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Social scientists have amassed considerable evidence that incarceration has detrimental
consequences for employment. Incarceration pushes inmates out of jobs, reduces employment
prospects upon release, and confines former inmates to low-paying jobs. The exclusive focus on
employment outcomes of individuals who come into “direct” contact with the penal system
means we may have underestimated the impact of incarceration on labor market outcomes.
Incarcerated men are connected to girlfriends, wives, mothers and children who “do time” along
with them. Indeed, several studies have documented the reduced income and substantial
expenses associated with the incarceration of a family member, but we know little about how the
predominantly poor, racial/ethnic minority women heading these families respond to the
economic difficulties they face. Using data from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing

Study, this dissertation investigates whether and under what circumstances women with



incarcerated partners use formal, paid labor or other strategies to address the costs associated
with incarceration. The first empirical chapter shows that partner incarceration is not associated
with the number of hours women work at their primary jobs, except among relatively small
groups of more advantaged women (e.g., white women and married women). This chapter adds
to a growing body of research documenting heterogeneity in the consequences of incarceration
for families. Expanding on these findings, the second empirical chapter shows that women with
incarcerated partners are more likely to work multiple concurrent jobs than women in otherwise
similar circumstances. That changes in women’s employment are constrained, by and large, to
multiple job holding suggests women with incarcerated partners shoulder a heavy burden to meet
the needs of their families. The third empirical chapter builds on analyses in the preceding
chapters to consider how women’s employment changes in tandem with other financial
resources. Increases in hours at their main jobs, coupled with few other resources, are most
common. However, hours reductions and persistent unemployment, paired with public assistance
receipt, are not unusual. These results further illustrate heterogeneity in women’s employment
response and draw attention to the additional resources on which women rely. Overall, this
dissertation advances knowledge about not only the collateral consequences of mass
incarceration but also the social and economic context shaping the employment of disadvantaged

women.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LSt OF FIGUIES ..ttt ettt ettt et ettt e et e et e e bt esaeeeateenseeeseeenbeenseesssesnseenseanns v
LISt OF TADIES ...ttt ettt sttt sttt st b e et s be et s vi
Chapter 1. INtrOAUCTION .....oovieiiieiieiiecie ettt ettt ettt e et e et esateebeesseesnbeesseeenseenseennsaens 1
1.1 Mass Incarceration and Family Life ..........cccoocieiiiiiiiiiiiiniiieeieeeeeeee e 1
1.2 WRY WOMENT ..ottt ettt ettt et e st eeabeebeesnseensaesneeenne 3
1.3 Linking Partner Incarceration and Women’s Employment ..............cccoccveviiieniiennennnne. 4
1.3.1 Women, Work and Family..........ccccooiiiiiiiniiiiiieeeie e 4
1.3.2  Economic Consequences of INCarceration .............ccecueevveerienieeiiienienieeneesieeieeneeans 6
1.3.3 Incarceration and CareZiVING ........cccueevuieriierieeriieriieeieertiesreesteesieesreesseesseeeseenseesseens 7

1.4 ReESCAICH OVEIVIEW .....iiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeiteie ettt ettt sttt et ettt et s enbeeanens 8
141 DAt SOUICE ...ccueiiuiieiieiieeieeeite ettt st ettt sttt sat e e esaee e b e e naeenareens 8
L4.2 CRAPLET 2 ..ottt ettt ettt ettt e st e et e e sate e st e enbaessseenbeesaesnseenseenneas 10

| B O s V-1 <) (G T USRS RUUUURRTSI 11
| S O s V-1 <) O SO USRS USRS 12
LS CRAPLET Sttt ettt ettt ettt ettt 12
Chapter 2. Making it Work? Partner Incarceration and Women’s Work Hours ...........cccceeneee. 14
2.1 INErOAUCTION ...ttt ettt st b e st eae e st ene 14
2.2 BacK@IOUNd ......oooiiiiiii ettt 16
2.2.1 Variation in the Association between Partner Incarceration and Work Hours......... 19

2.2.2 Additional Characteristics Associated with Partner Incarceration and Work Hours 23
2.3 Data, Measures, and Analytic StrategZy........cccveerieeeiieeriieeiie et eree e 24

2301 DA e e s e 24



2.3.2  IMIEASULES .evvveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e e e e ettt eeeeeeeeee et eaaa e eaesseeeeesasanaaaaesesesessansanaseseeerenes 25

2.3.3  ANALYHC SrATEZY c.uvievieiiieiieeiie ettt ettt ettt e et s e e be et esateebeeenseenseenaeeenne 29
2.3.4  SamPle DESCIIPLION .....eeeuiieiieeiieeiieiie et estte ettt e ete et ettesereebeessaeebeesseesnseenseesneeenne 30
24 RESUILS ettt bttt ettt s 31
2.4.1 Estimating Women’s Work HOUIS...........cccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiiieicccee e 31
2.4.2  Variation in the Association between Partner Incarceration and Work Hours......... 31
2.5 DISCUSSION ..utiutiiutiitieteeite sttt ettt ettt et sb et sat et et e bt es e e bt e beeatesbeeatesbe et este bt et e naeenee 33
2.5.1  Study LImitations.......c.cecuieiiiiiiieiieeieeitesiie ettt ettt seesseesreeese e saeenee e 36
2.5.2 CONCIUSION ..ottt ettt ettt et b et sttt bt e bt et esaeenees 38

Chapter 3. The Third Shift: Multiple Job Holding and the Incarceration of Women’s Romantic

PATTIETS ..ottt et st ettt et ettt et st et naees 48
3.1 INEEOAUCTION ...ttt ettt et e et e et e eteesaaeenbeenseesnneans 48
3.2 BACKGIOUN .....ooiiiiiiieiiecie ettt et ettt et e e taeenaaens 50

3.2.1 Linking Partner Incarceration and Women’s Employment .............ccceceerienieennenne. 50

3.2.2  Variation in the Association between Partner Incarceration and Multiple Job

HOIAING ...ttt ettt e et e bt e st e e sbeesaeenbeenbeesseeensaeseennnes 53
3.3 Data, Measures, and ANalytic Strategy .........cocueeruierieriieeniienieeieenieeieeseesveereeseeeseneas 55
3301 DAtA ettt st naees 55
3302 MIBASUIES ..ttt ettt ettt ettt et ettt et e be e st e bt e s bttt e et enees 57
3.3.3  ANALYHC SIALEZY ..veeuvieiieeiieiieeite et eetee ettt e et e teesiteebeessaeenbeesseesnseeseesaaeenseeseas 60
3.3.4  Sample DESCTIPLION .....ccuuiiiieiiieiiieiie ettt ettt ettt e e beebeesateenbeesseesnaeenseenenes 62
34 RESUIES ettt ettt 63
3.4.1 Estimating Women’s Multiple Job Holding ............ccceeeuieiiiiniiiiiieniiiieieeeeeee 63

i



3.4.2 Variation in the Association between Partner Incarceration and Women’s Multiple

JOD HOLAINE ...ttt ettt ettt e et e saeeabeenbeesseeensaeaeeennes 64
3.4.3 Comparing Incarceration and Relationship Dissolution...........ccccevceeeeveenienieenennne. 65
3.5 DIESCUSSION ..ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt et e be et s ae et eat e bt et eb ettt nbe e 66
3.5.1  Study LIMItatiONS....cueeeiieiiieiiieieeiee ettt ettt et e eteesieeebeeseesaaeenseesseesnseenseennnes 69
3.5.2  CONCIUSION ..ottt ettt et sttt sttt et sb et sbt e bt st e saeennens 71
Chapter 4. Stability and Change: Income Packaging among Partners of Incarcerated Men......... 77
4.1 INEEOAUCTION ...ttt ettt ettt beeaees 77
4.2 BacK@IOUNd......ooooiiiiiiiiiieiieie ettt et et et naeenteas 78
4.2.1 Economic Consequences of INCarceration ..............eceueeeuieneenieeniienieesieenieesreeveenens 78
4.2.2  Income Packaging.........ccceevuiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieiieee ettt e 80
4.2.3 Social Determinants of Income Packaging.............cccoevieniiiiiiiniiniieieieeeee 82
4.2.4 Contributions of this ReSearch............ccceveriiriiiiniiiiiieiceeeeee e 84
4.3  Data, Measures and Analytic Strate@y........cceovveriiieriieniieiiienieeieeriee e 85
B3] DA .ottt ettt ettt 85
43,2 MEASUIES ..ottt ettt ettt et ettt et ae e et e bt et e b st e et e st et eneeeaee 87
4.3.3  ANALYHC SrATEZY .uveevieeiiieiieiie ettt ettt ettt ettt e sate e b e e saeesabeebeesnseenseenaeeenne 91
A4 RESUILS ..ottt st 92
4.4.1 Definition Of the ClaSSES ......cccuiriiriiriiniieieiieeeee et 92
4.4.2  Regression RESUILS ........cciiiiiiiiiiieiieie ettt ettt 94
4.5 DISCUSSION ...uteuttiuiietieteeite sttt ettt ettt sh et sae et e atesb e et e e bt e bt eatesbeeatesbe et estenbeennenaeenee 96
4.5.1  LAMIEALIONS ..evtetieiieeiieieeitesie ettt ettt ettt ettt et sbe et sae et e st e bt et esbeenees 98
4.5.2 CONCIUSION ..ottt sttt ettt et b et sat et este bt et e saeenees 99

il



Chapter 5. CONCIUSION. ......ccuieiieiiieiieie ettt ettt ettt et e et e et eenaeebeesabeenbeessaeenseenne 108

