INTERGENERATIONAL EFFECTS OF MASS INCARCERATION:
PARENTAL INCARCERATION AND CHILDREN’S EARNINGS IN

YOUNG ADULTHOOD
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ABSTRACT

Objective: To analyze the association between maternal/paternal incarceration at various stages
of child development and children’s earnings during young adulthood.

Methods: Data were from 10,014 respondents in the United States National Longitudinal Study
of Adolescent to Adult Health from Waves | (1994-1995) and 1V (2008). Using propensity score
weighting, a two-part model calculated the association between maternal/paternal incarceration
and children’s earnings between ages 32 — 42.

Results: Maternal incarceration was associated with average earnings significantly lower for
respondents who were not yet born ($19,063.25), or ages 0 — 4 ($14,754.60), 5 — 10
($10,544.68), and 15 — 17 ($8,453.85) at first maternal incarceration, compared to those whose
mothers were never incarcerated. Paternal incarceration was associated with significantly lower
average earnings for respondents who were 5 — 10 ($7,929.68), 11 — 14 ($10,264.91), and 15 —
17 ($10,670.16) at first paternal incarceration.

Conclusions: On average, children experiencing maternal/paternal incarceration earn less during
young adulthood than children who do not. The association is stronger when children were
younger when their mothers were incarcerated, or older when their fathers were incarcerated.

These intergenerational economic impacts have major public health implications.
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INTRODUCTION

The “War on Drugs” beginning in the 1980s fueled a massive increase in the U.S. prison
population! that disproportionately targeted communities of color, independent of differences in
drug offending, non-drug offending, and neighborhood contexts.? These disparities persist, with
implications for children. In 2009, 4% of white children compared to 25% of black children
experienced parental incarceration at some time in their childhood. Among children of parents
who had dropped out of high school, 14.6% of white versus 62% of black children experienced
parental incarceration before age 17.1

The disproportionate burden on families of color makes parental incarceration a racial
equity issue. People of color historically and currently contend with systemic economic
disadvantage, including slavery, Jim Crow, redlining, and employment discrimination.®> Mass
incarceration is an additional form of economic oppression, financially harming imprisoned
individuals and their family members.*® Penalties to families of the incarcerated are not merely
questions of economics or criminal justice, but also of public health. Socioeconomic status (SES)
and health are highly correlated.” Lower SES predicts negative outcomes such as higher infant
and perinatal mortality, higher burden of mental and physical health, and lower life
expectancy.®® Economically disadvantaged individuals disproportionately live in unsafe
neighborhoods with restricted options for physical activity, poor access to healthy food options,
higher concentrations of environmental toxins, and poor schools.*

Because mass incarceration affects so many children, it is important to understand the
long-term effects of parental incarceration. Parental incarceration is associated with short-term
economic consequences for the child’s family.!>!2 It is also associated with numerous future

adverse health and social outcomes for the child, including decreased educational attainment and



49

50

o1

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

social capital,*>* which are important predictors of economic wellbeing.*>® However, how
parental incarceration affects children’s economic wellbeing, particularly earnings, into
adulthood is not well understood. The handful of studies that have examined the effects of
parental incarceration on children’s future earnings have yielded mixed results,'"81%20 gyen
when based on the same data.’181°

These mixed findings likely are due to differences in analyses. Some studies looked at
maternal or paternal incarceration, while others combined the two experiences. Additionally,
analysts’ choice of covariates varied greatly. Each study used extensive controls, including
parental alcoholism, parental marital status, child health, and child drug use, all during the
child’s adolescence. Controlling for variables like these that often occurred after parental
incarceration is problematic because these variables are associated with parental incarceration
and may be results of the incarceration.!* The relationship between parental incarceration and
economic wellbeing in adulthood likely would be indirect, not direct. Controlling for variables
along the causal pathway likely underestimates the association between parental incarceration
and economic wellbeing.

