.. National Center for
Family & Marriage Research

Bowling Green State University

Working Paper Series
WP-12-08

September 2012

Reconsidering the Relationship between Paternal
Incarceration and Delinquency*

Lauren Porter
University at Albany, SUNY

Ryan D. King
University at Albany, SUNY*

This research was supported by the National Center for Family & Marriage Research,
which is funded by a cooperative agreement, grant number 5 UOI AEOOOOOI-05,
between the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation (ASPE) in the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS) and Bowling Green State University.
Any opinions and conclusions expressed herein are solely those of the author(s) and should not be
construed as representing the opinions or policy of any agency of the federal government.



Reconsidering the Relationship between Paternal Imeceration and Delinquency*

Lauren Porter
Department of Sociology
University at Albany, SUNY

Ryan D. King
Department of Sociology
University at Albany, SUNY

*This research was supported by a grant from thgoNal Center for Family and Marriage
Research. The authors thank Susan Brown, ShawmBiys Natasha Cabrera, Amanda Geller,
Wendy Manning, Laura Tach, Kristin Turney, Matt \ébgand Chris Wildeman for comments
and feedback at various stages of this researigas®direct correspondence to the authors at
Iporter2@albany.edu or rking@albany.edu.



Reconsidering the Relationship between Paternal Imeceration and Delinquency

Abstract:Research finds that children who have experienoednicarceration of a parent exhibit
higher levels of antisocial behavior. Yet there r@@sons to question whether this association is
in fact causal, and research that empirically pimsn mechanisms that explain any observed
association is in high demand. We attempt to batteount for unobserved heterogeneity by
using children with fathers who will be incarcexhtes a strategic comparison group. In addition,
we look at two different outcomes in an effort taka inferences about why paternal
incarceration may influence delinquency. Resultgysst that the association between paternal
incarceration and instrumental forms of crime (glgeft) is entirely spurious, although paternal
incarceration retains a significant effect on espiee crimes (e.g., destruction of property,

fighting).



The number of children separated from a parentusecaf incarceration is near an all-
time high. Over 800,000 incarcerated men and woanemarents of children under the age of
18, and nearly 1.75 million children (2.3% of dlildren in the United States) have a parent in a
state or federal prison (Glaze and Maruschak, 20T@g latter figure represents the highpoint
of a two-decade increase, as inmates in stateemt@tdl prisons with children increased 79%
between 1991 and 2007. The sheer number of chikkparated from a parent due to
incarceration, combined with research suggestingsanciation between children’s cognitive,
emotional, and developmental problems and parentaisonment (Wakefield and Wildeman,
2011; Wildeman, 2010; Hagan and Dinovitzer, 1998et®er et al., 2011), implies that this
issue constitutes a ripe area of empirical resefarcécholars of crime and the family alike. And
indeed, social scientists have undertaken thisitaggcent years and quickly amassed a record
of research that points to an intuitive but by neams taken for granted conclusion — children of
incarcerated parents are worse off on a numbeinoértsions compared to similarly situated
peers.

Hagan and Dinovitzer (1999) in many ways set thgesfor such a research agenda by
suggesting a number of ways in which the incargaraif a parent could have deleterious
consequences for children. Empirical work sin@ ttme has increasingly applied a range of
methods to multiple samples and finds much sugpoiiagan and Dinovitzer’'s predictions.
Van de Rakt et al. (2008) find an association betwee father’s conviction and later convictions
by their children, Roettger and Swisher (2011) shimat delinquency is higher for those with an
ever-incarcerated father, Murray, Loeber and Paf@bil2) show that theft is associated with
parental incarceration, and Wildeman (2010; se= \Alakefield and Wildeman, 2011) shows

that physical aggression in young children exhiaitsbust correlation with father’s



incarceration. Also noteworthy is that studieshiis vein have made use of multiple datasets
frequently employed in the study of families antine, such as the National Longitudinal Study
of Adolescent Health (Add Health), Fragile Familigge Pittsburgh Youth Study, and the Project
on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods (PNPCThe general finding is therefore
consistent across datasets, methods, and outcambélea.

Although a firm evidentiary basis has been esthbtiswvith respect to the association
between the incarceration of a parent and varicessores of child wellbeing, a few questions
about the nature of the association remain undettied we think the application of different
methods may help resolve thorny questions concgrumobserved heterogeneity and the
possibility of selection effects. Specificallysearch to date has struggled to rule out the
possibility that any association between patemediiceration and various indicators of child
wellbeing is spurious or otherwise biased by vdeslomitted from the analysis (Johnson and
Easterling 2012). As Sampson (2011) recently notdds response to a rigorous analysis of
paternal incarceration and childhood behavior poisl by Wakefield and Wildeman (2011), “as
the authors forthrightly note, their method of gs@& cannot overcome what is missing —
...omitted variable bias. | worry most about the ssion of parentddehavior.., in particular
parental violence or more generally what develogaigrsychologists label “antisocial
behavior™ (Sampson, 2011, p.821, emphasis in oayi- Sampson is right, although this does
not imply that Wakefield and Wildeman (or others) wrong. For instance, if the unobserved
variables do not change over time, prior reseaashdifectively dealt with this issue through
fixed effects modeling. For us, the question alwonitted variable bias broached by Sampson is

particularly relevant when studies rely only on aoate adjustment, which does not account for



unobserved factors, or when the unobserved faaterikely to change over time, in which case
fixed effects modeling is not a sufficient remedy.

Although it is a tall order to fully account for whhas not been directly observed and
recorded in surveys, we think the issue can at lmapartly addressed by using strategically
chosen comparison groups. Prior work has takeys stethis direction, for instance by using
children whose parents were incarcergigdr to birth as a comparison group (Murray et al.
2007), although a potential issue with this metisathat both groups experienced the ‘treatment’
(parental incarceration) prior to the outcome.ddiaon, Wildeman (2010) has made skillful use
of placebo regression to show that there is ncetatton between the predictor variabletatl’
and the outcome at timgas one would expect given the preconditions faesal association.

