcomes,
presumably in a negative fashion.
Delinquency

The delinquency of a child has been one of thet exeamined aspects of parental
incarceration in the literature. It has been ragggbthat a boy with an incarcerated parent
is five times more likely to be incarcerated thamg who have been separated from
their parents for other reasons (Murray and Faioim@005). Farrington and others
(2001) found that the arrest of any relative wha Widng with the child predicts a boy’s

delinquency, although the effect was strongest fadiather to a son. The son of an
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incarcerated mother is more likely to have contdtt the criminal justice system and
engage in criminal behavior in adulthood compagesions without an incarcerated
mother (Huebner and Gustafson 2007). In short,dgdril with an incarcerated parent are
more likely to experience poor family processes tanoe delinquent (Aaron and Dallaire
2010).

Furthermore, engaging in delinquency or externagjfehavior lowers academic
success for the child (Battin-Pearson, Newcomb,ottbiblill, Catalano, and Hawkins
2000; Foster and Hagan 2007; McLeod and Kaiser R2@ktldren who have reported
externalizing behavior, which includes persistaabdedience and physical aggression,
have lower odds of achieving academically, compéghiigh school, or applying to
colleges (McLeod and Kaiser 2004). In turn, childti@lelinquency has also been linked
to a diminishment of the parent’s investment inirtbkild’s education (Hagan and Parker
1999). Thus parental incarceration can be linkeddceased delinquency, or more
problems with externalizing behavior, which is tlessociated with reduced educational
outcomes for the child and lessened involvememnfilee remaining parent or guardian.
Child’s Age at the Time of Parental Incarceration

The age of the child at the time of the paremitarceration can modify key
outcomes in several ways. In a 2003 report, JerBrayis and others discuss how
different effects of parental incarceration carekpected depending upon how old the
child is when their parent is incarcerated (TraMsBride, and Solomon 2003). They
identify five different developmental states arad & variety of expected problems due to
parental incarceration, such as impaired parend tlmnding (age 0-2), developmental

regressions (age 3-6), rejection of limits on bétraage 11-14), and premature
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termination of dependency relationship with a pafage 15-18). All of these problems
can then be linked into mental health or behavissales, which in turn link back to
educational outcomes

Remarkably, some of the negative effects whichltéom a parent’s
incarceration are not limited by the child’s lifesp Farrington and others (2001) found
that the connection between a father’s incarcaraiad a son’s offending was just as
strong when the incarceration occurred before dimevgas born. However, other studies
have shown that a parent’s incarceration beforie ¢héd is born is only significant if
the parent is released after the child is born ¢8&i and Roettger 2012). Depressive
outcomes can manifest when the parent is incaexkedter a child’s birth and before the
child turns fourteen (Swisher and Roettger 201pdfiencing parental incarceration
particularly in the first 10 years of life has bemmnected to a doubled risk for antisocial
behavior and internalizing problems (Murray et28l12). This reinforces other findings
that younger children are particularly vulneraldeelationship disruption between
themselves and their parent, as younger childremeas capable of understanding and
contextualizing a situation in which their pareastbeen incarcerated (Poehlmann 2005).
Younger children are also more likely to experiemmge of the negative events
associated with parental incarceration, as thesliare more vulnerable to disruption
when a parent is incarcerated (Dallaire and WiB01D0). Any consideration of the
effects of parental incarceration should take atoount the age of the child when their
parent was imprisoned, such that different develamal categories will have differing
effects on outcomes of interest.

Sex of both Parent and Child
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Few studies are able to directly compare the tffettan incarcerated mother and
an incarcerated father. There are several areh®e dterature that suggest there should
be distinct differences between the experiencesih a mother compared to losing a
father due to incarceration. First, the living agaments for a child differ depending
upon if it was the mother or father incarcerateake Tajority of children who have a
father incarcerated live with their mother (88.4%sljch can indicate no actual change of
housing (Glaze and Maruschak 2008). However, whaiother is incarcerated things are
far more likely to change. Most children in thigusition will go to live with a
grandparent (44.9%) or another relative (22.8%prédver, a child with an incarcerated
mother is approximately five times more likely todeup in a foster home or agency than
when a father is incarcerated (10.9% comparedd® 2respectively [Glaze and
Maruschak 2008]). A child with a mother in prissneiso more likely to have both
parents in jail at the same time, which partialig@unts for the housing figures (Dallaire
and Wilson 2010).

Second, in addition to being more likely to be idifferent living arrangement
when their mother is incarcerated, the literatuiggests several other ways a child may
face more disadvantage after losing their mothdrelVa mother is incarcerated, the
child is more likely to have withessed more evealated to their arrest and criminal
activities, events that are potentially highly treatizing in their own right (Dallaire and
Wilson 2010). New caretakers of children also repagher anxiety, depression, and
rule-breaking behavior for children who have a neoih prison, compared to those with
an incarcerated father (Dallaire and Wilson 202@lditionally, it can be more difficult

to maintain relationships with a mother in a fetlprason as they are typically located



17
160 miles further away from their family than ahfat, due to the scarcity of federal
female prisons (Hagan and Dinovitzer 1999). Thismsehat visiting a mother, at least
in a federal prison, takes more resources and time.

However, there are also areas in the literaturelviuggest that more detrimental
results for a child may spring from incarceratinigther as opposed to a mother. This
thesis has already demonstrated links between f@hinoarceration and delinquency in
children, but it has been found that the fatherisdais the strongest, results in the
highest probabilities of the child engaging in dglient activities (Farrington et al.
2001). The incarceration of a biological father e¢éso be highly predictive of subsequent
sexual abuse of the children, largely due to th@duction of other adults to the
household such as step-parents, or dates of trenem parent (Daly 1985; Finkelhor,
Hotaling, Lewis, and Smith 1990). This situatiom gdace specific pressure on daughters
to leave home due to abuse and neglect (Fosterdagdn 2007).

There are reasons to suggest that a child’s experieith parental incarceration
will differ dramatically depending upon which patevas incarcerated. The change in
living arrangements, the introduction of new adirits the child’s environment, extra
efforts required to visit the incarcerated parant] the strength of intergenerational
transmission of delinquency are just a few. Theyasent the diversity of disadvantage
potentially faced by the child. Although the bulktlee literature on parental
incarceration examines the effects on a child feofather or mother in prison, few if any
studies have empirically tested if there is a défece between the two. This seems to be
largely due to a paucity of datasets which havé batarcerated mothers and fathers in

guantities high enough to test.
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Research Questions
The existent research demonstrates that therknk between parental

incarceration and education outcomes. Howeveretaer few studies that go beyond this
basic empirical link. Research suggests that skefaatrs may influence this
relationship: strain from both economic and fanhsi@aurces, loss of positive agents for
socialization and social control, and stigma frowirt parent’s incarceration. The basic
links between parental incarceration and educdtmmaomes are expanded by
examining outcome measures for both high schoolpbetion and overall academic
success in adulthood, while taking potential mewlgpfactors into consideration. This
thesis also seeks to understand how this relatipmsay change depending on whether it
is a father or a mother who is incarcerated anal fadsv the sex of the child matters
within this context. Additionally, it examines lig¢re are differences in educational
outcomes when the age of the child at their pasdnst incarceration is taken into
consideration. In doing so four hypotheses wiltdsted. Hypothesis 1 (H1) posits that
parental incarceration negatively affects the chigtlucational outcomes. Hypothesis 2
(H2) states that this proposed relationship wilhiediated by measures of the child’s
delinquency and depression. Hypothesis 3 propbsd¢dhere is a significant difference
in educational outcomes depending upon if the hittbther or father was incarcerated,
such that children of an incarcerated mother arerafiected (H3). Hypothesis 4 states
that the age of the child will alter the relatioigshetween parental incarceration and the
child’s educational outcomes, such that youngddodm will be more severely impacted
than those whose parent was incarcerated whentbeyolder (H4).