This paper aims to clarify the intergenerational effects of mass incarceration by using a
different analytical approach from previous studies. It investigates the total effect of parental
incarceration, rather than measuring the effects of suspected mediating variables. Analyses test
two hypotheses: 1) parental incarceration negatively affects future earnings of affected children,

and 2) the timing of parental incarceration differentially affects future earnings, as some periods

of development are particularly critical.

CONCEPTUAL MODEL
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The conceptual model (Figure 1) is guided by stress theory and life course theory (LCT).
Health-related theories, rather than economic theories, were applied to these research questions
because of the inextricable link between economics and health. Stress theory posits that
prolonged or repeated exposure to stressors causes wear and tear on immune and neurological
response systems, resulting in outcomes such as behavioral changes and cognitive deficits.?!
LCT explains patterns of health and disease across populations over time and suggests that
adverse events have the greatest impact during critical periods of development, such as early
childhood and adolescence.???® Parental incarceration can be an acute, chronic, and/or repeated
stressor that is often accompanied by other stressors, such as economic loss and shifts in family
structure.!* Many negative outcomes associated with parental incarceration (e.g., decreased

educational attainment) affect earning potential.

DATA

National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent to Adult Health (“Add Health””) data from
1994 through 2008 were used. These data are appropriate because they allow examination of the
effects of parental incarceration among respondents growing up during the peak of the prison
boom. Add Health began following adolescents in the U.S. between grades seven and twelve
during the 1994-95 school year. Psychological, social, biological, and other data were gathered at
each wave of data collection. Parents also completed a questionnaire. This paper uses data from
Waves | (grades seven — twelve, years 1994-1995) and IV (ages 32 — 42, year 2008), and the
Wave | parent questionnaire. Respondents were clustered by school and stratified by region;
certain minority groups were oversampled. The grand sample survey weights for cross-sectional

data Wave IV outcomes at (gswgt4_2) were used to make the final sample nationally
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representative. Of the 15,701 respondents in Wave 1V, 10,014 had complete data for analysis of
maternal incarceration and 9,733 for paternal incarceration. Incomplete data often reflected

absence of parent questionnaires.

MEASURES

The dependent variable is personal earnings at Wave IV (age 32 — 42). Respondents were
asked, “How much income did you receive from personal earnings before taxes, that is, wages or
salaries, including tips, bonuses, and overtime pay, and income from self-employment?” 24
Respondents who did not know their earnings the previous year were asked, "What is your best
guess of your personal earnings before taxes?" so respondents could select a dollar range that
best approximated their earnings. Following Mears and Siennick,® the midpoints of the selected
ranges were used for earnings of those who did not know their personal earnings to preserve data
points.

The key independent variables are maternal and paternal incarceration before age 18.
Respondents were asked at Wave IV whether either biological parent or a mother or father figure
had ever been incarcerated and respondent ages at the time of the first incarceration and most
recent release. Recall bias is a concern with this variable. However, according to Foster and
Hagan, “Add Health youth reported parental incarceration reliably: the correlation across waves
in reported parental incarceration is .82 (p<.001; with new onset cases excluded at Wave 1V).1"”
This response is therefore reliable, though validity is still a concern. Maternal and paternal
incarceration were categorized by age at time of first incarceration: before birth only, 0 — 4,5 —
10,11 - 14,1517, 18 and over, and a referent group of those who never experienced parental

incarceration. The age categories are consistent with those used by Brown?® in his National
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Longitudinal Survey of Youth study, allowing for comparison across datasets. Separate models
were run for maternal and paternal incarceration, building on evidence Foster and Hagan
presented that maternal and paternal incarceration are associated with different long-term effects
for children.t’

Covariates included highest level of biological parental education (referent less than high
school, high school graduate/GED, some college or vocational education, college graduate or
beyond, Wave 1), foreign-born status of parent surveyed (referent foreign-born, Wave 1),
respondent biological sex (referent female, Wave 1), respondent race/ethnicity (black, Hispanic,
other, or referent white, Wave 1), and region of the country (referent Northeast, South, Midwest,
or West, Wave I). Low birthweight (<2,500¢g) was included as a proxy for baseline health of the
child (referent normal birthweight, Wave I). Natural log of parental income Wave | was included
as a continuous variable to control for endogenous parental characteristics. Although parental
incarceration has been associated with future parental income,* this variable was included
because of the difficulty in ascertaining pre-incarceration versus post-incarceration
characteristics. Including it provides a conservative estimate of the effects of parental
incarceration.