5.1 MaIN FINAINES ..ottt ettt ettt et e b e e sbeeseenaee e 109
5.2 LIMITATIONS ..eeutieiiieniiesiie et etteeite et esiteeteestteseteesbeesseessseenseesseesnseensaesseeenseeseennseenseenseas 111
5.3 Implications for Policy and PractiCe ..........ccoecueeriiinieeiiieniiecieeieesee e 112
54 Future RESEArCH ....cc.oooiiiiiiiiieie e e 114
5.5  Concluding REMATKS.........cociiiiiiiiiiiieeiieiteee ettt s 115
RETCIEIICES ...ttt ettt s e et be e et e et e e s aeeeabeebeeesbeenbe e seeensaenne 116
FN 070153 01§ OO ST PRSPPI 136

v



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 2.1. Predicted Hours of Work as a Function of Recent Partner Incarceration and
INtEraCtion TETINS . ..eveeutieiiiiieieeitet ettt sttt et st 47
Figure 3.1. Difference in Probability of Working Multiple Jobs for Women with Incarcerated
Partners versus Women without Incarcerated Partners, by Residential Status......... 76
Figure 4.1. AIC for Consecutive Latent Class Models.........c.cceoveerciieenciieenieeniieeen 1066
Figure 4.2. Income Packaging by Latent Class: Estimated Conditional Response Probabilities



LIST OF TABLES

Table 2.1. Descriptive Statistics of All Variables Included in Analysis..........c.cceeeuneennee. 41
Table 2.2. Regression Models Estimating Women’s Hours of Work...........ccccooevienene. 41
Table 2.3. OLS Regression Models Estimating Women’s Hours of Work with Interactions

Table 2.4. OLS Regression Models Estimating Women’s Hours of Work with Alternative

Specification of Recent Partner Incarceration: Duration.............ccoeevevieeieenieennnnne. 45
Table 3.1. Descriptive Statistics of All Variables Included in Analysis .........ccccecueveennene 72
Table 3.2. Multinomial Logistic Regression Model Estimating Multiple Job Holding ... 73
Table 3.3. Multinomial Logistic Regression Model Estimating Multiple Job Holding with

Alternative Specification of Recent Partner Incarceration: Duration........................ 74
Table 3.4. Comparing the Impact of Incarceration and Relationship Dissolution............ 75
Table 4.1. Comparison of Analytical Sample and Complete Case Sample.................. 1011
Table 4.2. Manifest Variables and Covariates used in Latent Class Regression Models1022
Table 4.3. Estimated Conditional Response Probabilities and ............cccceeeverieeirennenn. 1033
Table 4.4. Characteristics of the Latent CIasses .........cccceveererienieriieneenienienenieneeens 1044
Table 4.5. Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis of Class Membership .............. 1055

Vi



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I am grateful to many people whose support, encouragement and advice have been integral to the
completion of this dissertation. I am especially indebted to my committee chair, Dr. Hedwig Lee,
who guided me through the last several years of graduate school with great skill and insight. I am
thankful for her generosity — with time, praise, and opportunities — and for her commitment to my
development as a scholar. I am also fortunate to have received guidance from an exceptional
dissertation committee. Drs. Julie Brines, Kyle Crowder, and Jennifer Romich provided critical
feedback and sage advice that has undoubtedly made this dissertation better.

Thank you as well to Drs. Becky Pettit and Heather D. Hill who have taken me under their
wings and become trusted mentors. I would also like to thank my graduate school colleagues,
especially those in the 2010 cohort, for their emotional support and unwavering friendship. Thank
you to the University of Washington Graduate School and the Graduate Opportunities and
Minority Achievement Program, for generously supporting this dissertation.

Finally, thank you to my partner, Nathan Wallace, for all he has done to keep our family afloat
over the last several years and, especially, for his willingness to follow me around the country in

the pursuit of my dreams.

vii



Chapter 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 MASS INCARCERATION AND FAMILY LIFE

Over the past four decades, the United States has experienced a rapid and unprecedented growth
in the incarceration rate. In 1973, one in 500 American adults was in prison; by 2009 this number
had risen to 1 in 130 (West, 2010). The expansion of incarceration has disproportionately
affected disadvantaged individuals and communities (Clear, 2007; Roberts, 2004). Black men
comprise more than 40 percent of inmates and are incarcerated at a rate nine times that of non-
Hispanic whites (Mechoulan, 2011). For black men with low levels of education, incarceration
has become a common life course event (Pettit & Western, 2004). The increasing proportion of
men who spend time in jail and prison coupled with the uneven distribution of this experience
across the population has led researchers to investigate the consequences for men’s life chances
and the implications for inequality. This research has shown that men with criminal records
struggle to find work (Pager, 2003; Western, 2006), face increased risk of health problems
(Massoglia, 2008b); and have lower rates of civic participation (Manza & Uggen, 2006).

In recent years, scholars have become interested in the spillover effects of incarceration
on families. Incarcerated men are connected to girlfriends, wives, mothers and children who,
research suggests, “do time” along with them (Braman, 2004; Comfort, 2008). Although
marriage rates of men involved in the penal system are low — about 20 percent or less (Bureau of
Justice Statistics, 1997; Western, 2006) — half of incarcerated men consider themselves to be in
romantic relationships with women, and more than two-thirds are fathers (Carlson & Cervera,
1991; Grinstead, Zack, Faigeles, Grossman, & Blea, 1999; Jorgensen, Hernandez, & Warren,

1986; Western, 2006). Studies have linked paternal incarceration to a number of deleterious



consequences for families, including economic instability and material hardship (Geller &
Franklin, 2014; Schwartz-Soicher, Geller, & Garfinkel, 2011), children’s behavioral and school
problems (Haskins, 2014; Turney & Haskins, 2014; Wakefield & Wildeman, 2011), diminished
psychological well-being among children and mothers (Fishman, 1990; Wakefield & Wildeman,
2013; Wildeman, Schnittker, & Turney, 2012), and weakened intergenerational family ties
(Turney, 2014b). Incarceration also damages the quality of couples’ relationships and hastens
relationship dissolution (Lopoo & Western, 2005; Turney, 2015a, 2015b).

Incarceration affects family functioning and individual well-being in a number of ways,
suggesting the arms of the carceral system reach far beyond the prison walls in both time and
space. This dissertation is concerned primarily with the economic consequences of incarceration
for families — and the ways in which those economic consequences intersect with the burdens
disadvantaged women already face. A wealth of scholarship underscores the consequences of
imprisonment for men’s labor market outcomes and the economic stability of the families they
leave behind (Freeman, 1992; Geller & Franklin, 2014; Pager, 2003; Raphael, 2007; Schwartz-
Soicher et al., 2011; Western, 2006). We know little about how the predominantly poor,
racial/ethnic minority women heading families of incarcerated men respond to the economic
difficulties they face. This dissertation focuses on whether and under what circumstances women
attached to incarcerated men turn to formal, paid labor or use other strategies to address the costs
associated with incarceration. This first chapter offers a broad introduction to the conceptual
frameworks and empirical evidence driving this study in addition to a brief overview of the three

empirical questions around which the remainder of this dissertation is structured.



1.2  WHY WOMEN?

Despite growing attention to the families of incarcerated individuals, far too little research has
considered the outcomes of adult women. Much of the research on the consequences of
incarceration for families focuses on children as subjects of this instability (for exceptions see
Comfort, 2008; Geller & Franklin, 2014; Turney, 2015a; Wildeman et al., 2012). The inattention
to romantic partners and other women connected to incarcerated men is unfortunate for at least
three reasons. First, women often bear the brunt of responsibility for moderating the impact of
incarceration on children and families (deVuono-powell, Schweidler, Walters, & Zohrabi, 2015;
Roberts, 2004). How women respond to the incarceration of a loved one has consequences for
inmates’ children.

Second, scholars have explored the role of incarceration in fostering racial and economic
inequality (for reviews see Wakefield & Uggen, 2010; Wildeman & Muller, 2012) but, with a
few exceptions (Davis, 2003), little research has considered its role in reproducing gender
inequality. Incarceration intensifies the marginalization of disadvantaged families and
communities, and the burden of shouldering these hardships falls primarily to women (Christian
& Thomas, 2009; Roberts, 2004). Prisons, jails and justice system processes reproduce gender
inequality by removing men from marriages and relationships, which discourages shared
responsibility for children, the home, and the household economy. Placing female family
members at the center of analysis expands our understanding of incarceration as a gendered
institution that “reflects and further entrenches the gendered structure of the larger society”
(Davis, 2003, p. 61). If we ignore the ways in which incarceration constrains not only
disadvantaged men and their children but also disadvantaged women we fail to consider a

potentially significant, and for some women, dominant institution in their lives (Comfort, 2008).