METHODS
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Data

This study uses data collected by the Universitioifth Carolina for the
National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent HealthdgAHealth). The population sampled
for this study was U.S. students in grades 7-10®84-1995. The study has since
followed sampled students through a total of foav@s of in-home interviews, the last
of which was conducted in 2007-2008. The initiahpée frame came from a dataset of
U.S. high schools collected by Quality EducatiortdD#nc. A sample of 80 high schools
and 52 middle schools was selected with an ungayoahbility of selection. The design
of the sample was to ensure that the sample wass@anmtative of U.S. schools regarding
size, region, urbanity, school type, and ethniddly students in grades 7-12, their
parents, and school administrators at the selexctieools were eligible for participation.
The students in each school were then stratifiegragie and sex.

The first wave of data collection had two distipbiases. The first phase involved
administering over 90,000 in-school questionndihes the students completed during
class. These questionnaires were then used ta jgolle sample where approximately 17
students were pulled from each stratum of eachachesulting in a total core sample of
12,105 students. In addition to the core sampliéyelate oversamples were drawn for
Blacks from well-educated families, Chinese, Culbaurerto Rican, physically disabled,
and a genetic sample. The second phase consisiiedhome interviews which were
administered to the combined sample using CAPI (adar-assisted personal interview)
and ACASI (audio computer-assisted self-interviesgulting in 20,745 completed
interviews. For the purposes of this study, | aterested in the full weighted sample

which is made up of all core and non-core eliggdenple members who have both a
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Wave | and Wave Il grand sample weight and a Waigposition code. Using this full
weighted sample there are 9,421 eligible sample lmeesnwho received Wave IV follow-
up in-home interviews conducted in 2007-2009 (Brsteim et al. 2010). Unfortunately,
only 8,345 parent interviews were completed withia full weight sample, reducing the
sample size substantially when the parent’s educatariable is used. Another limitation
to the sampling frame needs to be kept in mind @presents a possible source of
coverage error such that the frame included ortipals that had more than 30 students
and had an fAgrade. Therefore, small schools which serve shapspulated areas of
the U.S. may not be proportionally representedtdube sampling frame.

The response rate for the Wave IV follow-up in-hamnterviews was about 80%.
Females had higher response and contact ratesrtias, and females refused to take
the survey less than males. Response rates dreshigr Whites and lowest for Asian
and Other. Refusal rates are highest for Asianfiedsiander and lowest for Native
Americans and Blacks. The bias introduced intoddia set through unit nonresponse is
found to rarely exceed 1%, which indicates thanesignificant unit nonresponse bias is
usually small. Item nonresponse for the variabfaaterest is extremely minimal, in only
one case did those who refuse to answer an itech &24%. All other variables had an
item response of less than 0.1%, and most hadé@r respondents who refused or
failed to complete the item (Brownstein et al. 2010

Overall, the Add Health Wave IV sample still retnational representativeness
when the complexity of the design is taken intcoact. A possible source of
representation error for the sample is that ofit|s24 people who were not contactable,

110 were incarcerated at the time of the followintprviews (Brownstein et al. 2010).
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Given that this study is examining effects of hgvanparent incarcerated and that prior
research has found links between parental incarocarand an increased chance for the
child to be involved in the criminal justice syst@Auebner and Gustafson 2007), then
there is potential that part of the populationrgérest is removed from the sample.

The final sample for analysis has 8,339 respondentshom complete data
across all variables of interest was available, lzamtithe necessary weighting
information. This sample is comprised of 50% fem&&% non-Hispanic White, 15%
non-Hispanic Black, 12% Hispanic, and 16% (1,362je respondents experienced a
parent go to prison or jail. A subsample for asays limited to only those respondents
who experienced a parent go to prison or jail. Withis group, 48% are female, 59%
non-Hispanic White, 23% non-Hispanic Black, and 14K&panic. The majority of
respondents (91%) have experienced their biologgthér go to jail or prison, and 26%
have had an incarcerated biological mother. Theptet® descriptive information
regarding these respondents can be seen in Table Al
Measures
Two markers of education achievement serve asndigme variables. The first,

educational attainmenis derived from a Wave IV question that asked radpats to list
the most advanced degree that they had earnede$penses to this question where then
recoded, so that less than high school=1, highdardGED completed=2, some
college=3, completed bachelor's degree=4, or coreglan advanced degree=5. These
categories match other studies (Foster and Hagan) 20 this area of research allowing
for easier comparisons. The secamdh school completions created from the same

base question and coded so that O=did not comipigiteschool and 1=completed high
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school. This second measure allows for wider corapas with other studies, as high
school completion is a fairly common dependentaldé in the parental incarceration
literature (Nichols and Loper 2012; Trice and Braw2004).

Parental incarceration is the primary indepengantble and is comprised of
two Wave IV questions that ask about biologicakepss. Each respondent is asked if
their biological mother or father ever spent ospgnding time in jail or prison. These
guestions are used to construct two varial@sental Incarcerationndicates if a
respondent ever had a parent in prison or jailedd@=no parent incarcerated and 1=at
least one parent incarcerated. This dummy varighlsed in the first sets of analyses to
compare those who have and have not experiencedtphincarceration. The second
variable,incarcerated mothers derived from two Wave IV questions and indésaif a
respondent’s biological mother or father was irsqmior jail. This variable was coded so
that a 1 indicates their mother was in prison by g&d a O means their father was in
prison or jail. Because the literature suggeststthging an incarcerated mother is more
detrimental, when both the respondents’ biologieather and father had been to prison
or jail, respondents were coded as having an iecated mother. There were 108
respondents in the final sample that had both agm@ woded as incarcerated mothers.
This measure is used in more specific analysezdmme differences between
respondents who have experienced parental incéitoera

Delinquency and mental health are modeled as rieglizariables. In order to
gaugedelinquencya fifteen item mean scale is constructed from 8M&ya = 0.84).