Propensity Score

The variables used to predict maternal and paternal incarceration before age 18 were
parent education, whether the parent was foreign-born, the respondent’s biological sex and
race/ethnicity, whether the respondent was low birthweight as a proxy for baseline health, and
region in which respondent lived at Wave I. These variables were chosen under the assumption
that, for the most part, they were the same or similar at the child’s birth and at Wave L.

Maternal and paternal incarceration were coded as 1 for respondents who experienced
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incarceration of any biological or parent figure before age 18. Those who never experienced
maternal or paternal incarceration or whose parents were only incarcerated before their birth or

after age 17 were coded as 0.

ANALYSIS

A high proportion (7%) of respondents reported personal income of zero at Wave V.
Therefore, a two-part model—suitable for distributions with large numbers of zeroes in which
the zero values are not censored—was used for this analysis. First, we estimated the probability
that earnings are greater than zero with a logit model. Second, we estimated the continuous
earnings variable, given it is greater than zero, with ordinary least squares regression. The
marginal effect is the derivative of the product of the two parts: dy/ ox [P(Y>0, X)*E(Y|Y>O0,
X)]. Analyses were conducted using Stata 15 software.

Endogeneity is a fundamental concern in our analyses. Certain individual or family
characteristics could make individuals more vulnerable to experiencing parental incarceration,
and those same characteristics might also influence economic wellbeing during adulthood.
Propensity score analysis (PSA) has been used to address this problem by approximating a
control group with covariates that are balanced with those who have had the exposure.?%2>2
Using logistic regression, a propensity score was generated that reflected the probability of
having incarcerated parents, based on a selection of covariates associated with respondent’s adult
income. Covariates were included in the two-part model even after propensity score weighting,
making the estimates “doubly robust.” Covariates along the causal pathway between parental
incarceration and income (e.g., adolescent health) were avoided in this prediction because they

would reduce precision.?” An inverse probability weight was created using the propensity score.
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The inverse probability weight was multiplied by the grand sample weight, and the product was
used to weight the final two-part model. This combined weight allowed results to remain
nationally representative.

After creating propensity scores, the balance of covariates between the parental
incarceration group and control group was tested. The standardized difference for all covariates
except for one (low birthweight in maternal incarceration model) was less than 10%, indicating

that the two groups’ covariates were sufficiently balanced (see supplemental materials).

RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 displays descriptive statistics. Average earnings, including those with no
earnings, were $34,391 at Wave IV. By Wave 1V, 2.8% and 12.8% of respondents had
experienced maternal and paternal incarceration, respectively. Age categories are broken down
further in Table 1. Note that, consistent with previous findings, black and Hispanic respondents
were disproportionately exposed to parental incarceration compared to white respondents.
Twenty-eight percent of black respondents ever experienced parental incarceration, compared to
21% of Hispanic and 15% of white respondents.
First Part: Logit

Table 2 displays the results of the logit and OLS components of the two-part model for
maternal and paternal incarceration. Maternal and paternal incarceration logit results differed.
Respondents whose mothers were incarcerated for the first time between 0 — 4 and over 18 had
predicted probabilities of reporting any earnings 1.16 and 1.31 percentage points significantly

lower, respectively, than those who had not experienced any maternal incarceration, controlling
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for covariates. In contrast, experiencing paternal incarceration before birth and between ages 5 —
10 was significantly associated with 1.50 and 0.55 percentage point lower predicted probabilities
of reporting any earnings, respectively.
Second Part: OLS