Finally, a wealth of research has investigated the consequences of imprisonment for
former inmate’s employment. Incarceration pushes inmates out of jobs, reduces employment
prospects upon release, and confines those with a criminal record to low-wage work (Freeman,
1992; Pager, 2003; Raphael, 2007; Western, 2006). The exclusive focus on the employment
outcomes of individuals who come into “direct” contact with the penal system means that we
may have underestimated the impact of incarceration on labor force outcomes. By placing
women and their employment at the center of analysis, this dissertation elucidates consequences

of mass incarceration that have been concealed by the predominant focus on men.

1.3 LINKING PARTNER INCARCERATION AND WOMEN’S EMPLOYMENT

There are both empirical and conceptual reasons to believe that women’s employment is linked
to the incarceration of their partners. For one, the life course concept of linked lives draws
attention to an individual’s embeddedness in a network of shared relationships. It emphasizes the
interdependence of human lives and the ways individuals are reciprocally connected to each
other (Elder, Johnson, & Crosnoe, 2003). In the sections below I describe how women’s paid and

unpaid labor may be linked to the fate of the men to whom they are connected.

1.3.1 Women, Work and Family

Family circumstances are a widely studied determinant of women’s employment. Marriage, child
birth, husband unemployment and divorce — family events that alter economic resources and
caregiving responsibilities — shape women’s employment, particularly for white and higher-
income women (Bradbury & Katz, 2002; Brewster & Rindfuss, 2000; Cohen & Bianchi, 1999;
Lundberg, 1985; Mattingly & Smith, 2010; Reid, 2002; van Damme, Kalmijn, & Uunk, 2009).

Gendered norms that place childcare and household responsibilities primarily on women’s



shoulders tie their supply of labor outside the home to their supply of labor inside the home.
Women are less likely than men to be employed (U.S. Department of Labor, n.d.) and having
young children, particularly in combination with marriage, plays an important role in the
suppression of women’s employment (Bianchi, Robinson, & Milkie, 2002; Brewster & Rindfuss,
2000; Cohen & Bianchi, 1999; Percheski, 2008).

Women'’s labor force participation is highly responsive to transitions in the family,
perhaps more so than men’s. Childbirth and marriage are only two examples. When a family
crisis occurs, such as illness or disability, it is typically women who reconsider their labor force
participation and make adjustments in order to provide more care (Collins & Mayer, 2010;
Moen, Robison, & Fields, 1997). Women faced with caregiving for elderly relatives, for
example, often quit their jobs, work fewer hours, rearrange their schedule or take time off
without pay (Stone & Short, 1990). Conversely, both divorce and husband unemployment lead to
substantial reductions in household income, and these events have been shown to increase
women’s labor supply (Bradbury & Katz, 2002; Lundberg, 1985; Mattingly & Smith, 2010;
Moehling, 2001; van Damme et al., 2009). We know little about the impact of partner
incarceration on women’s employment compared to other life transitions. Yet, like other family
transitions, incarceration alters economic resources and caregiving responsibilities (Arditti,
Lamber-Shute, & Joest, 2003; Braman, 2004; Comfort, 2008; deVuono-powell et al., 2015;
Geller, Garfinkel, & Western, 2011; Schwartz-Soicher et al., 2011). This dissertation is among
the first to examine the relationship between partner incarceration and women’s employment and

the first to do so systematically with a large, longitudinal dataset.



1.3.2 Economic Consequences of Incarceration

The economic instability associated with incarceration is a primary reason to believe that this
family event influences women’s employment — and that it influences it positively. When a man
goes to prison, his family experiences an immediate reduction in financial resources (Arditti et
al., 2003; Johnson, 2008). Most men are employed before incarceration and cite wages and
salary as their main source of income (Mumola, 2000). Although these men’s incomes may be
modest, they do report providing primary financial support for their families (Braman, 2004;
Glaze & Maruschak, 2010), and their capacity to continue providing such support while in prison
is slim. The loss of a prisoner’s earnings creates a need for additional household income, and a
woman may attempt to replace his earnings by increasing her labor supply (Lundberg, 1985;
Mattingly & Smith, 2010; Western, Bloome, Sosnaud, & Tach, 2012). In addition to reducing
income, ethnographic research shows that incarceration is associated with a number of financial
costs for families if women wish to maintain connections to incarcerated men (Braman, 2004;
Comfort, 2008; Grinstead, Faigeles, Bancroft, & Zack, 2001). Men’s incarceration may require
additional income to cover the cost of traveling for prison visits, taking collect calls, sending
packages, and putting money in commissary. The costs of caring for a man while in prison or
helping him manage legal debt associated with his imprisonment (Harris, 2016; Harris, Evans, &
Beckett, 2010) may also encourage women to increase their employment.

To be sure, employment is not the only way to cushion income loss. Women may forego
employment changes in favor of other options or combine employment with other income
generating strategies. Decisions regarding the balancing of household budgets may be influenced
by a variety of factors including access to certain resources, which is likely shaped by race and

class, family circumstances and the conditions of incarceration. For instance, economic theory



suggests that persistent reductions in family income lead to alternative strategies, such as
reducing expenses (Lundberg, 1985). Women whose partners are incarcerated for long periods of
time or have criminal records that consistently impede gainful employment may be inclined to
seek out alternatives to additional employment. They may cut back on consumption (Comfort,
2008; Fishman, 1988) and participate in public assistance programs that reduce out-of-pocket
expenses (Sugie, 2012). Women may opt to work in the informal labor market which can provide
flexibility for meeting the care needs of their families (Edin & Lein, 1997; Harris, 1993). In
addition, women may move to their parents’ home to reduce costs, and cohabiting with a new,

employed partner may limit women’s need to increase employment (van Damme et al., 2009).

1.3.3 Incarceration and Caregiving

Incarceration alters women’s caregiving responsibilities by placing men in institutions that
jeopardize their mental and physical health (Houle, 2014; Massoglia, 2008a, 2008b; Massoglia &
Pridemore, 2015; Pridemore, 2014; Schnittker & John, 2007) and circumscribe their ability to
participate in family life. These care demands may limit women’s ability to respond to the costs
of incarceration through increased labor supply. Filling the care gap left by prisons — making
sure inmates’ basic needs are met, and they remain connected to the outside world — is time
consuming. Women often worry about their incarcerated partners’ safety and access to healthy
food, toiletries, shoes and medication. Addressing these concerns requires preparing packages to
the correctional institution’s specifications, navigating complicated systems for purchasing
music, books and food, coordinating family member visits, and traveling long distances
themselves, as prisons are often far from families’ homes (Comfort, 2008; Lee & Bruns, 2016).
In addition to caring for inmates, women often care for their children. Prior to

incarceration, men often take part in childrearing (Nurse, 2002), and their absence, even for short



spells of imprisonment, leaves women to shoulder this burden. Sole responsibility for childcare,
particularly when children are struggling with the absence of their fathers (Geller, Cooper,
Garfinkel, Schwartz-Soicher, & Mincy, 2012; Haskins, 2014; Turney & Haskins, 2014;
Wakefield & Wildeman, 2011), may make additional work challenging. Although women may
turn to family members and friends to help with childcare, maintaining these relationships is
sometimes difficult because of stigma, time constraints, and the emotional impact of having a
family member imprisoned (Braman, 2004; Wildeman et al., 2012). Research shows that partner
incarceration diminishes perceived instrumental support, which suggests that women with
incarcerated partners feel they have only themselves to rely on if their children are sick or their
primary childcare falls through (Turney, Schnittker, & Wildeman, 2012).

The removal of prisoners from family life and the additional caregiving responsibilities
faced by their partners may limit women’s ability to respond to income loss by increasing their
labor supply. A previous study suggests this is the case. Arditti, Lambert-Shute and Joest (2003)
showed that prison visitors who provided primary care for inmates’ children experienced a
reduction in employment, despite substantial financial strain during the imprisonment. The
authors suggested that the incapacitation of the child’s father may increase work-family conflict
for the primary caregiver — often the child’s mother — and lead to a retreat from the labor market

(Arditti et al., 2003).

1.4 RESEARCH OVERVIEW

1.4.1 Data Source

The three empirical chapters build on the conceptual frameworks and empirical evidence
discussed above to examine the consequences of partner incarceration for women’s employment

and other economic outcomes as well as heterogeneity in these outcomes. Data for all three



studies are drawn from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study (FFCWS). FFCWS is a
longitudinal survey that follows a cohort of nearly 5,000 new and mostly unmarried parents.
FFCWS is based on a stratified, multi-stage, probability sample of children born in U.S. cities
with populations over 200,000. Non-marital births were oversampled (Reichman, Teitler,
Garfinkel, & McLanahan, 2001). Baseline interviews, conducted between February 1998 and
September 2000, consisted of 30- to 40- min in-person interviews with mothers at the hospital
after the birth of their child. Fathers’ baseline interviewers were conducted as soon as possible
thereafter. The baseline response rate was high; about 86 percent of mothers participated.
Subsequent interviews were conducted by telephone one, three, five, nine, and fifteen years later.
Of mothers who completed baseline interviews, 89 percent, 96 percent, 85 percent, and 74
percent participated in the one-, three-, five-, and nine-year surveys, respectively. The fifteen-
year interviews are still in progress.