Each item asks how often in the past 12 monthsafigondent engaged in a behavior,
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ranging from 0 (never) to 3 (5 or more times). Tihdudes some of the following
guestions: hurting someone badly enough that teeged a doctor’s care; getting into a
serious physical fight; deliberately damage prop#rat didn’t belong to them; drive a
car without its owner’s permission; lie to your @ats or guardians about where they had
been or who they had been with; or take somethiagdidn’t belong to them. A higher
score on the scale indicates a higher incidenceliquency. The scale was then
transformed to manage the skewed distribution kingathe logarithm of the scale.
Because offending behavior accelerates during adetee, the Wave Il delinquency
scale was chosen to allow some of the younger nefgrds in Wave | to age to a point
where they were more likely to express possiblendaency. Mental health was captured
by adepressiormeasure, the nineteen item CESD-R scale from Wéwe= 0.87). Each
item asks how often each of the questions wasittrtiee last week, ranging from 0
(never) to 3 (most of the time or all of the tim&hme of the included questions are: you
felt that you could not shake off the blues; ydli tleat you were too tired to do things;
you felt that your life had been a failure; you felarful; you were happy (reverse
coded); and people were unfriendly to you. Foungeavere reverse coded such that a
higher score on the mean scale is equal to a higderation for depressive symptoms.

The moderating variables tested in the analygiased on age and sex. The
respondent’s age at parent’s first incarceratidnoisi two Wave IV questions that ask
the respondent to list their age when their bialabfather or mother was first
incarcerated. The continuous age measures araltfided into categorical groups based

on developmental stages (Travis, McBride and Solog@03). Creating these categories
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was necessary because the data did not indicaterfamy years a parent was
incarcerated before the child’s birth (e.g., pakeas incarcerated 3 years before the child
was born). Without this information it was not pb$sto retain respondents whose
parents were incarcerated before their birth wkéleping age as a continuous measure.
The categorical age groups indicate if the paread fivst incarcerated before birth,
between birth and two years of age, between thmdesix, between seven and ten,
between eleven and fourteen, between fifteen ameten, and if the respondent was
twenty or older. There were a number of respondehtssaid they didn’t know how old
they were when their parent had first been incateer;, for the purposes of this study
they were left out of the analyses. From these oreagwo variables were created:
child’s age when father was first incarcerated, agel when mother was first
incarcerated.

Several demographic controls were included iratiedyses. The sex of the
respondent was recoded into a dichotomous varreoteedfemale wherein male
respondents are indicated by a zero and femalemdspts are indicated by a one. The
respondent’s race/ethnicity is recoded into siegaties: White non-Hispanic (the
reference group), Black non-Hispanic, Hispanic,asiNative American, and other non-
Hispanic. All these race categories are used itfitbieset of analysis but the second set
of analyses reduces the size of the Asian, Natimercan, and other non-Hispanic
categories, limiting interpretation for these grelparental educations taken from the
Parental Questionnaire which was administered aop&Vvave |. The preferred
respondent was the mother of the child, followealsgepmother, other female guardian,

father, stepfather, or other male guardian. As gftie interview the respondent was
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asked what their highest level of education atthiwas. This measure was then recoded
so that less than high school=1, high school or G&lRpleted=2, some college=3,
completed bachelor’'s degree=4, or completed anradhdegree=5.

Analysis Plan

The analytic strategy has three main componemis fifst component tested the
hypothesis that there is a difference between eduned outcomes between those who
have experienced parental incarceration and thbsehave not. Linear regression is
used to examine changes in educational attainnmehbi@ary logistic regression is used
to examine changes in high school completion. Ttlenhypothesis that depression and
delinquency mediates the relationship between pararcarceration and educational
outcomes was tested by introducing these variabtegshe model. The second
component of the analysis examined the third hygsth) that there are differences in
outcomes depending upon if it was the mother ofatleer that was incarcerated. To do
so, respondents who did not experience parentatéecation are removed from the
sample and a dummy variable to indicate if the raodr father went to prison or jail is
included. Using this incarcerated sample, linegression is again used to examine
differences in educational attainment, and binagystic regression to examine changes
in high school completion. The final componentto$tsection explores the fourth
hypothesis, that the age of the child when theiepawas first incarcerated will impact
their educational outcomes. A series of dummy \demare included to indicate seven
mutually exclusive age categories and then thé falels are run. Again linear
regression is used to examine educational outcame$inary logistic regression for

high school completion.
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RESULTS

The percentages in Table A1 show that there agpdse some differences
between the full and incarcerated sample, whithassample limited to respondents who
have experienced parental incarceration. Most tetaie the shifts in education
outcomes. The mean educational attainment in teaerated sample is 1.62 compared
to 2.09 in the full sample. The proportion of resgents who had completed high school
also differed considerably between the two sampl&%g in the full sample compared to
83%. The parental education mean also differean ft69 to 1.31 in the incarcerated
sample. Remarkably, the mean of the delinquendg stays the same between samples.
However, there is a small difference in the mearekesion score between samples, 0.85
in the incarcerated sample from 0.80 in the futhpke. There are some notable
differences in the respondent’s age when theirmavas first incarcerated, comparing
fathers and mothers. Very few mothers were incatedrbefore the respondent was born
(4%), compared to 12% of fathers. However, moreherst were incarcerated after the
respondent was 20 years old (22%) than fathers Y1Q%er dramatic differences are in
the zero to two age category, 19% of fathers wecarcerated when the respondent was
this age, compared to 8% of mothers.
Full Sample

The first hypothesis proposed that parental irerateon negatively affects the
child’s educational outcomes, and the second hgsighproposed that delinquency and
depression will both mediate the relationship betwearental incarceration and either
educational attainment or high school completiarorder to use these measures as

mediators, it must first be established that thegerelationship between parental



27
incarceration and each mediator. These relatiossinip tested in Table A2. Model 1 in
this table regressed delinquency on parental iecation and the control variables.
Parental incarceration was not significant. Moddeihonstrates that the relationship
between parental incarceration and depressiogmsfisantly positive, such that parental
incarceration increases depression scores on aerag non-significance of
delinquency as a mediating effect is surprisingsataring the supporting literature
(Huebner and Gustafson 2007). However, this mayueeto some conceptual issues that
are discussed in the limitations section. Havirtgldshed the relationships, or the lack
thereof, between parental incarceration and thpga®d mediators this section can turn
to the analyses of educational outcomes.

The estimated effects of parental incarceratiohigh school completion are
displayed in Table A3. Four binary logistic regieasnodels are used to demonstrate the
basic relationship between parental incarceratlfmcontrols, each of the mediators
separately, and finally the full meditational maddbdel 1 shows that the odds of
completing high school for a respondent who expegd parental incarceration are 51%
lower than for those who did not experience patentarceration, while holding other
factors constant. Model 2 steps in delinquencygctviig significant and has a negative
effect on high school completion. Inclusion of dgliency in the model only reduces the
negative effect of parental incarceration on higiho®l completion by 1%. Model 3 adds
depression, which is not significantly associatéith Wwigh school completion. The fourth
model in Table A3 includes all of the control véles and both hypothesized mediating
measures. Parental incarceration remains negatgsiyciated with high school

completion in the full model. The odds of a respamtdvith an incarcerated parent
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completing high school are 50% lower than those ddvoot have an incarcerated
parent. Delinquency remains negatively associateda full model, suggesting a
possible relationship between parental incarcaraitd delinquency. Depression has a
non-significant effect upon high school completibnlight of these findings there is
strong support for H1, that there is a differenceducation outcomes, as measured by
high school completion, between those who haverexpeed parental incarceration and
those who have not. There is no evidence that stgpi2, that the difference is
mediated by depression and delinquency.