The second part of the two-part model, which used OLS to predict expected earnings,
given respondents reported any earnings at all, also yielded differing results for the maternal and
paternal incarceration models. Respondents whose mothers were incarcerated had significantly
lower earnings on average than those who did not experience maternal incarceration when first
maternal incarceration occurred before birth ($11,160.45), 0 — 4 ($13,508.24), 510
($10,244.43), and 15 — 17 ($6,858.77). Those whose fathers were incarcerated had significantly
lower earnings on average than those whose fathers were never incarcerated when first paternal
incarceration occurred between 5 — 10 years ($7,380.07), 11 — 14 ($10,954.70), and 15 — 17
($10,819.17).
Marginal Effects of Two-Part Model

The unconditional estimated association between parental incarceration and personal
earnings also differed between the maternal and paternal incarceration models. The marginal
effect combines the predicted probability of having any earnings with the expected value of
earnings among those who had any earnings. In the maternal incarceration model, average
earnings were significantly lower for respondents who were not yet born at the time of
incarceration ($19,063.25), between 0 — 4 ($14,754.60), 5 — 10 ($10,544.68), and 15 — 17
($8,453.85) when their mothers were first incarcerated compared to those whose mothers were
never incarcerated. In the paternal model, expected earnings were significantly lower for

respondents who were between 5 — 10 ($7,929.68), 11 — 14 ($10,264.91), and 15 — 17

10
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($10,670.16) when their fathers were first incarcerated compared to respondents whose fathers

were never incarcerated.

DISCUSSION

This paper helps to clarify the contradictory literature on the association between parental
incarceration and future earnings of the affected children. Results show that, on average, children
whose mothers or fathers were incarcerated earn less when they reach young adulthood than
children whose parents were not incarcerated. Results support previous findings that the effects
of maternal versus paternal incarceration are different and that age of the child at the time of the
first incarceration matters. Children whose mothers were incarcerated during almost every child
age group experienced penalties in earnings, with stronger associations with earlier exposure. In
contrast, children whose fathers were incarcerated when they were between five and seventeen
experienced earning penalties, with increasingly higher penalties with each age group.

These reverse trends point to possible differences in the way maternal versus paternal
incarceration affects children. Following attachment theory?® and past research,?® maternal
incarceration early in life may result in weak attachment to the mother, which can harm
development of emotional regulation and social skills. Emotional regulation and social skills
could hinder academic and occupational success, affecting earnings. Maternal incarceration also
was significantly associated with lower earnings between 15 — 17 years. The patterning of age
groups aligns partially with Brown’s? findings that maternal incarceration was associated with
decreased educational attainment when it occurred between birth and age 10 and that wage
penalties were associated with maternal incarceration between 15 — 17. The analysis on wages

controlled for educational attainment, which may explain Brown’s lack of significant
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associations for maternal incarceration occurring earlier in life. He postulated that maternal
incarceration that occurs during late adolescence may cause adolescents to go into the workforce
early into lower wage jobs.

The stronger effect of paternal incarceration later in life may operate through processes
such as social exclusion'” and behavioral and cognitive effects of having an incarcerated father
that are hypothesized to result from trauma, stigma, and strain.?® These possible mediators have
been found to be associated with paternal incarceration, but not maternal. This is an area for
future research.

Neither maternal nor paternal incarceration occurring after age eighteen was associated
with lower earnings in the combined, unconditional model. This finding supports the notion that
the strain during childhood that parental incarceration causes contributes to children’s outcomes,
rather than the endogenous factors associated with having parents who are incarcerated, such as
cognitive ability or motivation. However, the logit model indicated that those who experienced
maternal incarceration after age 18 had a lower predicted probability of reporting any earnings.
A possible explanation is that when a mother caring for other family members is incarcerated,
older siblings over eighteen forego employment to help at home, possibly leading to economic
penalties into the future. Future research should explore these mechanisms.