These data are particularly suitable for studying the impact of partner incarceration on
women’s employment outcomes because of both structure and content. Because the FFCWS data
include an oversample of unmarried parents in large cities, the sample is economically
disadvantaged and includes a substantial number of incarcerated men. The study’s focus on the
focal child and the child’s parents rather than a single individual or household gives us
information about the lives of families, defined broadly to include married and cohabiting
couples as well as nonresidential partnerships and separated couples who share children. This
feature of the data allows examination of the impact of incarceration for different types of
families. FFCWS also provides substantial information about respondents’ family life and
economic activity as well as factors (e.g., demographic and human capital characteristics) that

may influence the likelihood of both partner incarceration and dependent variables. The
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longitudinal nature of the data allows for the comparison of outcomes before and after women’s

partners are imprisoned.

1.4.2 Chapter 2

The first empirical chapter (Chapter 2) investigates how partner incarceration is associated with
the number of hours women work each week at their primary, formal sector jobs. Chapter 2 also
examines whether the association between partner incarceration and weekly work hours varies
by race/ethnicity, family composition, and conditions of the incarceration. The chapter beings by
reviewing in more detail the economic consequences of incarceration for families as the primary
mechanism through which partner incarceration may influence women’s employment. The
chapter goes on to discuss the differences and similarities between incarceration and other family
transitions, such as divorce and partner unemployment. Following this discussion, data on 3,780
women who completed the three- and five-year surveys and provided information on work hours
is used to fit a series of ordinary least squares regression models. Results show no statistically
significant relationship between partner incarceration and women’s hours of work, but attention
solely to the “average effects” of incarceration masks heterogeneity. A significant, positive
association is evident among women who are relatively advantaged in terms of family
composition and social group membership: white women, married women, women who have
children with one partner, and women whose partners had not been incarcerated previously.
Among these groups, women with recently incarcerated partners work more hours than their
counterparts, even when accounting for the number of hours they worked prior to incarceration.
In addition, there is a significant, positive association between partner incarceration lasting less
than three months and the number of hours women work. The chapter concludes that a large

proportion of the disadvantaged women whose partners are removed from their family systems
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are not using employment as an modifiable resource during a time that both qualitative and

quantitative research have characterized as financially destabilizing, but heterogeneity does exist.

1.4.3 Chapter 3

Having found a null relationship between partner incarceration and women’s weekly
work hours at their primary jobs, the second empirical chapter (Chapter 3) examines how partner
incarceration is associated with working multiple concurrent jobs. The chapter begins by
reviewing the economic consequences of incarceration for families and why working a second
job may be an important strategy for earning additional income, especially for the partners of
incarcerated men. The chapter goes on to describe motivations for multiple job holding as
theorized in the labor economics literature and what we know about the consequences (both
positive and negative) of multiple job holding for individuals and families. Following this
discussion, data on 3,835 women who completed the three- and five-year surveys and provided
information on multiple job holding is used in multinomial logistic regression models to estimate
the likelihood of working multiple jobs as a function of partner incarceration. Results show a
robust, positive relationship between partner incarceration and multiple job holding. Models that
examine moderators of the relationship show that the association is concentrated among women
living with their partners and women whose partners serve relatively short sentences. The
chapter concludes that the removal of men from family life and wage earning via incarceration
exacerbates women'’s responsibility for balancing work and family — just not in the ways we
might initially expect. Although women with incarceration partners do not necessarily work
more hours at their main jobs, they are likely to work additional jobs. Thus, while women deal

with forced separation from their partners, worries about their partners’ well-being, and the
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consequences of paternal absence for their children, they are also working — and working enough

to support family members both inside and outside prison means working multiple jobs.

1.4.4 Chapter 4

The third empirical chapter (Chapter 4) builds on analyses of the relationship between partner
incarceration and women’s employment to consider the diverse strategies women use to make
ends meet. It is likely that women’s response to economic instability associated with partner
incarceration is not limited to changes in employment. A slight increase in labor supply may not
produce enough additional income to replace men’s pre-incarceration contributions and address
the financial costs of his imprisonment. Using latent class regression analysis, Chapter 4
investigates not only how the incarceration of a partner changes women’s employment but also
how it changes, in tandem, their participation in other income generating activities. Strategies
such as the uptake of public assistance, receipt of cash assistance from family and friends, and
changes in shared residence are considered. The latent class regression models (Linzer & Lewis,
2011) simultaneously estimate important determinants of the utilization of these sets of
strategies, focusing primarily on the demographic characteristics of women and their family
lives. Results indicate that women modify their strategies in diverse ways, and the types of
changes women make to these strategies are determined largely by factors indicating social class:
women’s educational attainment and pre-incarceration household income. Even the most

advantaged women are not insulated from the need to alter their strategies for making ends meet.

1.4.5 Chapter 5

The dissertation concludes with a discussion of findings from each empirical analysis in

relationship to one another and the implications of these findings for social inequality and public
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policy. Study limitations, remaining gaps in the literature, and suggestions for future research are
also discussed. Overall, this dissertation advances knowledge about not only the collateral
consequences of mass incarceration for families but also the social and economic context

shaping the employment of disadvantaged women.
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Chapter 2. MAKING IT WORK? PARTNER INCARCERATION AND
WOMEN’S WORK HOURS

2.1  INTRODUCTION

The rapid expansion of incarceration in the United States (U.S.) has continued, mostly unabated,
since the mid-1970s. The growing number of men who spend time in penal institutions as well as
the uneven distribution of this experience across the population have lead researchers to
investigate the impact of incarceration on the life chances of former inmates and the implications
for social and economic inequality (e.g., Manza & Uggen, 2006; Massoglia, 2008; Western,
2006; Wildeman & Muller, 2012). A particularly important area of this research has focused on
the influence of incarceration on labor market outcomes. Social scientists have amassed
considerable evidence that incarceration not only pushes inmates out of jobs but also reduces
employment prospects upon release (Freeman, 1992; Pager, 2003; Raphael, 2007; Western,
2006). Moreover, research suggests that black men pay an even higher penalty than similar white
men for having a criminal record. Employer discrimination against former inmates is more
pronounced for black men, and the effect of incarceration on wages and earnings is stronger
(Pager, 2003, 2007; Western, 2006).

Although we know that incarceration has detrimental consequences for the employment
of currently and formerly incarcerated individuals, we know little about how incarceration
impacts the employment of their family members. Many incarcerated men are members of
families and households that are subjected to the ramifications of their incarceration and ex-
offender status (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1997; Carlson & Cervera, 1991; Grinstead, Zack,
Faigeles, Grossman, & Blea, 1999; Jorgensen, Hernandez, & Warren, 1986; Western, 20006).

Indeed, several studies have documented the reduced income and substantial costs associated



15

with incarceration (Comfort, 2008; deVuono-powell et al., 2015; Geller et al., 2011; Grinstead et
al., 2001; Johnson, 2008). In response to instability, households and families often engage in
activities that attempt to smooth income fluctuation and stabilize economic well-being.
Economic theory has suggested that a common strategy to address income loss from one family
member’s reduced labor supply is for another family member to increase their labor supply
(Lundberg, 1985; Mattingly & Smith, 2010; Western, Bloome, Sosnaud, & Tach, 2012). This
leads to the question: does the erosion of men’s labor force participation due to mass
incarceration have its counterweight in their female partners’ increased employment?

Using data from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study, this paper is among the
first to empirically evaluate the relationship between the incarceration of women’s romantic
partners and their employment. It pursues two research questions. First, how is men’s
incarceration associated with the number of hours their female partners, or women with whom
they share children, work? Drawing on theory and recent research (Chiricos, Barrick, Bales, &
Bontrager, 2007; Massoglia, Firebaugh, & Warner, 2013; Swisher & Waller, 2008; Turney &
Wildeman, 2015; Wildeman, Turney, & Yi, 2016), this paper also examines whether the
association between partner incarceration and work hours varies by race/ethnicity, family
composition, and conditions of the incarceration.