The estimated effects of parental incarceratiostandardized educational
attainment are shown in Table A4. Four OLS regogssiodels are used to demonstrate
the basic relationship between parental incara@rathe controls, each of the mediators
separately, and finally the full mediation modelpBorting the first hypothesis, the first
model shows that there is a significant negatil&imnship between parental
incarceration and educational attainment, whenihglthe respondent’s sex, race, and
their parent’s education constant. Model 2 stemfelmquency, which is non-significant.
Model 3 includes depression, which is significamd aegatively associated with
educational attainment which indicates a potemtiedliating effect. The fourth model in
Table A4 is the full model, including all contraad both proposed mediating variables.
In the full model there is a still a significantgaive relationship between parental
incarceration and educational attainment. A respohdho experienced parental
incarceration will on average have 0.33 standawibtiens less educational attainment
than a respondent who did not, when holding othetofs constant. The effect of

delinquency in this final model is non-significamhile the depression indicator remains
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significant. Despite this significance, the depi@svariable only reduced the effect of
parental incarceration by 0.009 standard deviati@mteeen Model 1 and Model 4. This
suggests that depression only partially mediatesdlationship between parental
incarceration and educational attainment at besktlaat a strong direct effect of parental
incarceration remains. Thus, there is strong sugpothe central tenant of H1, that
parental incarceration negatively effects educaliattainment. Regarding H2 however,
there is no support for delinquency as a mediatad,only weak support for depression
as a mediator.

Incarcerated Sample

The analysis now turns to the incarcerated sampbeder to examine differences
between respondents who have all experienced @raoarceration, focusing on the sex
of the incarcerated parent and respondent, andgb®f the respondents at parents’ first
incarceration. In these analyses, depression dimjdency were retained as control
variables, given their association with educatianatomes. The first set of analyses is
to determine if there are differences in educationécomes based the sex of the
incarcerated parent. Model 1 in Table A5 regre$sgh school completion on the control
variables and the dummy variable representing élxeothe incarcerated parent. There
was no significant difference in the odds of cortipehigh school comparing the
incarceration of a father to a mother. Model 1 ablE 6 regressed educational attainment
on the control variables and the dummy variableasgnting the sex of the incarcerated
parent. There is in fact a significant differensech that a respondent whose mother was
incarcerated had on average educational attainfhgbtstandard deviations lower than a

respondent whose father was incarcerated. Howthsrfinding is not mirrored in the
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analysis of high school completion. Thus therdnsng support for H3 when considering
educational attainment, but no support in the aslgf high school completion.

Having examined the differences between motherfather, the next step was to
examine the differences between male and femagb®neents, depending on if it was the
mother or father who was incarcerated. Model 2abl& A5 displays the analysis for
those who had an incarcerated father and showshtiag are significant differences in
the odds of completing high school between sonsdandhters of an incarcerated father.
A daughter’s odds of completing high school aré2i@es greater than a son’s, holding
other factors constant. Model 3 show the resultsdspondents with incarcerated
mothers, but there are no significant differenagtsveen sons and daughters. This non-
significance is confirmed by a Chow test for thieetf of sex of the respondent between
the incarcerated father and mother samples (F=pA.85).

Model 2 in Table A6 shows the analysis for thos®\Wwhd an incarcerated father,
which regressed educational attainment on resparsgerand the control variables.
Daughters of an incarcerated father will on avefames significantly higher educational
attainment (0.24 standard deviations) than a s@mancarcerated father, holding other
factors constant. Model 3 shows the analysis fose¢hwho had an incarcerated mother,
and indicates no significant differences betwesnraand a daughter of an incarcerated
mother upon educational attainment. Additionalllow test for the effect of sex of the
respondent between the incarcerated father andemséimples confirms that the
outcomes for daughters compared to sons are signify more impactful when the
father is incarcerated (F=2, p<.05). Overall, Bl&argely supported by these results.

There are significant differences in a respondesdiscational outcomes depending upon
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if their father or mother was incarcerated (0. Endard deviations). Furthermore,
daughters on average fare significantly better g@rs when their father is incarcerated
(0.24 standard deviations; 2.26 times the odd®wifpteting high school). Although there
is no significant difference between sons and dearglof an incarcerated mother, having
any parent incarcerated is detrimental to educationtcomes.

The final step in this section of the analysi®igxamine how the age of the
respondent when their parent was first incarceramgécts educational outcomes. In
order to determine significant associations betwberdifferent age categories, seven
different exploratory models were run for both ircsaated fathers and mothers. In each
of these models the reference category was aleinatorder to see all possible
relationships. Table A7 shows four of the resultimgdels, in which the first focus on a
father’s incarceration the last two on a mothdvledel 1 shows that the odds of
completing high school for those who were zero y@&rs old were 72% lower than
whose father was incarcerated before the resposdarth. Using the same comparison
group the odds of completing high school for thebe were 3 to 6 years old are 67%
lower; the odds for those who were 7 to 10 yeailsaoé 83% lower; and the odds for
those who were 11 to 14 years old when their fathaes first incarcerated are 83% lower;
than those who had not be born yet. Similarly, M@ghows that the of odds
completing high school for those who were 7 to &@rg old are 66% lower than those
who were 20 or more years old when their father fivasincarcerated. Unfortunately, as
Models 3 and 4 show, there were no significaneddhces in the odds of completing
high school when looking at the age of the respohdethe time of their mother’s first

incarceration. Therefore there is mixed supportér Age does make a difference, but it
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is not necessarily younger children are more séyvérpacted. Instead it appears that the
middle categories, ages 7-14, are most affectech wbesidering high school outcomes,
but only for incarcerated fathers.

The last phase of this analysis section examirfsehces in educational
attainment according to the age of the respondéethwvtheir parent was first
incarcerated. The same technique of alternatireyeate categories in order to find all
possible relationships was used to find the modisisiayed in Table A8. The first two
models examine age differences when a father &¢ecated, and the last one examines
differences when a mother is incarcerated. Mods#dws that compared to respondents
whose fathers were first incarcerated before thietin: respondents who were 3 to 6
years old have educational attainment that is St@7dard deviations lower; respondents
who were 7 to 10 years old have educational attamrthat is 0.32 standard deviations
lower; and respondents who were 11 to 14 yearbalé educational attainment that is
0.42 standard deviations lower, holding other fexctmnstant. Similarly when compared
to respondents whose fathers were first incarcefatethe first time when they were
between 15 and 19 years old, respondents who wer& (@ years old and respondents
who were 11 to 14 years old had lower educatiottalrenent when holding other factors
constant (0.36 and 0.47 respectively). Model 3abl& A8 shows that compared to
respondents who were ages 11 to 14 at their matfiest incarceration and educational
outcomes, those who were 15 to 19 years old hadrletucational attainment, (0.45
standard deviations higher), as did those who @&@rgears old or more (0.64 standard
deviations higher), and those who were not yet I§omil standard deviations higher).

Once again, there is support for H4, such thattiea clear difference between different
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age categories. But similar to the logistic regassodels, it suggests that the most
vulnerable years are those between ages 7 and 1Hatas where the largest affects are
seen.