Notably, maternal incarceration was associated with the most severe penalty on future
earnings when the first exposure was before the child’s birth. Possible explanations include stress
during pregnancy or that women incarcerated for a drug offense before their child’s birth may
struggle with drug addiction during pregnancy and/or after the child’s birth. Both stress and drug
abuse during pregnancy are associated with adverse effects for children, including pre-term birth,

growth restriction,*® and emotional and cognitive problems.®* These adverse effects have been

12
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negatively linked to economic security and future earnings.33* Drug abuse that continued after
a child’s birth could also result in adverse child outcomes that could affect earning potential 3*

That effects were seen after controlling for the family’s income during adolescence
indicates that the negative association between parental incarceration and future income is not
due just to the economic impacts of incarceration. Other possible causes of this negative
association include ramifications of toxic stress, stigma, disruption in parent-child relationships,
and/or lack of social support, which in turn affect earning potential.

This paper has some limitations. First, since Wave | occurred during adolescence, there
are limited data on pre-incarceration variables, such as child health, parental marital status, and
household income prior to incarceration. Child birthweight and parental educational status were
used for proxies for these pre-incarceration variables. Second, PSA is only a successful method if
the variables included in the propensity score capture the endogenous characteristics associated
with the outcome. By including baseline parental and child variables that capture health,
education, and demographics, much of this endogeneity should be captured. However, there
likely are other unobserved characteristics that influence parental incarceration and future
income in adulthood, such as cognitive ability and motivation. Not fully capturing the
endogeneity could inflate results. Third, anyone who did not have a parent report was not
included in this analysis. The majority of respondents without parent questionnaires (64%) were
people of color, who are disproportionately affected by parental incarceration, potentially biasing
results toward the null.

The present work also has several strengths. The two-part model has not been used before
to examine this question. Because of the high number of people who reported no earnings at all,

it is important to incorporate the effects of parental incarceration on earning no income (which

13
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points to unemployment) and on earnings among those who are employed. In addition, this paper
uses PSA to address endogeneity. While causality cannot be inferred from the results, PSA helps
reduce the possibility that endogenous factors were the cause of the association. Unlike past
studies, this analysis compared outcomes between those whose parents were incarcerated during
childhood versus those whose parents were incarcerated before they were born and after they
turned eighteen. Comparing these groups, as previously mentioned, also helps ameliorate

endogeneity concerns.

CONCLUSION

The negative association between parental incarceration and future income of children
signals that mass incarceration is a systemic, intergenerational form of economic oppression.
Children of color are disproportionately exposed to parental incarceration, largely as a result of
the systemic racism inherent in the “War on Drugs” and differences in sentencing since the
1980s. The high prevalence of parental incarceration, compounded with other forms of current
and historical economic oppression, comprise a system that imposes multiple barriers to children
of color’s economic wellbeing. The findings from this paper are particularly relevant now, as the
current administration reinstates policies that led to the vast disparities in the criminal justice
system, such as mandatory minimum sentences, and reverses Obama era legislation that eased
penalties for some nonviolent drug offenses.®

Of course, many children of color do attain high earnings and other measures of
economic wellbeing. Further, earnings are the only or most important measure of success.
However, parental incarceration is an often overlooked barrier to economic wellbeing, and

economic wellbeing is highly correlated with physical and mental health.
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PUBLIC HEALTH IMPLICATIONS

Given the strong link between SES and health,® mass parental incarceration must be a
public health concern, in addition to one of criminal justice and economics. Economic hardship
increases susceptibility to poor health outcomes and limits the ability to access quality
healthcare. A top goal of Healthy People 2020 is achieving health equity and eliminating health
disparities.” Policies and systems that oppress people of color’s economic wellbeing must be
corrected to achieve economic and health equity. In the long term, criminal justice reforms that
shift the focus from penalization and instead prioritize drug addiction treatment, mental health
treatment and prevention, and restorative justice are necessary steps to stopping the cycle of
inequity. As Wildeman and Western articulate, investments in sectors such as education and
public health are also necessary to strengthen vulnerable populations and society as a whole,
thereby reducing the social environments conducive to crime.*? Further, the explicit and implicit
biases that contribute to policies and practices that disproportionately penalize people of color,
regardless of criminal offending,? must be addressed. In the short term, to mitigate the negative
effects of parental incarceration, it is important to support children who experience the

incarceration of a parent to ensure that their mental health, economic, and social needs are met.
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411  Figure 1. Conceptual Model
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TABLES

Table 1. Sample Characteristics of Add Health Participants in the United States from

Waves | and 1V, 1994-2008!