This study contributes to social science research in a number of ways. First, the exclusive
focus on the employment and earnings of formerly incarcerated individuals means that we may
have underestimated the impact of incarceration on labor market outcomes. Additionally, we
may have underestimated its impact on social inequality. Although scholars have explored the
role of incarceration in fostering racial and economic inequality (Manza & Uggen, 2006;

Massoglia, 2008b; Western, 2006; Wildeman & Muller, 2012), little research has considered its
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role in reproducing gender inequality (see Davis, 2003 for an exception). An examination of
women’s employment does exactly that. Incarceration is a gendered institution — it “reflects and
further entrenches the gendered structure of the larger society” (Davis, 2003, p. 61).
Incarceration intensifies the marginalization of disadvantaged families and communities, and the
burden of these hardships is shouldered primarily by women (Christian & Thomas, 2009;
Roberts, 2004). By removing men from marriages and relationships — which discourages shared
responsibility for children, the home, and the household economy — prisons, jails and justice
system processes reproduce gender inequality. Women have long shouldered responsibility for
balancing work and family, but incarceration may exacerbate this responsibility or, at the very
least, maintain it. If we ignore the ways in which incarceration constrains not only disadvantaged
men but also disadvantaged women we fail to consider a potentially significant, and for some

women, dominant institution in their lives (Comfort, 2008).

2.2  BACKGROUND

The primary reason to expect that men’s incarceration will increase their female partners’
employment lies in what is known about the adverse consequences of incarceration for family
income. Most men are employed before incarceration and cite wages and salary as their main
source of income (Mumola, 2000). Although these men’s incomes may be modest, they do report
providing primary financial support for their families (Braman, 2004; Glaze & Maruschak,
2010). Thus, when a man is removed from household wage earning via incarceration, his family
experiences an immediate reduction in economic resources (Arditti et al., 2003; Geller et al.,
2011; Johnson, 2008). The effects on employment are not limited to periods of incarceration;
they continue after release (Holzer, 2009; Kling, 2006; Pager, 2003; Pager, Bonikowski, &

Western, 2009; Pager, Western, & Sugie, 2009; Western, 2006). About two-thirds of former
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prison inmates, mostly young men without a college education, remain out of work a year after
release (Langan & Levin, 2002; Pager, Western, et al., 2009; Petersilia, 2003; Travis, 2005).
Although usually much shorter in duration, jail stays also have consequences for job attainment
and maintenance. By preventing individuals from attending work, the incapacitating effect of
even a night or a few weeks in jail can jeopardize employment (Fernandes, 2015; Grogger, 1995;
Sullivan, 1989).

In addition to reducing resources, ethnographic research has shown that incarceration is
associated with a number of financial costs for families derived from replacing in-kind
contributions to household labor, maintaining contact with prisoners, and supporting them
financially (Arditti et al., 2003; Braman, 2004; Comfort, 2008; Grinstead et al., 2001). The
amount of money family members spend on travel for prison visits, phone calls, quarterly
packages, and commissary has received the most attention (Comfort, 2008; deVuono-powell et
al., 2015; Grinstead et al., 2001), but families often take responsibility for attorney fees, fines,
and legal debt associated with involvement in the criminal justice system (Comfort, 2008;
deVuono-powell et al., 2015; Harris, 2016; Harris, Evans, & Beckett, 2010). Monetary sanctions
are imposed by judges across felony and misdemeanor offenses in amounts much higher than the
expected earnings of people who come into contact with the criminal justice system. Thus, for
disadvantaged families, even minimal criminal justice involvement (i.e., short jail stays) can
create long-term expenses (Harris, 2016; Harris et al., 2010).

The incarceration of women’s partners alters the economic resources available to them
and may shift responsibility for wage earning. Incarceration, then, is not unlike other family
transitions that reduce household resources. Both divorced women and women’s whose husbands

have become unemployed face substantial reductions in household income, and these events,
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under certain circumstances, have been shown to increase women’s labor supply (Bradbury &
Katz, 2002; Lundberg, 1985; Mattingly & Smith, 2010; Moehling, 2001; van Damme et al.,
2009). In the case of husband unemployment, wives labor market response has been termed the
“added worker effect.” The basic premise is that wives enter the labor market or increase the
hours they spend working in order to smooth out fluctuation in family income (Lundberg, 1985;
Mattingly & Smith, 2010; Moehling, 2001). Although incarceration has in common with divorce
and husband unemployment a potential to reduce economic resources, incarceration is distinct
for a few reasons. First, the families of incarcerated men are extremely disadvantaged — even
more so than families likely to experience divorce and unemployment. The poverty and racial
inequality these families already face may limit the applicability of an economic model that
balances one wage-earner’s income loss with gains of another. Even when the added worker
response was directly tested, Lundberg (1985) found only a small effect for white women from
low-income households and none at all for low-income black women.

Second, incarceration is incapacitating; it not only removes individuals from household
wage earning, it also places them in institutions that circumscribe their ability to participate in
family life (Western, 2006). Men often share childrearing responsibilities with the mothers of
their children prior to incarceration (Nurse, 2002), and the loss of this support, whether it be for a
jail stay of a few weeks or a prison sentence of several years, puts constraints on the time women
can devote to work activities. Furthermore, maintaining connections between children and
incarcerated fathers is time consuming; prisons in particular are often a distance from families’
homes, and the responsibility for child-father visits rests on women’s shoulders. The
incapacitation of prisoners and the additional caregiving responsibilities faced by their partners,

may limit women'’s ability to respond to income loss by increasing their labor supply. Previous
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findings, although limited, regarding the relationship between women’s employment and family
member incarceration suggest this is the case. Interviews with prison visitors providing primary
care for inmates’ children indicated a reduction in employment, despite substantial financial
strain resulting from family member absence. The authors suggested that the unavailability of the
incarcerated individual for childcare may increase work-family conflict and lead to labor market
exits (Arditti et al., 2003).

It is also possible that partner incarceration does not increase women’s employment
simply because employment is not the only way to cushion income loss. Families can respond to
financial strain by cutting back on expenditures, and ethnographic research has shown that
partners of incarcerated men sometimes forfeit their own consumption (e.g., tightening their
personal food budgets) in order to cover the costs of maintaining contact with an inmate and
providing him with basic comforts (Comfort, 2008; Fishman, 1988). Families of incarcerated
men also generate near-cash income through participation in public assistance programs such as
food stamps and Medicaid (Sugie, 2012). They may rely on work in the informal labor market —
such as cleaning houses, babysitting, and doing hair — which can offer flexibility to meet the care
needs of their families (Edin & Lein, 1997; Harris, 1993). Additionally, re-partnering and living
with other family members can be sources of income as well. Women may move to their parents’
home to reduce costs, and cohabiting with a new, employed partner may limit women’s need to

increase employment (van Damme et al., 2009).

2.2.1 Variation in the Association between Partner Incarceration and Work Hours

It is possible that incarceration will increase employment for some women but not others. For
one, the association between the incarceration of women’s partners and their employment may

depend on race/ethnicity. Previous research has suggested that the consequences of incarceration
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may be relatively minor for racial/ethnic minority women given pre-existing disparities in the
economic outcomes and exposure to incarceration (Chiricos et al., 2007; Massoglia et al., 2013;
Swisher & Waller, 2008; Turney & Wildeman, 2015). Massoglia and colleagues (2013), who
found a significant negative effect of incarceration on neighborhood attainment for white men
but not black men, argued that because black inmates come from such disadvantaged
neighborhoods they have much less to lose than white inmates. Blacks experience what has been
referred to as a “floor effect.” Turney and Wildeman (2015) used a similar explanation for
heterogeneity in the effect of maternal incarceration on child well-being. The authors reasoned
that incarceration may be least consequential for children most likely to experience incarceration
because these children, who already face significant disadvantages, cannot accumulate additional
adverse consequences; they have reached a point of saturation.

The concept of a “floor effect” or “reaching saturation” can be applied to women with
incarcerated partners in two ways. First, racial/ethnic minority women must contend with
economic barriers due to racial discrimination even if their partners never go to prison. Thus,
incarceration may do little to change their economic situation. They may have reached
saturation, in terms of accumulation of economic disadvantage. Second, racial/ethnic minority
women face disadvantages not only in general economic terms but specifically in the labor
market. Black and Hispanic women are often relegated to low-wage service sector and
caregiving jobs that provide few flexibilities when family circumstances change and women
need more hours (Burton & Tucker, 2009; Golden, 2005; Lambert, Haley-Lock, & Henly, 2012;
Reid, 2002; Reskin, 1999; Swanberg, Catsouphes, & Drescher-Burke, 2005). It may be that
racial/ethnic minority women are ““at capacity” — they are working as much as they can at their

current jobs, given the structure of low-wage work. Additionally, the compensatory effect of
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women’s employment may be smaller for black women whose labor force attachment has been
high relative to white women’s for decades (Amott & Matthaei, 1991; Casper & Bianchi, 2002).
The household economies of black families have long depended on women’s employment
(Collins, 2011; Furstenburg, 2007; Glenn, 1994), and perhaps loss of income due to incarceration
cannot easily be balanced with additional labor supply of an already employed woman. Finally,
disadvantaged families make decisions about employment in the context of public assistance
receipt. Potential reductions in these benefits when earnings increase (i.e., marginal tax rates)
may keep highly disadvantaged women from increasing their hours (Harris, 1993).