Several other intriguing finds emerged from thalgsis of those whose parents
were incarcerated. First, when examining high stbompletion depression is non-
significant in the full sample. However, in the amcerated sample it becomes a
significant predicting factor. Second, delinquereyot significant when predicting
educational attainment, but is significant wherdpring high school completion, in both
the full and incarcerated sample. Finally, wherdmténg educational attainment, Black
non-Hispanic and Native American respondents gmafgantly worse off than White
non-Hispanics and there are no other racial diffees (Table A4). In the incarcerated
sample though, only Hispanics are different thant@/mon-Hispanics, and they have
higher educational attainment on average (Table A6)

DISCUSSION

The United States continues to incarcerate rewonabers of criminals, sparking
several research areas such as private prisossnprireentry, and parental
incarceration. Parental incarceration is somewhajue in that it addresses problems
that are not faced directly by the imprisoned.dastthe focus is on the unintended
victims of the American criminal justice systeme tbrisoner’s children. This thesis
specifically examines how parental incarceratidac$ educational outcomes, both high
school completion and overall attainment. This esdmn was hypothesized to be
mediated by both delinquency and depression, swattparental incarceration results in

higher risk for both, which then impacts educatemncomes. This detrimental link is
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thought to be more severe when the child’'s motheraarcerated, compared to their
father, and also when a parent’s first incarcenatiocurs earlier in the child’s life.
Parental Incarceration and Education Outcomes

Overwhelmingly, the results from both analysessupthat parental
incarceration has a significant negative effecthesir children’s high school completion
and their educational attainment. Thus, there iglamvidence supporting the first
hypothesis, that children who have experiencednpalrencarceration have lower
educational outcomes, compared to those who hav@ his finding supports other
research that found negative associations betwaemial incarceration and high school
completion (Cho 2011; McLeod and Kaiser 2004; Nistamd Loper 2012; Trice and
Brewster 2004) and educational attainment (Fostér-agan 2007). Although these
specific findings are not particularly unique, thagyestablish a common baseline with
preexisting studies on which to build. They aldbaevery simple and compelling story.
Children who have experienced parental incarcerdtave much lower odds of
graduating school, and those who make it past $otool will on average have lower
academic achievement than those children who diéwver have a parent in prison or
jail. These children will on average have loweetitihe income, increased chances of
unemployment, and having higher risk of being ineaated themselves (Nichols and
Loper 2012). Furthermore, their own lower educatatcomes will then impact their
future children, as a parent’s education has agtnafluence on their children’s
outcomes (Foster and Hagan 2007; Sirin 2005). mtarceration of a parent adds a new

layer of adversity for the child to deal with; iajmnot be the first, but it does matter.
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Despite the strong support for the first hypothesisre is much less for the
proposed mediating variables. The delinquency nredsiled the initial test of
mediation, in that parental incarceration did nmtear to significantly impact
delinquency. This is an unexpected finding as mebeas have been predicting
delinquent outcomes due to parental incarceratioyughout the literature (Aaron and
Dallaire 2010; Farrington et al. 2001; Swisher Ruettger 2012). Delinquency was also
not associated with educational attainment in driiq@analyses, which was again not
consistent with the literature (Foster and Haga®720Delinquency was negatively
associated with high school completion in bothftileand incarcerated sample.
However, this significance disappeared once thebke for the child’s age at their
parent’s first incarceration was added to the nsdeélinquency in this context is at best
an adequate control variable that is particulaaljesit when examining high school
completion. Overall, there is no support for deliagcy as a mediating concept when
examining broader educational outcomes in theskysem

The proposed depression variable traces an integgstth through this analysis.
When examining educational attainment outcome®rkw/as hypothesized, albeit
weakly, and provides a partial mediation betweaemal incarceration and educational
attainment. This is a finding that is consisterthvihe current literature (Dallaire and
Wilson 2010; Murray and Farrington 2008; Swishett Roettger 2012). Interestingly,
once the analysis turns to high school complet®araoutcome, depression becomes
non-significant in the sample. However, after tample is restricted to only those
respondents who have experienced parental incéimmgrdepression becomes negatively

associated with high school completion, which bsitigese findings back in line with the
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current literature. This suggests that althoughretepon is negatively associated with
overall educational attainment for everyone ingample, it is only relevant for high
school completion to those who have experiencednpalincarceration. Another caveat
is yet needed though, because when the incarcesateple is restricted again to only
those with incarcerated mothers, the significasbemtion between depression and high
school completion disappears, though it remainddibrers.

Therefore, there is mixed support for the secoybthesis, that depression and
delinquency would mediate the relationship betwgeental incarceration and the two
education outcomes. Based off of these findingsdeéncy can be rejected as a
mediator, though it clearly remains an importanitoal to include in analytic models,
particularly those analyses concerned with higlostbhompletion. The measure of
depression used here seems to work as a weak orefdiaeducational attainment and
high school completion in the incarcerated sampmlé the change in significance in the
sample of only incarcerated mothers is puzzlingweleer, this may be an effect of
sample size which is addressed in the limitati@tsion.

Are The Effects Worse When A Mother Is Imprisosed \Father? A Son vs. A
Daughter?

One of the unique aspects of this thesis is timattdcomparisons between the
effects of incarcerated mothers and fathers candme. Many previous studies typically
looked at only fathers (Foster and Hagan 2007)istrpnothers (Huebner and Gustafson
2007) and were unable to say if there was a difisgdetween the two. Respondents had
lower educational attainment outcomes when thegreapced a mother incarcerated

compared to a father. This supports the third Hypsis, that the effects of parental
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incarceration would be worse when it is the childisther who is incarcerated, compared
to their father. Interestingly, this result is moirrored in the analysis of high school
completion where there is no significant differebe¢ween an incarcerated mother and
father. This result may be due to the higher peasggnof mothers who are first
incarcerated when their child is in their twenteolder, well after the range in which
high school completion could be affected.

Overall, it is not surprising that respondentswaoese off when their mother is
incarcerated. Glaze and Maruschak (2008) showedwinen a mother is incarcerated the
child is more likely to be taken care of by exteshéemily or go into foster care, but
when a father is incarcerated the child is mostrof$ taken care of by the mother,
meaning that at least one positive influence remsiable. Additionally, children with an
incarcerated mother are more likely to have botleqia in prison instead of just one. The
child is also more likely to have withessed morergs related to their arrest and criminal
activities when a mother is incarcerated, and tve caretakers of children also report
higher anxiety, depression, and rule-breaking biendor children who have a mother in
prison (Dallaire and Wilson 2010). Children withianarcerated mother face more
sources of strain and can potentially lose thesitpe socialization agents as they are
shifted into homes of extended family or fosterecdihat the analysis only reveals this
difference in educational attainment may demorestifzt these disadvantages are a
gradual accumulation, and take time to fully mastife

Extending beyond the differences between motheadathers, this thesis also
examines if there is a sex difference in educatiattainment between the children of

incarcerated parents, and if this difference depembn the sex of the incarcerated
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parent. The results show that there is indeedrafgignt difference in both education
outcomes between sons and daughters when a fatimearcerated, such that daughters
usually fare better. There is very little literaguhat discusses differences in the parental
incarceration experiences between sons and dasgkitéiat is discussed suggests that
daughters of an incarcerated father are at highlefor sexual assault and running away
from home, which can create numerous disadvant&gelselhor et al. 1990; Foster and
Hagan 2007). This thesis, however, does not findsaipport for daughters being worse
off than sons, and finds overall that daughters Eaatter on average then sons regarding
education outcomes in this situation.