In the present work we build on prior work by takiadvantage of the longitudinal nature of the
Add Health data. We use children of fathetso will be incarcerateds a strategic comparison
group, which isa known quantity because of the longitudinal desigfe presume that
respondents with fathers on the verge of beingragrated share similarities (e.g., with respect
to prior record, violence, other behavioral tendes)cwith survey respondents whose fathers
have recently been incarcerated. Accordingly, ¢bimparison group may prove useful in
netting out some, although we cannot claim all,tdivariable influence. While much
longitudinal research uses fixed effects modelmgadntrol for unobserved characteristics,
researchers less often exploit panel data to mag@iievents that, unbeknownst to respondents
at the first wave of data collection, will happertihem in the future. We show the utility of
doing so in the present work.

In addition, and to the extent that an associatiiats whereby the incarceration of a

father leads to more delinquency by his childrers not entirely cleawhythe association exists



(Wakefield and Wildeman, 2011). Partly buildingtbe work of Hagan and Dinovitzer (1999),
we suggest some possible conduits linking patencakceration and delinquency that generally
coalesce around the concepts of separation, ateatthand strain. These concepts are
imperfectly measured in household surveys, andweusonsider alternative ways of making
inferences about theoretical mechanisms beyondtdimeasurement of key indicators. For
instance, prior work has made inferences abouttibégy of crime by examining different
classifications of offending (Maxfield, 1989; Coand Rotton, 2003), for instance, whether
crimes are expressive or instrumental in nature follow suit by looking at the association
between paternal incarceration and two forms ahdakncy — violent, destructive or aggressive
behavior (‘expressive' delinquency or ‘acting oatijl offending that has the potential to result
in monetary gain (‘instrumental’ delinquency). Quaming the associations across crime types
can help winnow down the likely mechanisms that&xpany observed association between
father’s incarceration and the delinquency of Ihidc

In short, we advance this area of inquiry by mitilg a strategic comparison group to
account for unobserved heterogeneity in the palté@roarceration-delinquency nexus and by
taking a fresh approach to identifying the mechasishat account for any observed association.
With these objectives in mind, we next put the éssutheoretical context before describing the
data and measures used in our analysis. We themotthe results and their implications for the

study of incarceration and childhood behavior peats.



Perspectives on the Consequences of Paternal Incaration

Our inquiry is guided by three general perspestme the association between paternal
incarceration and child’s delinquency. The firktleese suggest a potential protective effect of
having a father incarcerated, while the latter tmply adverse consequences for children.

First, and in some respects consistent with aréiffiéal association (Sutherland 1947)
perspective, incarcerating a father may be bemfior the child. To the extent that fathers with
a criminal history condone or at least fail to @imdelinquent behavior, and assuming that some
fathers with a criminal history are abusive towattsr children, we might expect an inverse
association between paternal incarceration and@isHelinquency? Imprisoning a father may
remove a source of stress and perhaps a delinoiler@nce from the household. Consistent
with this perspective, some prior research sugdkeatgemoving criminal fathers from
households improves child wellbeing, at least urtéetain conditions. For instance, Wildeman
(2010) draws on a sample of young children fromRfagile Families and Child Wellbeing
Study to show that incarcerating a father who Wassee towards the mother decreases boys’
aggression.

Although we think it prudent to leave the door op@such a possibility, we must also
acknowledge that the majority of research findesitpve association between parental
incarceration and delinquency. Yet the associatiayg not be causal, and hence we investigate a
second perspective that implies a spurious assmtidhcarcerated fathers likely have a criminal
history, which may be associated with poor supe@misf children or lack of discipline, which
in turn can be correlated with a child’s increapeapensity toward delinquency. Prior work has
repeatedly shown evidence of intergenerationaktrassion of crime, particularly the impact of

a crime-prone father (Sampson and Laub, 1993;rgiom et al., 2001; Van de Rakt, 2008). It is



entirely plausible that characteristics of the éatthat accompany his bout of incarceration — or
perhaps the very behavior that led to the incatiwera- are driving any association between a
father’s history of doing time and his child’s ae&juent conduct. To this end, Murray and
colleagues (2009, p.60) suggest a “great need doe mesearch on the causal effects of parental
imprisonment on children,” and Massoglia and Waf@8éi.1, p.855) note that “a particular
concern [with research on parental incarceratistié inability to definitively rule out bias due
to unobservable variables.” Our analysis attengptaihimize this problem by employing a
method that appears under-utilized in extant warkhea deleterious effects of incarceration.

A third general perspective, and one that is cdgt@ominant in prior published work on
the topic, suggests that the association is likalysal (Roettger et al., 2011; Roettger and
Swisher, 2011; Wildeman, 2010; Wakefield and Wilden2011; Craigie, 2011). However,
identifying the mechanisms that link parental imesation and child wellbeing remains a work

in progress. Here we give attention to two plaesilitervening factors.

Intervening Mechanisms
Separation and Attachment

We first consider the consequences of separatianing an incarcerated father
necessarily entails the separation of family membar some period of time, which can have a
number of negative consequences for those lefhldehror instance, lengthy episodes of
separation, including time behind bars, have bé&ed as a key determinant of marital
dissolution (Rindfuss and Stephen, 1990; Massaglad., 2011). The absence of a father can
also weaken children’s attachments to their fat(lrgray et al., 2009; Nurse, 2004) and limit

supervision, each of which is associated with dglency. Although some children likely had



poor relationships with their fathers prior to ingeration, research indicates that approximately
half of inmates previously lived with their childreand that fathers “frequently maintain some
kind of supportive relationship with children” (Wem and Wildeman, 2009, p.240).