Variation in the association between partner incarceration and employment may also
derive from conditions of the incarceration itself, such as the length of the incarceration spell.
Returning to the concept of the added worker effect, one of the most important attributes of this
model is that changes in wives’ employment are timed to smooth out fluctuation in household
income — they are a response to temporary loss of income, rather than long-term loss. Permanent
decreases in income are expected to cause an adjustment in consumption which takes the place
of an employment response (Lundberg, 1985). In this study, I measured permanence versus
transience of incarceration in two ways. The first and most straightforward approach used
information on the duration of the incarceration spell. Following the assumptions of the added
worker effect, short spells of incarceration will be associated with higher employment, but longer
spells will not. We can think about permanence and transience in a second way. Suppose the first
time incarceration of a woman’s partner is more likely to represent a transitory income reduction,
while a second or third incarceration is a signal of a reoccurring or long-term problem associated
with permanent low income. Then, women will respond to first time incarcerations with an

employment increase but will adjust in other ways to a repeat occurrence.
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Finally, the impact of partner incarceration on women’s employment may depend on
family composition. Economic models regarding family labor supply decisions tend to focus on
households headed by married couples, but families have become increasing complex, and
divergence from the married bio-parent family model is particularly common among some
disadvantaged groups (Bumpass & Lu, 2000; Cancian & Haskins, 2014; Carlson & Furstenberg,
2006; Guzzo & Furstenberg, 2007; Raley, Sweeney, & Wondra, 2015; Sykes & Pettit, 2014).
Family composition may affect the degree of the economic instability families of incarcerated
men experience, the resources available in times of need, and, in turn, how women use their
employment as a resource to manage financial strain. In this study, I captured family
composition in two ways: the status of women’s relationship with her child’s father and multiple-
partner fertility. When a man’s economic resources are concentrated on a single household —
perhaps when he is married and/or has fathered children with only one woman — the loss of those
resources during a period of incarceration may be particularly challenging. The economic
consequences of men’s incarceration likely reverberate in more complex families — families
characterized by multiple partner fertility, cohabitation or non-residential relationships — because
they too receive formal and informal financial support (Geller et al., 2011). However, family
complexity may mean that men’s economic resources are diffused across households (Cancian &
Meyer, 2011; Carlson & Meyer, 2014; Sinkewicz & Garfinkel, 2009), and incarceration is less
consequential for each family’s economic well-being. In addition, women whose families are
complex may have structures in place, such as new partners and female kin, to support
fluctuations in the contributions of their children’s fathers (Edin & Lein, 1997; Kalil & Ryan,
2010; Patillo-McCoy, 1999; Stack, 1974). For example, women who have children with multiple

fathers may call on other fathers to step in when one father is unable to provide support.
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In sum, the incarceration of women’s partners creates a need for income from
employment by removing men from household wage earning, creating barriers to men’s
employment post-release, and exacerbating economic instability for their families. However,
women’s ability to increase employment may be constrained if women’s time is consumed by
childcare responsibilities and efforts to keep their families intact despite separation. In addition,
they may find other ways to make ends meet. Theory and recent research also suggests that the
association between partner incarceration and women’s employment may depend on how factors
such as race/ethnicity, conditions of incarceration and family composition structure the degree of

economic loss and resources available to women in times of need.

22.2 Additional Characteristics Associated with Partner Incarceration and Work Hours

The multivariate models include a number of control variables that are related to incarceration
and women’s employment. Immigrants are less likely than individuals born in the U.S. to be
incarcerated (Butcher & Piehl, 1998), and immigrant women are less likely to be employed
(MacPherson & Stewart, 1989; Schoeni, 1998). Age is associated with incarceration (Pettit &
Western, 2004). Childhood family structure is also associated with incarceration (Harper &
McLanahan, 2004), and it is an important mechanism for the reproduction of economic
inequality which may impact adult resources and employment (McLanahan & Percheski, 2008).
Human capital is an key determinant of women’s employment, and education is considered one
of the most important indicators of human capital (Becker, 1981; Percheski, 2008; Reid, 2002).
Education is also associated with incarceration (Carson, 2015). Other dimensions of human
capital include hourly wages, cognitive skills, and impulsivity (Percheski, 2008; Reid, 2002).
Intimate partner violence impedes a woman’s ability to hold a steady job (Riger, Staggs, &

Schewe, 2004; Tolman & Wang, 2005), as might having a drug or alcohol problem, or a history
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of incarceration (Blitz, 2006; Rose, Michalsen, Wiest, & Fabian, 2008; Tonkin, Dickie,
Alemagno, & Grove, 2004). These characteristics are also correlated with incarceration (Mumola

& Karberg, 2006; Western, 2006).

2.3 DATA, MEASURES, AND ANALYTIC STRATEGY

23.1 Data

I use data from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study (FFCWS), a longitudinal survey
that follows a cohort of new and mostly unmarried parents living in 20 large U.S. cities. The
study began with interviews of nearly 5,000 parents, conducted between February 1998 and
September 2000 (Reichman et al., 2001). Mothers were interviewed in the hospital following the
birth of their child, and fathers were interviewed in the hospital or shortly thereafter. Subsequent
interviews were conducted by phone one, three, five, nine, and fifteen years later. FFCWS
oversampled unmarried parents, which means the sample is economically disadvantaged and
includes a substantial number of men who came into contact with the penal system prior to or
during the course of the study. These data are particularly suitable for studying the impact of
partner incarceration on women’s employment because they include substantial information
about respondents’ family life and economic activity as well as factors that may affect the
likelihood of both partner incarceration and employment.

The final analytic sample for this paper consists of 3,780 observations. I rely on data
primarily from the three- and five-year surveys because men’s incarceration is most accurately
measured between these two surveys. Thus, of the 4,898 observations in the baseline sample, I
dropped 1,051 (21%) women who did not participate in both the three- and five-year surveys. |
dropped an additional 30 (<1%) observations in which the child’s father was no longer living at

the three-year survey. I excluded an additional 37 (1%) observations missing data on outcome



25

variables. I used multiple imputation by chained equations to preserve observations missing
values for other variables (White, Royston, & Wood, 2009). Few observations were missing data
on the independent variables. About 9 percent of observations were missing values for men’s
incarceration. All other control variables were missing for one percent or fewer of the
observations, with the exception of women’s most recent hourly wage and men’s pre-

incarceration financial contribution. Models using complete cases show nearly identical results.

232 Measures

Women’s employment. Women participating in the FFCWS study were asked whether they did
any regular work for pay in the week prior to the survey as well as the number of hours per week
they usually worked at their most recent job. Because a most recent job is not necessarily a
current job, I use information from both survey items regarding employment to construct an
outcome variable, hours of work, that represents the number of hours a woman works per week
in her current, formal sector job. Some analyses include a lagged measure of the dependent
variable.

Explanatory variable. My primary explanatory variable is recent partner incarceration.
A woman experienced the recent incarceration of her partner if the father of her child was
incarcerated between the three- and five-year surveys, including incarceration at the five-year
survey. Incarceration was captured in the FFCWS survey in three ways: through women’s direct
reports; through administration of men’s survey in prison or jail; and from indirect reports that a
woman’s partner is or was incarcerated (e.g., reports incarceration as a reason the man was
unable to find a job) (Turney & Wildeman, 2013). Consistent with other research in the area, |
use both men’s and women’s reports of incarceration at and between surveys to construct the

measure of recent partner incarceration.
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The inclusion of multiple measures of incarceration in the survey means that the data
provide an excellent opportunity to investigate the consequences of men’s incarceration for their
families; however, the measure of recent incarceration is subject to limitations. The data do not
include information about whether a woman’s partner was incarcerated in jail or prison, and
these two types of incarceration may differentially impact women’s employment. As with many
longitudinal studies, the precise timing of events that occurred between surveys is a problem
across variables. Thus, information regarding the exact timing of incarceration between the
three- and five-year surveys is not available. In addition, information about the duration of
incarceration is available for only 81 percent of observations in which women experience the
recent incarceration of their partner, and this information is not missing at random. Because the
duration of an incarceration spell may shape the economic impact on a family and thus, women’s
employment response, I use this information in supplemental analyses which are described
below. Further data collection efforts should attend to duration more thoroughly so that stronger
conclusions can be drawn.

Control variables. The analyses adjust for several individual-level characteristics
associated with women’s employment and attachment to incarcerated men. These variables are
measured at or before the three-year survey, prior to the measurement of recent incarceration.
Demographic controls include women’s race/ethnicity (non-Hispanic White, non-Hispanic
Black, Hispanic, non-Hispanic other race) and two dichotomous variables indicating a woman
was born outside the United States and the woman lived with both parents at age 15. All are
measured at the baseline interview. Age is a continuous variable measured at the three-year
survey. The analyses also control for several measures of human capital. Educational attainment

is a categorical variable with four mutually exclusive categories (less than high school diploma,
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high school diploma or GED, some college, and college degree) measured at the three-year
survey. Hourly wage is a continuous variable indicating a woman’s hourly wage at her current or
most recent job. Women’s cognitive scores are derived from a set of eight questions taken from
the Similarities Subtest of the Weschler Adult Intelligence Scale — Revised (WAIS-R).
Impulsivity is based on an average of each woman’s responses (1 = strongly disagree to 4 =
strongly agree) to an abbreviated form of Dickman's (1990) impulsivity scale. The six questions
included in the scale are: “I will often say whatever comes into my head without thinking first;”
“Often, I don’t spend enough time thinking over a situation before I act;” “I often say and do
things without considering the consequences;” “I often get into trouble because I don’t think
before I act;” “Many times, the plans I make don’t work out because I haven’t gone over them
carefully enough in advance;” and “I often make up my mind without taking the time to consider
the situation from all angles” (o = .84) (Wildeman et al., 2012). A dichotomous variable
indicates whether the respondent reported she was in fair or poor health. Depression and drug or
alcohol problem are both assessed using women’s responses to the Composite International
Diagnostic Interview - Short Form (CIDI-SF) (Kessler, Andrews, Mroczek, Ustun, & Wittchen,
1998). Own incarceration history is based on the woman’s report that she has spent time in a
correctional institution as of the three-year survey.