Does The Age Of A Child When Their Parent Is Rivercerated Matter?

In addition to directly addressing differencesnestn fathers and mothers, this
thesis was also uniquely concerned with the ralbila’s age might play in the
relationships between parental incarceration andatnal attainment. The literature
suggested that there should be some differencaste@mes depending upon how old the
child was at the time of their parent’s first incaration, but studies were scarce (Travis,
McBride, and Solomon 2003). It was hypothesizetlexahat respondents who had been
younger when their parent was first incarceratedld/be the most severely affected in
educational outcomes. The findings reveal thaketlaee some significant differences, but
it is not the youngest that are worse off. Instéagkems that the age ranges of 7-10 and
11-14 are most susceptible to negative impact dyatental incarceration. This is
particularly noticeable when looking at educatics@inment with an incarcerated
father. Respondents who were 7-10 or 11-14 yeaag®fvhen their father was first

incarcerated had lower educational attainment coaapnose whose were not yet born
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or those were 20 years old or older at the timeséhresults were somewhat mirrored for
incarcerated mothers. Those who were ages 11-14 thleg mother was first
incarcerated were found to have lower educatiottairenent than those who were ages
15-19, 20 or older, or were not yet born. This |sg a peak in vulnerability between 7
and 14 that diminishes in both directions. The sagerange, 7-14, is also found to be
the worst affected when examining high school catiph with an incarcerated father.

These results clearly show that the fourth hypgitheas incorrect by proposing
that the younger age ranges would be the mosttaffdxy parental incarceration. Instead,
the greatest negative effect appears to be comatedtm the range of ages 7 to 14, and
then lessens as respondents grow both older amygouT his suggests that the
disadvantage experienced by these children mag$tedescribed as a two-tailed curve,
centered between the ages 7 and 14. In some wgysat surprising that this age range
experiences the greatest impact of parental incatioa. Children in this age range are
characterized by an increased independence froagigars and the growing importance
of peers, along with puberty, and increased aggne¢$ravis et al. 2003). Removing a
parent during this time frame, who could counteritifluence of new peers and remain a
source of social control and positive socializatisrobviously problematic (Nesmith and
Ruhland 2008). At the same time, economic hardsdmi@s$ntroduced due to parental
incarceration that reduce the ability of the renmgrparent to monitor and supervise the
child (Arditti et al. 2003; Foster and Hagan 20GTaze and Maruschak 2008).
Furthermore, the child has to learn how to manhgestigma of parental incarceration
(Goffman 1963) while also dealing with possiblesitions into new schools and

negotiating new friendships (Birch and Ladd 19%3} hard to imagine a more perfect
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scenario in which education would become deprimgdias depression and delinquent
behaviors find fertile ground to grow.

Race: Additional Findings

One of the interesting findings that can be sedhe results is how the
intersection of parental incarceration and racecasfeducational outcomes. When the
full sample is being used, non-Hispanic blacks ldative Americans had significantly
lower educational attainment or lower odds of catipg high school when compared to
non-Hispanic whites. However, once the analysisch&s to the incarcerated sample a
change occurs in the direction of this relationshighe incarcerated sample, containing
only respondents who have experienced parentaldecgion, Hispanics have
significantly higher educational attainment andhieigodds of completing high school
when compared to non-Hispanic whites. This sugghsatsthere is something very
different going on with the effects of parentalanmeration on educational outcomes
when considering race. It is important to stress this change in direction does not
indicate that incarcerating parents of racial mimes will result in better educational
performance. Rather, it may indicate that conditigriactors not considered in this
analysis, such as social support, family netwaaksl religious beliefs, may operate
differently across racial/ethnic groups in managhmgstrain or stigma associated with
incarceration. The specific interplay that is besegn in these findings is well beyond
the scope of this thesis in its current form, batyrbe a fruitful area of interest in the
future.

Limitations and Future Directions
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This study is limited by several factors. Thetfissthat incarceration itself is not a
random event. Prisoners, on average, come frorsaadantaged background before they
are ever incarcerated. They are more likely to hewer social class, more mental health
problems, and other confounding risk factors (Myaad Farrington 2008). This makes
it difficult to determine how much of the child’sléerse outcomes are resultant of
parental incarceration apart from disadvantages\wesze already facing. Propensity
score models offer some potential to address $bigel by matching respondents with
similar probabilities and comparing outcomes acgrssips. By using this technique you
can compare educational outcomes of those whoheaslaime probability of
experiencing parental incarceration and actualtly and those who had the same
probability, but did not experience parental ineaation. This technique has been used
successfully (Wakefield and Wildeman 2011) andrein@search may utilize propensity
score models to reevaluate the outcomes discugsed h

A second limitation was the limited pool of respent$ to use in analysis. In
particular, the analyses performed examining tespardent’s age when their mother was
first incarcerated may have suffered from a lowantpreferred sample size. This could
be partially alleviated in the future by using npl# imputation to handle missing data
instead of listwise deletion. An additional souodenissing cases in the age analysis is
that a number of respondents said they didn’t khow old they were at the time of their
parent’s first incarceration. It is possible tHagre may be some way to include these
cases in a meaningful way into the analysis irftiiére, perhaps comparing those who
knew and those who did not. Another possible redponproblem is that 110

respondents were unreachable due to being impdsainthe time of Wave IV may
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remove several vital respondents from the possieple (Brownstein et al. 2010). It
may be possible in further AddHealth data collectiaves to collect data from these
individuals after their release, but it seems thate is little that can be done to address
this currently. Finally, the lower number of contel@arent interviews reduced the final
sample by 1,076 cases. It is highly unlikely tlste missing interviews are completely
at random, introducing a source of potential biaghe future it should be possible to use
the child’s estimation of their parent’s educaticatainment to fill some of these
missing data gaps.

A third limitation in this study is the imprecisiaf establishing a timeline of
events. Although we can determine how old the nedpot was at the time of their
parent’s first incarceration, our smallest unitaflysis is a year. This can be problematic
if parental incarceration occurred close to whepression and delinquency are
measured. There is no way of distinguishing betwagemcarceration event that occurred
almost a full year before a data collection wavgust a few days. This also becomes a
problem when considering parental incarceratiohabaurred before the respondent was
born. Although we know the event happened, we d&now how long ago their parent
was incarcerated. Despite these difficulties imlgsthing a truly precise timeline, the
inclusion of delinquency and depression measueggrortant additions to the models
and provide meaningful information about educati@angécomes, although they may
serve primarily as controls instead of mediatons.aélditional way to explore the effects
of delinquency would be to break the scale intolEnaubscales, such that one would
handle more serious delinquency and another waailthdre minor forms. By creating

these subscales it could be determined if the ¢fmkelinquency is more relevant for
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parental incarceration, instead of just the extesf any form of delinquency. A similar
concern is the small number of respondents whdb#u biological parents incarcerated
at some point. This paper was primary concernel thi¢ differences between
incarcerated mothers and fathers, not the totaloeurof parents incarcerated, or even the
number of times a parent has been incarceratedeTdre all potentially fruitful areas of
research, but beyond the scope of this thesis.