Hirschi (1969) suggested that even parents wittinairtal history look unfavorably upon
their children’s delinquent conduct. From the pergive of classic control theory, time spent
with parents is of primary importance not becausgirect supervision, but because of affective
attachments. As Hirschi (1969 [2002], p.88) stdt€ke important consideration is whether the
parent is psychologically present when temptatiocammit a crime appears. If, in the situation
of temptation, no thought is given to parental tieac the child is to this extent free to commit
the act.” In line with Hirschi's idea of attachmethe separation of a father may sever the bond
between father and child, at least for a periotinoé. This line of research suggests that a pair
of relationships should emerge in our analysigstFwe would expect a positive association
between paternal incarceration and child’s delimgye Second, control theory implies that that
a substantial portion of the association betwedingléency and paternal incarceration should be

explained by a measure of subjective attachmethtetdather.

Stigma and Strain

Although hypotheses stemming from a control themanspective appear tenable, prior
work indicates that other factors may be at plagr instance, in their work on sons with a
history of parental incarceration, Murray and Fegton (2005, p.1277) conclude that
“separatiorper sedid not appear to be an important explanatoryofafctr antisocial behavior of
children.” Their analysis compares sons with adnisbf parental incarceration with four control

groups: (1) sons who were not separated from egtaent, (2) sons who had a parent in the



hospital or deceased, (3) sons whose parents segpah#e to marital dissolution and (4) sons
who had a father incarcerated before birth. Thesults indicated that males with an

incarcerated parent were more likely than males experienced separation due to other reasons
(groups 2-3) to self-report delinquent behavior ambe convicted of crimes as juveniles and
adults. Murray and Farrington (2005, p.1276) arpa it is “unlikely that the additional effects

of parental imprisonment were explained by relaiop breakdowns, changes in children’s care
arrangements, or loss of family income, which a&sal to follow parental separation and
divorce.”

Others have drawn attention to the stigma andhsaissociated with a relative being
incarcerated (Comfort, 2007), and a classic linsaziological theory suggests that the stigma of
incarceration can also be contagious and have padnhon those in the (former) inmates’ social
network (Goffman, 1963). Research in this tradifiimds that families of incarcerated men
struggle with the stereotypes that accompany imcation (Braman, 2004), and Goffman (2009)
reveals how fear of arrest by those with a histifriyncarceration can cause fathers to disengage
from the family, for instance by missing celebrasuch as birthdays. All in all, there is
evidence that stigma is “sticky” (Braman, 2004,48)Lland hence has implications beyond the
incarcerated offender.

This notion of stickiness is important in the prassontext because it suggests that
children with incarcerated fathers may have negatiwmotional reactions to paternal
incarceration. As Hagan and Dinovitzer (1999,,d.27) argue, the imprisonment of a parent
is a traumatic experience and is laden with emdborhe children left behind. For example,
Bocknek and colleagues (2009, p.324) describe maltercarceration as an “ambiguous loss” for

children, since there is typically a lack of famgdgmmunication about the reasons surrounding



the father’'s absence. The authors interviewed deged children of incarcerated parents and
found that many voiced feelings of anger and caofusver the loss and resultant family
dynamics in the household.

These empirical findings from prior work in manyysaesonate with frustration-
aggression approaches, which argue that crimeaggiession in particular, is a reactive
response to aversive stimuli (Dollard et al., 19B8tkowitz, 1989). The underlying argument is
that people who experience an event that causapatress will lash out at others in response
to these emotions. Further, Berkowitz (1989, pattjued that “any kind of negative affect,
sadness as well as depression and agitated ilitigatiill produce aggressive inclinations and
the primitive experience of anger before the higirder processing goes into operation.” In
other words, Berkowitz (1989) proposed that anyatigg emotion resulting from an aversive
event is likely to lead to aggression and that tegponse is reactive, rather than instrumental.

Similarly, Agnew’s general strain theory (GST; Agwn 1992) posits that delinquency is
often a means of coping with negative emotions.ekgsuggests that the removal of positively-
valued stimuli leads to negative emotions (e.ggean which in turn increases the likelihood of
delinquency. He further argues that strains resgliith anger are most conducive to crime; it
reduces an individual's capacity for problem salyioreates a desire for revenge, and “energizes
the individual for action” (Agnew, 2008, p.104)in&lly, he also argues that strains resulting in
anger are more likely to provoke violence and aggjom, whereas feelings of envy are most
relevant to property crime and fear to “escapamgits,” such as running away from home
(2008, p.105)?

Insofar as the incarceration of a father represtmd removal of a positively-valued

stimulus, which we think is a tenable assumptio&T@redicts higher rates of delinquent
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involvement among children with incarcerated fashefollowing Agnew, individuals who
experience such strain are likely to experienceatieg emotions, such as anger and frustration,
which in turn leads delinquency as a means of @ppith these negative emotions. Consistent
with strain and frustration-aggression approaciesargue that paternal incarceration induces
feelings that are related to certain types of crfeng., violence), but which shouhdt be
associated with instrumental crimes such as roba&eaytheft. This hypothesis essentially
marries arguments that the incarceration of a pasemtraumatic event leading to feelings of
anger and confusion (Hagan and Dinovitzer, 1992f). and strain/frustration-aggression
theories that posit a distinct association betwerantions such as anger and subsequent
aggression or violence. Recent work by Geller aitagues (2009) offers some preliminary
support for this proposition. They find that paegincarceration is associated with aggression
among children, but that it is not associated wldvated levels of depressive or withdrawn
behavior. Figure 1 summarizes the relationshipsdet paternal incarceration and delinquency
as detailed above.