An array of variables measuring family economic resources are also included. Earnings
from informal work measures women’s total previous year earnings from “off the books” work,
work in the illicit labor market, and work in her own business that she does not report as regular
work. Household income is a measure representing household income in relation to the poverty
line, which is established by the Census Bureau and based on household size and composition.

The measure corresponds to the year prior to the three-year survey and is included in models as a
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series of five dummy variables: less than 50 percent of the poverty line, 50-99 percent of the
poverty line, 100-199 percent of the poverty line, 200-299 percent of the poverty line, and 300
percent of the poverty line or higher. Use of public assistance is a dichotomous variable
indicating whether a woman received TANF, Food Stamps, Medicaid, or Social Security Income
(SSI) in the year prior to the three-year interview. Partner financial support is a dichotomous
variable that measures whether or not the partner provided financial support to the woman in the
12 months leading up to the three-year survey. A partner is considered to have provided financial
support if he was living with the woman and employed in either the formal or informal labor
market, or he was not living with the woman but provided formal or informal child support
(Geller et al., 2011). Although researchers have calculated the amount of partners’ financial
contribution at the five-year survey, it is not possible to construct the same continuous measure
at the three-year survey due to an inconsistency in survey questions. Partner prior incarceration
indicates whether or not a woman’s partner was incarcerated at some point before the three-year
survey. This measure is distinct from recent incarceration; each measure refers to a separate time
period in which incarceration occurred. Some women have partners who experience both recent
and prior incarceration.

Other household and family characteristics include number of children under the age of
five in the household at year three. Relationship status is a categorical variable indicating
women’s relationship with her child’s father. Four mutually exclusive categories (separated,
married, cohabiting, non-residential romantic relationship) make up the measure. Involved with a
new partner is a binary measure indicating whether a woman was in a romantic relationship with
a partner other than the father of the focal child at the three-year survey. Own multiple partner

fertility indicates whether a woman has children with men other than the partner/focal child’s
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father, and partner multiple partner fertility indicates whether the child’s father has children with
other women. Finally, intimate partner violence is based on the woman’s report that her partner
at the time of the three-year interview (either her child’s father if she was romantically involved
with him or a new partner) tried to keep her from seeing or talking to friends and family, tried to
prevent her from going to work or school, withheld money, slapped, kicked or hit her, or tried to
make her have sex or do sexual things she did not want to do (McLanahan et al., 2014).
Moderators. In some analyses, I consider five moderators of the association between
recent partner incarceration and women’s hours of work: race/ethnicity, partner prior
incarceration, relationship status, women’s own multiple partner fertility, and partner’s multiple

partner fertility. All are measured as stated above.

2.3.3  Analytic Strategy

In the first analytic stage, I estimate women’s hours of work as a function of recent partner
incarceration. Hours of work is a continuous dependent variable, so I use ordinary least squares
(OLS) regression. Hours of work is not normally distributed, (a large number of women worked
zero hours last week); thus, I also performed a Tobit analysis, which yielded substantively
similar results. Results from OLS models are presented because they are more easily
interpretable. Model 1 includes recent partner incarceration, the key explanatory variable, and
partner’s prior incarceration as a control. Model 2 adds a wide range of control variables
measuring women’s individual and family circumstances as described above. In Model 3, I add a
lagged measure of the dependent variable. Thus, any persistent association between partner
incarceration and women’s hours of work at the five-year survey is net of work hours at the
three-year survey, or before the start of the most recent incarceration. Although the inclusion of a

lagged dependent variable cannot fully rule out the possibility that an association between
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partner incarceration and hours of work is spurious, considered in conjunction with a rich set of
controls, a significant association between incarceration and hours of work in this model would
provide more convincing evidence of a causal effect (Finkel, 1995).

In the second analytic stage, I consider five potential moderators of the association
between recent partner incarceration and women’s hours of work: race/ethnicity, partner prior
incarceration, relationship status, women’s multiple partner fertility, and their partners’ multiple
partner fertility. In the third and final analytic stage, I consider the relationship between duration
of incarceration and women’s hours of work. To do so, I utilize an alternative specification of the
explanatory variable, recent partner incarceration, that includes information about length of the
incarceration spell (see Table 2.4). This variable consists of four categories: recent incarceration
less than three months (6 percent), recent incarceration three months or greater (12 percent),

duration missing (5 percent), and no recent incarceration (77 percent).

2.3.4  Sample Description

Table 2.1 shows descriptive statistics for all variables. Including those who did not work, women
in the sample worked, on average, 22 hours per week at the five-year survey. The sample is
relatively disadvantaged across a range of demographic and socioeconomic characteristics.
Recent incarceration of women’s partners is common; 23 percent of women are attached to
incarcerated men. About 78 percent of women are racial/ethnic minorities, and nearly 15 percent
are born outside the U.S. More than half (57 percent) of women had no more than a high school
diploma or GED. At the three-year survey, about 13 percent of women report fair or poor health,
and 14 percent report depression. More than half are in a romantic relationship with their

partner/child’s father, and 18 percent are involved with a new partner. About 42 percent of



31

women’s household incomes are below the poverty line, and nearly two-thirds receive some

form of public assistance.

2.4  RESULTS

2.4.1 Estimating Women’s Work Hours

Table 2.2 shows multivariate results from OLS models estimating women’s hours of work as a
function of recent partner incarceration. Model 1, which adjusts only for partner’s prior
incarceration, shows no statistically significant relationship between recent partner incarceration
and women’s hours of work. Model 2 adjusts for the full set of control variables, and recent
partner incarceration is associated with about two additional hours of work per week (p < .10).
The increase in magnitude of the relationship between recent incarceration and hours of work
suggests that some control variables act as suppressors. For example, recent incarceration is
positively associated with hours of work (see Model 1), but recent incarceration is negatively
associated with women’s education, and education is positively associated with hours of work.
When I adjust for the lagged dependent variable in Model 3, the size of the coefficient for recent

incarceration decreases and is not statistically significant, even at the .10 level.

24.2 Variation in the Association between Partner Incarceration and Work Hours

In the second analytic stage I consider how the association between recent partner incarceration
and women’s hours of work varies by individual and partner characteristics. Figure 2.1 shows
predicted hours of work based on five models that include separately: 1) recent partner
incarceration X race/ethnicity, 2) recent partner incarceration X partner prior incarceration, 3)
recent partner incarceration X relationship status, 4) recent partner incarceration X multiple

partner fertility, and 5) recent partner incarceration X partner’s multiple partner fertility.
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Statistically significant differences (at p <.03), indicated by open markers, are determined by
estimating first differences (or the effect of changing an average observation from no recent
incarceration to recent incarceration) rather than by confidence intervals (see Figure A2.1). Table
2.3 presents coefficients for the variables of interest and their interaction terms.

Turning first to variation by race/ethnicity. Panel A in Figure 2.1 shows that white
women who have recently incarcerated partners work significantly more hours than white
women who do not have recently incarcerated partners (p <.05). White women with recently
incarcerated partners work about 24.3 hours, and white women whose partners have not been
recently incarcerated work about 19.2 hours. Panel B shows predicted hours of work from a
model that includes the interaction between recent and prior incarceration. Among women whose
partners have no history of incarceration, women whose partners are incarcerated for the first
time work about 26.7 hours, and women whose partners are not incarcerated work about 21.7
hours. There is no statistically significant relationship between recent incarceration and hours of
work for women whose partner have a history of incarceration.

Panels C through E in Figure 2.1 show variation in the relationship between partner
incarceration and hours of work by three measures of family complexity. Regarding relationship
status, a significant difference in predicted hours of work is found only among women married to
the incarcerated man at the three-year survey (p < .07). Married women with recently
incarcerated partners work about 26.7 hours, and married women whose partners have not been
recently incarcerated work about 19.6 hours. In addition, women who have children only with a
recently incarcerated partner work 24.2 hours, while other women who have children with one
father work 21.7 hours. There is no statistically significant variation by partner’s multiple partner

fertility.
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To further explore variation by conditions of the incarceration, I consider an alternative
specification of the recent partner incarceration variable that includes information on duration
(see Table 2.4). Incarceration spells lasting less than three months are more strongly associated
with increases in women’s employment than spells last three months or more. In Model 6, which
includes all control variables and a lagged measure of the dependent variable, the coefficient for
incarceration lasting less than three months is 3.7. Thus, women whose partners are incarcerated
for less than three months work nearly four hours more than women whose partners are not
incarcerated (p <.0I). The coefficient for incarceration lasting three months or longer is -.15
and statistically different from the coefficient for incarceration lasting less than 3 months (p <
.05). Because a large number of observations are missing information on duration, and the nature

of missingness is non-random, these results should be considered preliminary.