Variable Mean or
Percentage
(N or SE)
Wave IV Personal Wages in | 34,390.9
US dollars (893.5)
Child age at 1st maternal
incarceration
Never 97.2 (9,483)
Before birth 0.1(11)
04 0.5 (36)
5-10 0.6 (60)
11-14 0.4 (42)
15-17 0.4 (34)
18 + 0.8 (76)
Child age at 1st paternal
incarceration
Never 87.2 (8,485)
Before birth 1.5 (147)
04 3.5(291)
5-10 3.8 (377)
11-14 1.6 (167)
15-17 0.9 (94)
18 + 1.6 (181)
Parent education
Less than high school 8.9 (922)
High School or GED 26.7 (2,932)
Some college/vocational ed. | 31.9 (3,084)
College graduate + 32.5 (3,344)
Parent foreign-born 9.9 (1,376)
Child sex
Female 49.2 (5,131)
Male 50.8 (4,611)

! Weighted with grand sample weight for cross-sectional outcomes at Wave 1V. N=9,742 participants with complete

data
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Child race/ethnicity 423
White 71.1 (5,7884
Black 13.0 (1,84835
Hispanic 10.5 (1,39836
Other 5.4 (713) 427
Child experienced parental 428
incarceration at any age, by 429
race/ethnicity 430

White 15.1 (882431
Black 28.0 (450432
Hispanic 21.3 (263%433
Other 15.6 (85) 434
Child low birthweight 7.2 (916) 435
Region 436
Northeast 16.1 (2,10837
Midwest 33.8 (2,72438
South 36.0 (3,56439
West

14.1 (1,35139
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Table 2. Predicted Probability of Reporting $0 Personal Earnings in U.S. Dollars and
Association with Personal Earnings Conditional on Reported Income Greater than $0
during Wave 1V, United States 20082

Predicted
Probability
P(Y>0, X):
Maternal
incarceration

Predicted
Probability
P(Y>0, X):
Paternal
incarceration

OLS
Predicted
Earnings
E(Y|Y>0, X):
Maternal
incarceration

OLS
Predicted
Earnings
E(Y|Y>0, X):
Paternal
incarceration

Child age at 1st parental
incarceration

(referent = no parental
incarceration)

Before birth -2.64 -1.50* -11,160.45** | 4,109.44
(p=0.06) (p=0.03) (p<0.01) (p=0.32)

0-4 -1.16%** -0.17 -13,508.24** | -3,815.04
(p=0.01) (p=0.57) (p<0.01) (p=0.25)

5-10 -0.58 -0.55* -10,244.43** | -7,380.07**
(p=0.27) (p=0.03) (p=0.01) (p<0.01)

11-14 0.57 -0.03 -4,620.26 -10,954.70**
(p=0.64) (p=0.95) (p=0.21) (p<0.01)

15-17 -0.89 -0.38 -6,858.77* -10,819.17**
(p=0.23) (p=0.51) (p=0.03) (p<0.01)

18 + -1.31%* -0.59 -102.87 -4,071.24
(p<0.01) (p=0.09) (p=0.98) (p=0.33)

Parent education

(less than high school)

High School or GED -0.84 0.29 2,070.47 4,863.48>
(p=0.18) (p=0.26) (p=0.47)

Some college/vocational -0.07 0.55 6,136.40 7,419.17**

ed. (p=0.92) (p=0.05) (p=0.05)

College graduate + -0.68 0.75** 7,933.56* 12,914.48**
(p=0.32) (p=0.01) (p=0.02)