[Figure 1 about here]

Analytic Strategy

As noted above, we endeavor to minimize the relptetllems of unobserved
heterogeneity and omitted variable bias in ourysialhile at the same time garnering a more
complete understanding of why paternal incarcematight affect delinquency. We attempt to
fulfill these objectives, in part, through the wsestrategically chosen comparison groups and by
assessing the effect of paternal incarceratiomsimimental and expressive forms of
delinquency. Each of these aspects of our anattategy warrants attention before we describe

our data and variables in greater detail.
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The association between paternal incarceratioradmdrse childhood outcomes could
reflect pre-existing disadvantage or unobserverlnistances that caused both (1) a parent to be
incarcerated and (2) child antisocial behaviorr &@mple, a greater likelihood of delinquency
in children of incarcerated fathers could be causethe tendency for these children to grow up
in similar environments as their fathers, or bathér's criminal behavior and poor parenting
practices. Prior work has most often tried to miaerthe possibility that an association between
paternal incarceration and a children’s problemabedrs is due to selection by controlling for
characteristics of the child, and in some casesather, which might be associated with poor
parenting and child delinquency (Murray et al., 201Work in this area has employed multi-
level models, OLS, and other regression modelst(tioigistic regression, propensity score
matching) to estimate the effect of paternal ineeation on various aspects of child wellbeing
while controlling for observable indicators thatree@sked in the respective surveys (Roettger et
al., 2011; Roettger and Swisher, 2011; Wildemaa02Wakefield and Wildeman, 2011,
Graigie, 2011; Foster and Hagan, 2009). The degfreensistency in this body of work is
impressive, yet covariate adjustment models arng amlgood as the variables available in the
surveys, and more often than not these survey®tibave information on parenting behavior
(Sampson, 2011). Others have accounted for unaddslerheterogeneity by employing fixed
effects models (Wildeman, 2010; Wakefield and Wit@a, 2011), although this method is
limited because it only controls for time invariaaracteristics of respondents, while parenting
behavior and other potential confounding factory rtzange over time. In short, this area of
inquiry warrants additional attention to selectimas (Johnson and Easterling 2012, p.342;

Murray et al. 2009).
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It is one thing to call for more attention to seéilea effects, yet it remains a tall order for
even the grandest of surveys to include detailegisomes of impulsivity, parenting and
disciplinary practices, criminal history, and incaration history of parents along with a battery
of dispositional and relational measures for tgeiing. The problem is identified and well
known, but survey data simply do not include tHegamut of desired measures. In the absence
of ideal data to firm up the evidentiary basisdetablishing causality, we see utility in an
alternative approach that has not yet been explait@rior research on incarceration and its
consequences for individuals or their kin.

We attempt to minimize the issue of unobservedrbgeneity by using a comparison
group that we think complements prior work whildhe same time adds an important
dimension. We exploit the longitudinal nature c# ttata and use children whose fathveitsbe
incarcerated as a strategic comparison groupecifically, we show the results of two models
for each outcome variable, the first of which irdd#s a set of dummy variables capturing
whether a respondent’s father is or has been iacated, with respondents whose fathers had
not been incarcerated by that point in time agéference category. We follow this with a
second model that adds a new dummy variable tonthgel — fathers who were never
incarcerated throughout the duration of the fouvegaof the Add Health survey. Adding the
latter variable to the model changes the (omittetBrence group in an important way. The
reference category now consists of respondentsfatitfers who weraotincarcerated by wave
1, but will be incarceratedby the time of the wave IV interview. The lattetegory is a known
guantity because it is asked during the most raoéerview, and we think this category serves
as an important comparison group because respaaéhtfathers who will soon be

incarcerated (which is unknown to respondentsatithe of the wave 1 interview) likely share
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behavioral tendencies with previously or curremtlyarcerated fathers (e.g., a probable criminal
record; parenting practices). Accordingly, we make of father’s future incarceration to create
a more suitable comparison group than responddmisevparents had no history of
incarceration, and respondents whose parents haxtanteration history which preceded their
births.>

If we find that children with previously or curréntncarcerated fathers differ
significantly on our outcome variables from childngith fathers who will later be incarcerated,
then we can more confidently claim that paternehrneration, and not unobserved factors
associated with father’s incarceration, has a daiffect on delinquency. However, if we find a
significant effect in the first model, but the effevashes away when we change the reference
category in the second model, then we can moradzsmtfy suggest that omitted variable bias is
at play.

A second point requiring elaboration concerns tidingg of our outcome variable. As
described in more detail below, we divide our measid delinquency into ‘expressive’ and
‘instrumental’ forms of conduct. This dichotomyshaformed much prior research, particularly
the literature on homicide (e.g., Maxfield, 198%dRer, 1996), but is also applicable for non-
lethal forms of crime. As noted by Decker (1998,28), “motives have been conceptualized as
instrumental (in pursuit of gain) or expressive éapression of outrage or emotion).” We
cannot measure emotions directly in the Add Heddila, but we suggest that much can be
learned about the association between paternaiceedion and children’s delinquency by
examining the types of conduct that are, or areassociated with a father’s bout of
incarceration. If the effects of incarcerationaggressive and violent behavior (expressive) are

essentially identical to more instrumental typesféénding, then we think this presents a
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challenge to strain theory with its heavy emphasigmotions as being tied to particular types of
crime. But if sizeable differences in the coe#itis are found, then we can more confidently

implicate strain as a probable mechanism.

Data and Methods

The National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Hegldd Health) is a nationally
representative survey of students in grades 7-ti2githe 1993-1994 academic yeait wave
I, data were collected from respondents as wellaas parents and school administrators.
Respondents were asked questions covering a wial @irtopics including demographics,
neighborhood characteristics, sexual behavior, lfadyinamics, delinquency, and health. Three
follow-up interviews have been conducted, the fafsivhich occurred approximately one year
after the initial data collection. The currentdstyprimarily utilizes data from wave I, although
data for our focal predictor variables are takemfrvave IV, when respondents were between
24 and 34 years old. During the wave IV intervieegpondents were asked detailed questions
about parental incarceration, including questidmsuathe timing. As such, we can discern

whether a father’s incarceration happened priartafter our measures of delinquency.

Outcome Variables

During the wave | interview respondents were asi@d many times during the past 12 months
they had engaged in a variety of criminal actigitiBesponse options for each item included
never, one or two times, three or four times, anel r more times. We operationalize
delinquency using two indexes that were construbtesumming responses across these items,

where one or two times=1, three or four times=2farelor more times=3xpressive
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delinquencyincludes crimes that are often recognized asrigatut’ or resulting from anger and
frustration. These items include getting into feghgeriously harming someone, and deliberately
damaging propertya(= .73).” Our second measureiistrumental delinquencyvhich consists

of crimes that have the potential to result in mat@r monetary gain. These items include

shoplifting, robbery, and selling drugs £ .75).2

Independent Variables

As of wave IV, 2,283 respondents (18.5% of the dajripdicated that their biological fathers
had been incarcerated at some point during thassli These respondents were asked at what
age their biological fathers were admitted to agldased from jail or prison. For respondents
whose fathers were imprisoned more than once,\eeg asked to provide the age when their
father first went to prison and the age when he mvast recently released.