There are also some limitations in what can be areds Incorporating
theoretically driven measures for stigma and stitaé fit a more precise timing of events
is limited by the dataset. A measure of stigma wWdnave to account for a wide variety of
negative manifestations and their relative impaxctidferent respondents. Particularly
for parental incarceration that occurred when #spondent was younger, this would
have to involve significant input from parents atder adult supervisors who were
aware of the event, and could provide informatiarhow that knowledge changed their
reactions to, and around, the respondent. Degmtetdifficulties, finding ways to bring
accurate measures of theory into the models waonpdtave future research.

Another measurement issue is the inability to deiiee if, and how, the living
arrangements of the child changed after their gaves incarcerated. These changes
figure largely in the literature but are not avhi&in this dataset. A more comprehensive
examination of living arrangements could provid@aekable insight into how this aspect
of the parental incarceration process operates . similar vein, it would also be useful to
incorporate measures of family structure into thalgsis. Understanding if the child was
in a single parent, widower, divorcee, or otheretgh family structure would provide a

glimpse at some of the living arrangements expeéérby the child. Bringing these
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elements into the analysis would also allow dicgzhparison of educational outcomes
between those who experienced parental incarcaratid those who lost a parent for
other reasons. This type of comparison would stregthe existent literature and
provide more strength to the claims that paremigdiceration is a uniquely detrimental
experience. Not including these family structureamges this analysis shifts these results
into a more conservative estimate of outcomesthmy remain relevant.

Finally, a very interesting possible direction foture research is religious
engagement. Although much of the literature disesissigma management, increased
financial and caretaker strain, and losses of againpositive socialization and social
control, the exploration of religious engagemena asurce of resiliency is surprisingly
absent. There are established links between iewodnt in church activities and
improved educational outcomes (Regnerus 2002)dlitiad to links to lower distress and
higher social adjustment (Mosher and Handal 19R&)igious affiliation and measures
of religious engagement should be excellent adwstio this field of research as a source
of resilience and as buffers between children dediisadvantages resulting from
parental incarceration.

CONCLUSION

Despite the limitations of this analysis, a pdwestory can still be told. The
children of prisoners are unquestionably worserotheir educational outcomes than
those children who have never had a parent incaexr Their odds of completing high
school are 50% lower, and on average their maxiredutational attainment will be
lower. These detrimental experiences can cascaoléuirther generations as lower

education impacts future income and job statusn(8@005) of not only the children of
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parental incarceration, but their own children &l \WIhe experience is a subtle
accumulation of disadvantage, triggered by an evetside of the child’s control, but
one that will leave its mark well into the future.

The educational disadvantage experienced by emldf parental incarceration is
not equally distributed. A child whose mother isarcerated will on average have an
educational attainment that is significantly lowlean if it had been their father who was
incarcerated. Sons also are impacted more sevi@hydaughters. A daughter of an
incarcerated father will be 2.3 times more likayfihish high school than a son, and on
average she will have greater educational attaibnNat only does the sex of the parent
and child matter, but so too does their age. Tiesis provides strong evidence that the
most harm done to educational outcomes occurpafrant is incarcerated when the child
is between 7 and 14. Although negative experieaceshown in children younger and
older than this, the most severe negative impasmdo manifest in this range of ages.
Overall, it is important to remember that theséetlidnces in educational outcomes are
distinct from disadvantages due to divorce or otbans of parental separation (Murray
et al. 2012).

This thesis demonstrates that parental incarcerétmpers educational success.
This effect is more pronounced for children of imexated mothers, and sons in general.
Therefore efforts to create preventive policy sddirkt focus on children, ages 7 to 14,
with an incarcerated mother. Although incarceratedhers currently make up a small
percentage of the prison population, their shangrigsbn cells is rapidly growing.
Focusing on children of incarcerated mothers allpregrams to address those will on

average fare worse, while working with a populatioat is still fairly small. The
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population’s smaller size means that programs woaeddire fewer resources and
perhaps more innovative approaches could be tdksmccessful, these small-scale
approaches can be used as a framework to addeeksdlr issue of incarcerated fathers.

The first approach these programs could take fadiditate contact between child
and parent. Helping organize visits to prisonsl@viating telephone costs could go a
long way in maintaining a tenuous thread of contlaeally, shifting parents with minor
crimes towards probation or early parole programsteiad of longer incarceration terms,
and therefore reducing the time of separation cali&viate the harm caused by parental
incarceration. Particularly programs that avoid esmyoval that is not necessary (e.g.
abusive parents) would avoid potential shifts wnly arrangements for the child and
reduce entry into the foster care system.

Another approach is to focus completely on thédcl@ounseling for children of
newly incarcerated parents could be provided tp tredm navigate the transition and
understand what is happening. At the same timdlestiang support mechanisms within
schools to reduce the chance of the child becomtisgngaged from the school would
also be helpful. Within the school it is also neszeyg to ensure that teachers do not lower
their expectations for the child (Dallaire 201®¥reething which has been demonstrated
to occur. This would be particularly important whe child has to change schools and
is entering a system in which the faculty has norgxperience with the child.

Perhaps the most important first step may benbplsi recognize that these
children exist, to acknowledge the problems theg fand work to alleviate their
burdens. This group of children, despite curreatigtaining 2.3% of all children in the

U.S. under the age of 18 (Glaze and Maruschak 20@8)been referred to as forgotten
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victims, or orphans of justice (Murray et al. 201Phey are innocent, yet suffer from
both the crimes committed by their parents, andubkice served by the public; latent
consequences of our society’s approach to crimgaonmhich develops into
disadvantages that can stretch out to the nextrgtme, and possibly beyond. Laboring
under their parents’ sins, moving forward undes ttouble jeopardy, one must wonder
what their final destination will be, and how mutkvas altered through the application

of American justice.
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APPENDIX A

Table Al: Descriptive Statistics

Full Sample Incarcerated Sample
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Range Mean Std. Dev. Range
Parental Incarceration .16 .378 0/1 1.00 .000 0/1
Incarcerated Mother .26 414 0/1
Female .50 .499 0/1 .48 .498 0/1
Delinquency .62 178 0/8 .62 .196 0/8
Depression .80 .336 0/8 .85 .333 0/8
Educational Attainment 2.09 1.084 0/4 1.62 1.020 0/4
High School Completion 91 272 0/1 .83 .358 0/1
Parent's Educational Attainment 1.69 1.177 0/4 1.31 1.090 0/4
Race
White non-Hispanic .68 .497 0/1 .59 .499 0/1
Black non-Hispanic .15 .408 0/1 .23 .455 0/1
Hispanic 12 .362 0/1 14 .372 0/1
Asian .03 .216 0/1 .01 .142 0/1
Native American .02 .139 0/1 .03 .168 0/1
Other non-Hispanic .01 .092 0/1 .01 .007 0/1
N 8339 1362
Age when Parent First went Incarcerated Sample
to Prison/Jail Father Mother
Before Birth .12 .322 0/1 .04 .203 0/1
0-2 .19 .391 0/1 .08 272 0/1
3-6 .17 .378 0/1 12 .329 0/1
7-10 .18 .386 0/1 .22 413 0/1
11-14 .13 .335 0/1 .10 341 0/1
15-19 .10 .297 0/1 .19 .389 0/1
20+ A1 .335 0/1 .22 413 0/1