Parent born in U.S. 0.88 -0.11 -3,061.17 -10,178.59*

(parent foreign-born) (p=0.21) (p=0.78) (p=0.11)

Ln(parent income Wave 1) | 0.19** 0.18** 250.26 1,134.67

2 Two-part model logit and OLS estimates weighted with combined propensity score and grand sample weight
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(p<0.01) (p<0.01) (p=0.75) (p=0.35)

Region

(Northeast)

Midwest 0.32 16 -1,060.89 -4,510.71
(p=0.50) (p=0.65) (p=0.75) (p=0.11)

South 0.28 -0.51 -180.74 -3,641.15
(p=0.47) (9=0.10) (p=0.95) (p=0.24)

West 1.34 0.06 11,471.04** | 877.51
(p=0.05) | (p=0.89) (p<001) | (p=080)

Child sex

(female)

Male 1.19* 1.39%* 9,552.22** | 10,412.19**
(p=0.02) (p<0.01) (p<0.01) (p<0.01)

Child race/ethnicity

(white)

Black 0.28 0.56* -4,245.27* -2,619.83
(p=0.57) (p=0.02) (p=0.04) (p=0.17)

Hispanic -0.11 0.60 -315.10 1,610.27
(p=0.91) (p=0.06) (p=0.89) (p=0.63)

Other -0.83 -0.21 106.82 -5,054.05
(p=0.18) (p=0.67) (p=0.97) (p=0.12)

Child low birthweight

(not low birthweight)

Low birthweight 0.05 -0.39 -3,461.90 -776.89
(p=094) | (p=0.25) (p=042) | (p=0.69)
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Table 3. Unconditional Estimated Association between Parental Incarceration and
Personal Earnings in U.S. Dollars Wave 1V, United States 2008°

Maternal
incarceration

Paternal
incarceration

Child age at 1st parental
incarceration

(referent = no parental
incarceration)

Before birth -19,063.25** | -1,991.70
(p=0.01) (p=0.71)

0-4 -14,754.60** -3,876.02
(p<0.01) (p=0.21)

5-10 -10,544.68** -7,929.68**
(p<0.01) (p<0.01)

1114 -3,451.81 -10,264.91%*
(p=0.38) (p<0.01)

1517 -8,453.85%* | -10,670.16**
(p=0.01) (p<0.01)

18 + -4,542.85 -3,010.96
(p=0.31) (p=0.45)

Parent education

(less than high school)

High School or GED 275.77 4,981.99*
(p=0.93) (p=0.03)

Some college/vocational | ©:275.66 7,852.06**

ed. (p=0.09) (p<0.01)

College graduate + 5,821.09 13,357.58**
(p=0.10) (p<0.01)

Parent born in U.S. -65.15 -9,640.10*

(parent foreign-born) (p=0.98) (p=0.02)

Ln(parent income Wave 1) | 657.80 1,398.19
(p=0.36) (p=0.24)

Region

(Northeast)

Midwest -142.62 -3,948.33
(p=0.97) (p=0.15)

South 554.51 -4,466.54
(p=0.86) (p=0.13)

3 Marginal effects of two-part model weighted with combined propensity score and grand sample weight
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West 13,396.57** 935.83
(p<0.01) (p=0.79)

Child sex

(female)

Male 11,299.77** 12,413.22**
(p<0.01) (p<0.01)

Child race/ethnicity

(white)

Black -3,303.96 -1,461.32
(p=0.11) (p=0.42)

Hispanic -532.45 2,593.17
(p=0.87) (p=0.41)

Other -2403.81 -5,035.86
(p=0.46) (p=0.11)

Child low birthweight

(not low birthweight)

Low birthweight -2,996.43 -1,572.16
(p=0.44) (p=0.43)
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452  SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS

Maternal Incarceration Covariate Balance Before
and After Propensity Score Weighting, United
States, Waves | and 1V 1994-95 and 2008
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