Based on this set of questions we classified a&falincarceration status as falling into
one of seven categories. The first five categaresas follows: (1) never incarcerated during
the entire span of the Add Health study; (2) ineeated and released prior to the respondents’
birth; (3) incarcerated and released prior to theeu interview, but after the respondent was
born; (4) incarcerated prior to the wave | intewiagnd released afterwards (i.e., currently
incarcerated at wave 1); or (5) never incarcerbtediave |, buwill be incarcerated by the time
of the wave IV interview’ Some cases could not be coded into one of thésgarées with
absolute certainty, typically for one of three @s respondents could not recall their age at
father's admission to or release from jail or pnisage at father’s admission or release was the
same as the respondent’s age; or there were nauiltiphrcerations and we could not definitively

determine, for instance, whether a father was cwrated at wave | or had been released prior to
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the wave and then re-incarcerated after the irgarviwe thus include a sixth category capturing
(6) cases in which we can determine that the fatlaereither released or currently incarcerated
at wave 1 (but we can’t distinguish any furtheny @ final category (7) consisting of those
whose fathers had been incarcerated at some paintte timing cannot be determined because
of missing data'°

In some cases that initially appeared difficulttmle (e.qg., if age of father’'s admission
was equal to the respondent’s age), we were ahlsdmther questions in the wave | interview
to determine the proper category for the respondiainely, respondents were asked to list
household members and were also asked about medithey had recently engaged in with their
parents. If, for example, respondents indicateddjwith their biological fathers at the time of
the wave | interview, we could use this informatiordetermine that the father was not

incarcerated at that time.

Control Variables

We control for several demographic factors. Raa®ded as a set of dummy variables
with black, Hispanic, and an ‘other non-white’ iodior in the model and white omitted as the
reference category. We also control for sex (mBleage (continuous), and a quadratic term for
age to capture nonlinearity. In addition, the paémcarceration-delinquency link may be
spurious due to socioeconomic status, which we uneassing parental education. This
indicator captures the highest educational attamrokparents living in a respondent’s
household, where 0=no high school, 1=high schamilgmte, 2=trade school, 3=some college,

4=college graduate, and 5=post-graduate education.
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We also include a pair of relational measures. iftgtance, attachment to father is a
scale ranging 0-5 that reflects the degree to wiespondents “feel close to” their biological
fathers. Respondents indicating that they did motkanything about their biological fathers
were not asked this question, but were coded &sd Additionally, for those respondents who
had a deceased father at wave |, their attachnefdsher-figures, if they named any, were used
instead"> Some models also control for a dichotomous measifamily disruption, for which
a value of 1 signifies that the respondent livea gingle-parent household. Respondents living
with two parent-figures, even if one or both aréImological, are considered to be living in two-
parent homes by this definition.

Finally, we control for school performance andaahattachment, each of which is
associated with delinquency and could be affecietthé incarceration of a father. School
attachment is computed based on questions abodetiree to which respondents felt close to
other people at their school, felt happy at thelva®l, and felt like they were a part of their
school. Answers were reverse-coded and then sunmegdiing in a scale ranging from 3-15
(15 indicates high levels of attachment). We atsatiolled for grade point average (GPA),
which was calculated on a 4-point scale using nedenot self-reports of grades for the previous
semester. Respondents were asked to report thetrreaent grades for history, English, math,
and science. GPA was calculated as the averagmdég reported for each clddDescriptive
statistics for all variables are provided in Table

[Table 1 about here]
Results
Each of our outcome variables are counts of crimmalvement. As such, the variables

consist of integers greater than or equal to zedothe distributions are right skewed and entail
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overdispersion. We thus employ a set of negatinerbial regression models to estimate the
effect of paternal incarceration on the two typedalinquency.

We first consider the association between patengakceration and our measure of
instrumental crime. In Model 1 of Table 2 we ird#uour slate of dummy variables that capture
the incarceration of a father, with the refereragory in this model consisting of all
respondents who did not have a father incarcesext the wave | interview (i.e., the combined
‘never’ and ‘future categories’). In line with priavork, the results reveal a significant
association. Each coefficient is positive in dir@et and only the ‘incarcerated before birth’
group is not significantly different than the refiece category.

[Table 2 about here]

In Model 2 we change the equation in a small beammgful way. Whereas the
reference category in model 1 consisted of allaedpnts not experiencing a bout of paternal
incarceration by wave 1, we split this group in ®id2 so that respondents wivill have a
father incarcerated in the near future constitgereference category. Again, our objective is to
have a comparison group that is similar to thettneat group (i.e., father incarcerated) on a
number of unobserved characteristics, but who lvaget experienced paternal incarceration.
The results are striking. When changing the refegecategory in this manner none of the
coefficients remain statistically significant aeth<.05 alpha level. Perhaps more noteworthy is
the change in the magnitude of the coefficientsvbeh models. The coefficient for the
‘currently incarcerated’ category is reduced byzaable 33% and the ‘released’ category by
40%. When adding additional control variables iodel 3 the conclusion remains the same —
paternal incarceration has no significant effectrmtrumental forms of juvenile crime when

compared to respondents whose fathers will be ¢ecated in the near fututé.
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Table 3 shows the coefficients for our measurexpiessive crime, which is akin to
measures of aggressiveness used in priori worklfjAseet al., 2000). Similar to the results in
Table 2, we see a significant effect of paterne&ineration on expressive forms of delinquency
in Model 1, which again omits the ‘never’ and ‘fteicategories as the reference group. Each
coefficient with the exception of ‘incarcerated dref birth’ is positive in direction and the
standard errors are far less than half the valukeo€oefficients. In Model 2 we again make one
change to the model — we include the never cate@oiy by doing so the respondents whose
fathers will be incarcerated after wave | beconeedbmparison group. The results are similar to
those in Table 2 in that the coefficients are safitsdlly reduced in magnitude. For instance, the
coefficient for ‘currently incarcerated’ is reduceg 40% and the coefficient for the ‘released’
group is reduced by approximately 43%. These pmobmeans trivial reductions in the
magnitudes of the coefficients, and we again stiteetsthe comparison group still consists of
respondents whose fathers had not been incarcexateftthe wave 1 survey, even if we know
with the benefit of hindsight that they will be.