N 1248 350
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Table A2: OLS Regression, Test of Mediating Variables

Delinquency Depression
Model 1 Model 2
Variable b b
Parental Incarceration .009 .050 ***
-(.01) -(.01)
Female .011 * .065 ***
-(.01) -(.01)
Parent's Education .008 ** -.014 **
(.00) -(.01)
Black -.016 .068 ***
-(.01) -(.01)
Hispanic .029 * .028
-(.01) -(.02)
Asian .025 * .084 *
-(.01) -(.03)
Native American .018 .074 *
-(.02) -(.03)
Other .052 -.036
-(.05) -(.04)
Intercept 438 *x* 766 ***
R-Squared .008 .026

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses (N=8,339).
White is the omitted racial category.
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table A3: Logistic Regression of Parental Incarceration on High School Completion, Odds Ratios

High School Completion - Yes/No

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Variable expb expb expb expb
Parental Incarceration 488 *** 497 *x* 94 *E* 496 ***
Delinquency Index .392 *** 408 **
Depression Index 747 .769
Female 1.546 *** 1.556 *** 1.584 *** 1.591 ***
Parent's Education 2.197 **x* 2.216 *** 2.177 *** 2.199 ***
Black .751 .738 .769 .753
Hispanic 915 .947 .924 .94
Asian 2.478 * 2.548 * 2.527 * 2.584 **
Native American 499 * 517 * 512 * .528 *
Other 1.112 1.216 1.112 1.209
Psuedo R-Squared .104 .108 .107 .110

White is the omitted racial category.
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table A4: OLS Regression of Parental Incarceration on Educational Attainment

Standardized Educational Attainment

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Variable b b b b
Parental Incarceration -.337 *x** -.336 *** -.329 *** -.328 ***
-(.04) -(.04) -(.04) -(.04)
Delinquency Index -.123 -.100
-(.09) -(.09)
Depression Index -.158 *** -.153 ***
-(.04) -(.04)
Female 246 *** 248 *** 256 *** 257 **x*
-(.03) -(.03) -(.03) -(.03)
Parent's Education .348 *** .349 *** 346 *** 347 *xx
-(.02) -(.02) -(.02) -(.02)
Black -.141 * -.143 ** 130 * -.132 *
-(.05) -(.05) -(.06) -(.086)
Hispanic -.032 -.028 -.028 -.025
-(.04) -(.04) -(.04) -(.04)
Asian .145 .148 .158 .160
-(.09) -(.09) -(.10) -(.10)
Native American -.269 ** -.267 ** -.257 ** -.256 **
-(.10) -(.10) -(.10) -(.10)
Other .192 .198 .186 .192
-(.14) -(.14) -(.14) -(.14)
Intercept -.658 *** -.604 *** -.538 *** -.497 ***
R-Squared .213 .214 .216 216

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses (N=8,339).
White is the omitted racial category.

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table A5: Logistic Regression of Sex of Parent and Child on High School
Completion, within the Incarcerated Sample - Odds Ratios

IR TP A | Int
I

High Schooi Compietion Yes/No
Incarcerated Incarcerated
Father Mother
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variable expb expb expb
Female 1.824 ** 2.263 *** 1.083
Incarcerated Mother .752 -- --
Delinquency Index 191 * .204 * .178
Depression Index 495 * .385 * .965
Parent's Education 2.001 *** 2.053 *** 1.885 *
Black 1.194 1.140 1.391
Hispanic 1.614 1.648 1.689
Psuedo R-Squared .086 .090 .066
N 1355 1080 270

White is the omitted racial category.
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001



Table A6: OLS Regression of Sex of Parent and Child on Educational

Attainment, within the Incarcerated Sample

Standardized Educational Attainment

Incarcerated Incarcerated
Father Mother
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variable b b b
Female 220 xEX* 243 ¥ 143
(.06) (.07) (.14)
Incarcerated Mother -.149 * -- --
-(.07)
Delinquency Index -.233 -.244 -.290
(.20) (.21) (.43)
Depression Index =195 * 227 * -.073
(.08) (.10) (.20)
Parent's Education 272 *EX* 277 *¥x* .252 ***
(.03) (.03) (.07)
Black .064 .002 .278
(.09) (.10) (.19)
Hispanic .236 * 302 ** .004
(.09) (.11) (.02)
Intercept -.671 *¥** -.656 *** -.851 *
R-Squared 114 J117 .108
N 1362 1087 275

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses
White is the omitted racial category.
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table A7: Logistic Regression of Child's Age at Parent's First Incarceration on High School
Completion, within the Incarcerated Sample - Odds Ratios

High School Completion Yes/No

Incarcerated Father Incarcerated Mother

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Variable expb expb expb expb
Delinquency Index .214 .214 .094 .094
Depression Index 377 * 377 * 2.158 2.158
Female 1.905 * 1.905 * .889 .889
Parent's Education 1.759 *** 1.759 *** 2.278 * 2.278 *
Black 2.088 2.088 1.347 1.347
Hispanic 1.538 1.538 1.675 1.675

Age at Parent's First Incarceration

Before Birth -- 2.023 -- 1.728
0-2 Years Old 275 * .556 .359 .621
3-6Years Old 331 * .670 437 .754
7-10Years Old 170 *** .343 * 1.088 1.879
11-14 Years Old 167 ** .338 .353 .610
15-19 Years Old 1.064 2.153 1.020 1.762
20+ Years Old 494 -- .579 --
Psuedo R-Squared .086 .086 .075 .075
N 879 879 241 241

White is the omitted racial category.
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001



Table A8: OLS regression of Child's Age at Parent's First Incarceration on
Educational Attainment, within the Incarcerated Sample

Standardized Educational Attainment

Incarcerated
Incarcerated Father Mother
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variable b b b
Delinquency Index -.234 -.234 -.471
(.25) (.25) -(.50)
Depression Index -.228 * -.228 * .148
(.12) (.11) -(.20)
Female .184 * .184 * .060
(.08) (.08) -(.13)
Parent's Education 227 *** .227 kX 272 F*x
(.04) (.04) -(.08)
Black .118 .118 311
(.12) (.12) -(.19)
Hispanic 344 F¥* .344 xx .032
.124 .124 -.197
Age at Parent's First Incarceration
Before Birth -- -.045 611 *
-- -(.18) -(.24)
0-2Years Old -.180 -.225 .251
(.13) (.18) -.287
3-6Years Old -.269 * -.314 447
(.12) (.18) -.260
7-10Years Old -.316 ** -.361 * .399
(.12) (.18) -.242
11-14Years Old =421 *** -.466 * --
(.16) (.22) --
15-19Years Old .045 -- 446 *
-(.18) - -.194
20+ Years Old -.107 -.152 .641 **
(.16) (.20) -(.20)
Intercept -.364 * -.320 -.135 ¥**
R-Squared .109 .109 172
N 884 884 246

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses.
White is the omitted racial category.
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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