Yet there is an important difference in Model ZTable 2 when compared to the results
for instrumental crimes. For expressive crimes,dfiect of having a father ‘incarcerated but
released’ remains statistically significant (b=02p<.05, two-tailed). Moreover, when we
control for our slate of demographic and relaticraitrol variables we see practically no change
in the coefficient for the ‘incarcerated but rekedisgroup, even with a smaller N (because of
missing data on controls). We thus see the effielshoing a father incarcerated but released as
having a robust association with expressive forfrdebnquency, which we define as types of

behavior that reflect ‘acting out’ or aggressivenasiong the respondents. Yet our results point
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to no association with instrumental crimes thaagiat greater degree of calculation and
generally have the objective of monetary gain.
[Table 3 about here]

Before discussing these results in greater datailwith reference to extant theory and
research, we first address a potentially thornyassith our methodology. We argued that using
respondents whose fathers will be incarceratebdarfuture was an effective strategy for
minimizing the problem of unobserved heterogeneitgt we must also acknowledge that there
is some heterogeneity within this group, and ortemi@lly consequential dimension on which
individuals in this group vary is the timing of tpaternal incarceration. For some respondents
their father was incarcerated shortly after theeviasurvey was administered, while for a few
respondents their father’s first incarceration ool as much as thirteen years later. Therein
sits a potential problem — those with a longer tumél first paternal incarceration could differ in
meaningful ways from respondents who will soon elgmee this event in the very near future.
In Appendix A (Table A.1) we replicate Model 2 odffle 3 by restricting this comparison group
to those with a father who will be incarceratedeiss than ten years, and then less than five years
(i.e., within four years). By reducing the numbigrshis group we expect the standard errors to
increase, but if our results are robust we shoedconsistency with respect to the coefficient
and only modest changes in t-values. This is iddlee case. When restricting the analysis to
respondents who will experience paternal incaromravithin less than ten years the coefficient
for ‘incarcerated but released’ changes from .Zgble 3, Model 2) to .232 (t= 2.10; p<.05,
two-tailed) and then to .250 when restricted testheho will experience the event in less than
five years (t=1.85; p<.10, two-tailed). The keayding from Table 3 thus appears robust when

restricting the comparison group to those expefegnpaternal incarceration in the near futtrre.
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Discussion

Our findings can be summarized rather succinddiyst, we find an association between
paternal incarceration and instrumental forms dihdaency, but this association appears to be
spurious. When we compare those with a fatheeatlsr incarcerated or incarcerated since the
respondent was born to those with a father whobelincarcerated in the future — a strategy we
think helps account for omitted variable bias —¢hefficient sizes are reduced considerably and
were no longer statistically significant. Thisding is particularly notable in light of recent
work suggesting that parental incarceration is@aged with theft (Murray, Loeber, and Pardini,
2012). We think the propensity score analysis eygad by Murray and colleagues in their
analysis of the Pittsburgh Youth Study was cargfatinstructed and may indeed represent a
valid estimate of the effect. Yet our work clegphpvides a counterargument. We note that
when employing a covariate adjustment model in @&bt i.e., controlling for all variables in
Model 3 but using the reference category from Mddelthe effect of paternal incarceration is
indeed significant (result not shown in the tahlé dvailable upon request). Yet the effect
disappears in our analysis when the ‘future patencarceration’ group is used as the reference
category, and hence we think any observed assatigtiunlikely to be causal. We do not claim
to be the last word on this, but our results agarty at odds with the findings from that research.

Second, the effect sizes for expressive forms lfgleency were also reduced, although
the coefficient for respondents with a formerlyaraerated father remained positive and
statistically significant for this outcome variabl&/e thus conclude that a robust correlation
exists between those with a father incarcerateckdiirth but released by the wave | interview

for expressive forms of delinquency. Finally,ppears that having a father incarcerdiat
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releaseds a significant determinant of expressive delgmpy, but in neither table did the
‘currently incarcerated category’ prove to be rdbukhis pattern of findings has implications for
answering the question of why paternal incarcenatiluences delinquency.

We see the findings as generally consistent veitletls of strain theory, particularly strain
theory’s emphasis on emotional stress and actihghdbe face of adverse life circumstances.
The type of crime for which paternal incarceratampeared most salient was aggressive types of
behavior, such as fighting and destroying prope@wr work supports this argument,
particularly when considered in tandem with worlkaaghore theoretical bent that suggests a
similar channel connecting paternal incarceratioth @ime (Hagan and Dinovitzer 199, e.g.,
p.127) and empirical research showing a robustcéstsan with aggressive behavior in children
(Geller et al., 2009, 2012; Wakefield and Wildem2®11; Wildeman 2010).

We also draw attention to a finding that we did aaticipate and that may be an
important topic for future work on this issue. Téféect of paternal incarceration on expressive
forms of delinquency was largely driven by responsdavith a father who was incarcerated
had been released. We can only speculate as lie¢hereason for this finding, but a viable
explanation revolves around the problem of rekimgilielationships when released. Research on
marriage has long argued that separation, fornestd@ecause of military deployment, job
related duties, or incarceration, often leads milfadisruption such as divorce (Rindfuss and
Stephen, 1990). A related body of family reseatsh points to problems of reentry into the
lives of family members following an absence (H#I88; see Nurse 2002 on incarcerated
fathers). A similar dynamic may be at play forldren, although this claim remains suggestive.
Among the ways future research could test this thgms is by assessing measures of duration

of father’s incarceration, a task we could not aegplish with the Add Health dat&.
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We have highlighted some advantages of using tleeHealth data, yet we must also
acknowledge some limitations. One potential soofaeeasurement error relates to recall
problems. Respondents were asked to report abewtfather’s incarceration, and some
respondents may not vividly recall the time whea fdther was locked up. At present there is
no sure way to assess whether there is indeedasuitagtrecall error, although given that
incarceration is a major life event, we would expaore accurate recall than, for instance,
remembering if a father was present on a holidagrsé years ago. Further, respondents had the
opportunity to simply not answer the question (salide and were coded as such). Since many
did answer the question, it may imply that they remerat with a fair degree of accuracy.
Second, unlike other datasets (e.qg., the Pittsbviogith Study) we did not have information on
other types of contact with the criminal justicetgyn. We also could not account for the
criminal history of the father; indeed it was thaission of such variables that led us to consider
the comparison group utilized in this research.

We close on a methodological note. Research ymingl data frequently employs fixed
effects models to account for unobserved charatiesithat are stable over time, yet rarely do
researchers exploit longitudinal data to creattablé comparison groups. In the present work
we took advantage of the fact that many responakdtsot have a father incarcerated by the
first wave of data collection, but we learned tlglogsubsequent interviews that this experience
will eventually occur. This enabled us to compgm@ups that experienced the treatment with
those who likely share many similarities with redpe their family life, but had not yet
experienced the treatment. This strategy accountealsizeable proportion of the association
between paternal incarceration and juvenile delngy. We see this technique as a

complement to other models that maximize the ussdbsérvables (e.g., propensity score
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models) or try to account for unobservables (é>xged effects) to account for the thorny problem
of omitted variable bias. This method may be patarly useful in cases in which random
assignment is not possible and natural experim@etsincommon. For instance, this method
would be well suited for research on the consegeentan individual's incarceration for civic
engagement or employment. Although not a magiebtdr dealing with unobservable
heterogeneity, we think the method proved usefté hend has many applications in related

work.
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Endnotes

1 Roettger and Swisher (2011) also comment onribiglgm of possible selection effects and omitted
variable issues, noting that their findings “reflaanixture of the effects of a father's unobserved
characteristics and incarceration, making causeipossible to determine” (p.1117).

2 Although differential association is often asated with peer effects, Sutherland (1947) also drew
attention to the role of families, a point that bagn emphasized in prior empirical work in thélttion
(e.g., Heimer, 1997).

3 A related argument is suggested in earlier wgrkgnew (1995, p.390), where he speculates thatrang
and frustration are likely associated with agg@s$iut may not explain crimes of opportunity, sash
property crime.

4 Related methods have been used in the studgafderation and employment or earnings (Grogger,
1995; Raphael, 2007). Grogger, for instance, coegpa group experiencing arrest with those who will
later experience arrest and concludes that “motteohegative correlation between arrest records an
labor market success stems from unobserved chastickethat jointly influence crime and labor merk
behavior” (p.70). This work is also similar to Wa&lshan’s (2010) use of placebo regression, which also
makes use of data collected after the measurerm#ém outcome variable.

5 We see future incarceration as a preferable cosgpegroup to ‘father incarcerated prior to birth’
because in the latter case the treatment (i.eermualtincarceration) has occurred for both groapsd, only
the timing has changed. In our case the treatnannbt occurred at the time of the wave 1 interview
the Add Health data.

6 A full description of the Add Health dataset ¢tenfound at www.cpc.unc.edu/projects/addhealth/data

7 These measures are quite similar to those categoais ‘aggressive’ by Aseltine et al. (2000)heit
analysis of anger and delinquency (see p.260)nénwith our suggestion that these are crimes &ssoc
with frustration and anger, Aseltine et al. shoat thnger is associated with aggression, but netroth
forms of delinquency.

8 We use wave | delinquency measures becausedpense categories entail more precision than those
at the wave Il interview. At wave |l, most expressforms of delinquency are measured with the broad
response categories of “once” or “more than once.”

9 Respondents who had a father incarcerated by didenot differ significantly on any demographic
characteristics from children who had fathers ioeeated in the future, with the exception of age. A
might be expected, children whose fathers willrmarcerated in the future were 0.3 years younger on
average (15.3 versus 15.6; see Appendix A.2).

10 The syntax for our coding of the paternal ineeation categories is available from the authosup
request.

11 For instance, if age of respondent was equadjéoof father’s first admission, but the releage das
greater than the respondent’s agelthe biological father was living with the respontlat the time of
the interview, then we could safely code this @sHuture’ incarceration. Alternatively, some
respondents indicated their ages when their fathiers released were equal to their ages at waire |I.
some of these cases, a father could have beenlyecdaased by the time of the wave | interviewt be
could also babout to beeleased. In these instances a father was coedideteased’ if the respondent
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indicated living with the biological father at waver having engaged in any activities (such apphmy,
going to church, going to the movies, or playingpart) with their biological father during the p&sar
weeks.

12 We also estimated models that considered ‘fatttachment’ to refer to the household father sesa
where the biological father did not live with thespondent. The results were consistent across model

13 GPA reflects the average of grades reportedekample, if a respondent reported grades for iy
of these classes, the average of these two wasdaiad. If the respondent only reported one, theslg
was considered the GPA.

14 Notably, these results indicate that blacks lealmver expected rate of instrumental delinquency
compared to whites. Supplemental analyses revaathls effect is driven by shoplifting and steglin
items worth less than fifty dollars, for which wéitespondents reported higher levels.

15 We make a final note about our choice of esbmand supplementary analyses. Although negative
binomial models are frequently employed in crimagital research and the distributional properties o
our dependent variables indicate that this is gmagwiate estimator, it is also possible that thture of
our data violate the assumption that occurrencese@tfts (offenses in this case) are independemef
another. For instance, this may be the case ritsw@uster in time or occur simultaneously (e.g.,
multiple offenses within a single criminal act)lsé, our crime index summed a series of ordinal
categories of offending. To check the robustnéssinfindings with an estimator that makes diffare
assumptions, we replicated our findings with aesedf continuation ratio logit models, an estimahait

is appropriate for ordinal outcomes in which a givalue is contingent on having experienced adrpri
values (i.e., one must have committed a fourth etioncommit a fifth). For instrumental offensdw t
‘released’ coefficient was positive and statisticalgnificant when including the full slate of dool
variables, but the effect completely washed outwdteanging the reference category (a 53% reduation
the size of the coefficient; p-value changed fror0P1 to non-significant). The ‘released’ coeHiai
remained significant for expressive delinquencyifaBable 3) in the full model.

16 The data include the age of the child when alieet wadirst admitted ananost recentlyeleased
from jail or prison. As such, duration cannot lbdcalated for respondents with more than one patern
incarceration, which constitutes a sizeable propomf the respondents reporting one or more bolts
incarceration of their father.
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics

Variable Mean S.D. Min Max
Outcome Variables
Instrumental Delinquency 1.079 2.257 0 18
Expressive Delinquency 1.223 1.937 0 12
Paternal Incarceration Variable
Currently Incarcerated .010 .102 0 1
Released after R’s Birth .066 .249 0 1
Released before R’s Birth .008 .091 0 1
Currently Incarcerated or Released  .019 136 0 1
Incarcerated, but Cannot Place .029 169 0 1
Never Incarcerated .844 .363 0 1
Control Variables
Black .215 411 0 1
Hispanic 170 376 0 1
Other .110 313 0 1
Male 495 .500 0 1
Respondent Age 15.657 1,746 11 21
Respondent Ade 248.181 54.342 121 441
Father Attachment 3.482 1.682 0 5
Single Parent Household .328 470 0 1
Parent Education 2.411 1.686 0 5
School Attachment 11.200 2.615 3 15
GPA 2.999 671 1 4
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Table 2. Negative Binomial Regression of Instrumeat Delinquency on Father’s Incarceration

Variable Mode 1 Model 2 Modd 3

Paternal Incarceration Variables

Currently Incarcerated AL 2 o
y (.178) (.221) (.260)
N .339** 201 .106
Released after R’s Birth (.099) (.166) (.179)
. .378 .240 .203
Released before R’s Birth (.244) (.276) (.280)
H517** 379 -.049
Currently Incarcerated or Released (.162) (.201) (.211)
A410** 271 -.093
Incarcerated, but Cannot Place (.120) (.176) (.180)
Never Incarcerated o Teh
(.146) (:154)
Control Variables
-.218
Black (.088)
Hispanic Cos8)
p (.088)
317+
Other (.095)
520
Male (.056)
942+
Respondent Age (.361)
-.032**
Respondent Ade (.012)
-.108**
Father Attachment (.018)
' 222
Single Parent Household (.054)
' .064**
Parent Education (.017)
-.101*
School Attachment (.009)
-.350**
GPA (.044)
Constant PR o (704
(.036) (.142) (2.764)
N 13,64 13,64 12,19¢
Log likelihood -17359.02 -17,358.14 -14,983.09

**p<.01, *p<.05
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Table 3. Negative Binomial Regression of Expressi&elinquency on Father’s Incarceration

Variable Mode 1 Model 2 Modd 3

Paternal Incarceration Variables

Currently Incarcerated 488" o T
(.18) (:200) (.16)
o 455** .260* .259*
Released after R’s Birth (.069) (.105) (.108)
o 179 -.017 132
Released before R’s Birth (.152) (.174) (.161)
459** 264 -.079
Currently Incarcerated or Released (122) (.149) (.133)
433** 237 -.186
Incarcerated, but Cannot Place (.095) (.130) (.122)
Never Incarcerated e (093
(.094) (.093)
Control Variables
.183**
Black (.058)
Hispanic Cos1)
p (.051)
A57*
Other (.070)
169**
Male (.038)
.050
Respondent Age (.162)
-.005
Respondent Ade (.005)
-.076**
Father Attachment (.013)
_ .066**
Single Parent Household (.047)
_ -.028**
Parent Education (.011)
-.064**
School Attachment (.008)
-.342**
GPA (.027)
Constant i ooty @22
(.027) (:091) (1.22)
N 13,65( 13,65( 12,19¢
Log likelihood -19,963.75 -19,957.08 -16,888.20

**p<.01, *p<.05
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Appendix A

Table Al. Negative Binomial Regression of Express\Delinquency on Father’s Incarceration

Mode 1 Modd 2
Reference= Father Reference=Father
Variable Incarcerated<10 yearsafter ~ Incarcerated <5 years after
wave 1 wave |
Paternal Incarceration Variables
.264 .284
Currently Incarcerated (.206) (.228)
o .232* 251
Released after R's Birth (.110) (.135)
o -.045 -.026
Released before R’s Birth (175) (.188)
.235 .254
Currently Incarcerated or Released (.156) (.191)
.209 .228
Incarcerated, but Cannot Place (133) (.158)
Never Incarcerated -.230" ~211
(.096) (:133)
.322%* .303*
Constant (.094) (.132)
N 13,57¢ 13,48(
Log Likelihood -19,864.64 -19,693.86

**p<.01, *p<.05, tp<.1

Table A2: T-tests for Future Incarceration and ‘Currently or Released’ Categories

Mean for ‘Currently
Incarcerated /

Released’ Mean for ‘Future

Variable Incarceration’ T-Value
Black .28 .25 0.849
Hispanic 19 17 1.1067
Other race .08 .10 -1.719
Age 15.57 15.28 2.805*
Male .48 A7 0.267
Parent Education 1.86 1.88 -0.278

*p<.05 (two-tailed)
N=1,118 currently incarcerated or released and N<488the ‘future incarceration’ category.



Figure 1: Pathways Linking Paternal Incarceration and Child Delinquency
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