2.5 DISCUSSION

Research has documented the diminished employment opportunities and earnings associated
with a having a criminal record (Holzer, 2009; Pager, 2003; Pager, Bonikowski, et al., 2009;
Pager, Western, et al., 2009) as well as the economic consequences of men’s incarceration for
their families (deVuono-powell et al., 2015; Geller et al., 2011; Schwartz-Soicher et al., 2011).
Yet, little research has considered how men’s incarceration is associated with the employment of
the women they leave behind. This is an unfortunate oversight; given the loss of household
income and costs associated with imprisonment (deVuono-powell et al., 2015; Grinstead et al.,
2001; Johnson, 2008), incarceration has the potential to alter the employment of not only
incarcerated individuals but also the women to whom they are connected. In addition, this

omission leaves the gendered consequences of incarceration for employment unexplored.
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I use data from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study to investigate the
relationship between men’s imprisonment and their partners’ employment as well as variation in
the association. I find no statistically significant relationship between partner incarceration and
women’s hours of work, but, consistent with previous research (Chiricos et al., 2007; Massoglia
et al., 2013; Swisher & Waller, 2008; Turney & Wildeman, 2015), attention solely to the
“average effects” of incarceration masks heterogeneity. A significant, positive association is
evident among white women, married women, women who have children only with the
incarcerated partner, women experiencing their partners’ first incarcerations and women whose
partners are incarcerated for less than three months. Among these groups, women whose partners
had been recently incarcerated work more hours than their counterparts, even when accounting
for the number of hours they worked prior to incarceration.

It is notable that women most impacted by the incarceration of their partners tend to
belong to more socially and economically advantaged groups — and the groups least likely to
experience the incarceration of their partners. There are several possible explanations for these
results. First, women with economic advantages, relative to other women who experience partner
incarceration, may have more to lose when their partners are imprisoned (Chiricos et al., 2007,
Massoglia et al., 2013). Men’s pre-incarceration financial contributions among the recently
incarcerated group suggests this may be the case. Receipt of financial support from their partners
is more common among groups of women where the effects of incarceration are strongest (i.e.,
whites, married women, women who share children with only one father, and women whose
partners have no history of incarceration) (see Table A2.1). Women in more advantaged groups
may be more likely to lose not only the contributions of their incarcerated partners but also a set

of economic resources concentrated on them. For example, a married man or a father who shares
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children with only one mother likely focuses his economic resources on a single household.
Because his resources are not dispersed, the actual amount of his financial contribution and the
resultant loss due to incarceration may be greater. A second possibility is that women from more
advantaged groups may have been working fewer hours than possible at their current employers.
Because wives have the advantage of sharing resources with their partners, they may have
worked fewer hours than their jobs allowed. If their employment was not “at capacity,” there
may have been “room to grow” in the wake of their partners’ incarceration. Similarly, white
women'’s labor market positioning relative to other women who have incarcerated partners may
mean that they were working better jobs where their hours can be expanded.

That partner incarceration and employment are not linked for women most likely to
experience the incarceration of their partners suggests that their employment was driven by other
factors. Incarceration is a racialized phenomenon. For black women, involvement with the penal
system via the fathers of their children creates a marginalized status that intersects with their
other marginalized statuses (Christian & Thomas, 2009). Thus, black women with incarcerated
partners comprise a highly disadvantaged group. Fewer black women in the analytic sample are
employed in either the formal or informal labor market prior to their partner’s most recent
incarceration. In addition, more black women live in poverty and receive public assistance (see
Table A2.1). Thus, the economic barriers black women face anyway, including chronic
unemployment of the men in their lives, their own positioning in the labor market, and their
involvement in means-tested public assistance programs, may attenuate the impact of
incarceration on their families’ finances and constitute more significant drivers of the amount of

time they spend working.
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Although similar arguments could be applied to women whose partners are incarcerated
for the first time and for relatively short amounts of time, the concept of the added worker effect
provides a more straightforward explanation. First-time and shorter incarcerations may represent
a temporary reduction in household income that women respond to by increasing their
employment. Higher levels of employment, particularly in the absence of a partner, may be more
difficult to sustain in the long-term, so women adjust household consumption when incarceration
appears more permanent. Women experiencing first-time and short-term incarceration of their
partners are likely to have partners incarcerated in jail. Although I am unable to distinguish jail
from prison stays in the FFCWS data, these results suggest that future research should
investigate how various forms and stages of criminal justice contact differentially impact family
economic instability and women’s employment response. The temporary versus permanent
expectation of the added worker model also lends itself to an explanation regarding positive
findings among whites and null findings for blacks and Hispanics. The incarceration of white
men may be more likely to represent a short-term reduction in family income, but the
incarceration of black men may be a signal of low permanent income (Lundberg, 1985). This
explanation is supported by what we know about underemployment among racial/ethnic minority
men as well as racial/ethnic disparities in sentencing and employment prospects upon release
from prison (Malveaux, 1981, 1990, Pager, 2003, 2007; Pager, Bonikowski, et al., 2009; Pettit &

Western, 2004; Western, 2006).

2.5.1 Study Limitations

The FFCWS data set is frequently used to assess the impact of incarceration on children and
families; however, it is subject to some important limitations. First, the study was not originally

intended for use in examining the effects of incarceration on families; thus it is limited in how
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much information it contains about the conditions of incarceration. For example, information
about the type of facility in which the partner is incarcerated is not available in the public release
data, although it was gathered at the one-, three-, and five-year surveys. Researchers have gained
access to this information, but a great deal of the data is missing and has been used cautiously
(Wildeman et al., 2016). Information about the duration of incarceration is more readily available
but still incomplete. This is particularly important for the current study, which incorporates
duration of incarceration into the analysis. The results from these models should be considered
preliminary, as additional data is needed for confirmation. Other information such as whether
and how often women visit their partners as well as the distance of correctional facilities from
families is simply unavailable. These factors likely have important consequences for the
economic impact of incarceration on families and, in turn, how women use employment as a
resource. Without additional information about the conditions surrounding the incarceration, and
particularly costs incurred by families, the mechanisms linking partner incarceration to
employment for certain groups remain unclear. To be sure, our understanding of the collateral
consequences of incarceration for families would be enhanced by the collection of more reliable
data on the conditions of incarceration.

Additionally, the FFCWS sample is relatively small when compared to other longitudinal
surveys (e.g., the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, the National Longitudinal Study of
Adolescent to Adult Health), but it is the only dataset suitable for the analyses presented here, as
it includes information about both incarcerated men and their female partners. The relatively
small sample size means that subdividing the sample to examine moderators of the association
between partner incarceration and women’s employment results in a small number of cases in the

relevant subgroups (see Table A2.1). Therefore, the findings of this study should be interpreted
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with caution, but they do provide a consistent signal that the relationship between partner
incarceration and women’s work hours is evident only among more advantaged groups of
women.

Finally, longitudinal data are ideal for identifying causal relationships, but in these
analyses threats to causal inference have not been eliminated entirely. I take several steps to
reduce concern about such threats, such as appropriately time-ordering variables, controlling for
a wide range of potential confounders, and including a lagged measure of the dependent variable.
Although lagged dependent variable models bring us one step closer to identifying causal
associations, such models do not capture the ongoing process through which women make
decisions about their employment in response to their economic resources and family lives. The
analyses suggest a link, among some groups, between the incarceration of women’s partners and
the number of hours they work, but it would be unwise to make causal conclusions about this

relationship.

2.5.2 Conclusion

The results of this paper indicate a null average association between partner incarceration and the
number of hours women work. This suggests that a large proportion of the disadvantaged women
whose partners are removed from their family systems via incarceration do not use employment
as an modifiable resource during a time that both qualitative and quantitative research have
characterized as financially destabilizing. Thus, for the most part, it appears that the reduction in
men’s employment due to incarceration does not have its counterweight in their female partners’
increased employment. Nonetheless, consideration of heterogeneity in the impact of
incarceration shows that women in more advantaged positions — women for whom incarceration

may be less common and a more notable economic and social shock — do work additional hours
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when their partners are imprisoned. Thus, the findings of this study contribute conceptually to
scholarship on the collateral consequences of incarceration by providing additional evidence that
the impact of incarceration on family outcomes is shaped, in part, by the conditions of
confinement and by the array of advantages and disadvantages conferred by racial/ethnic group
membership and family composition — two predictors of a wide variety of family and individual
outcomes. This has important implications for the reproduction of inequality. That women who
have some economic advantages (e.g., white women, married women) may respond to partner
incarceration with more hours at work, and women who have fewer economic advantages (e.g.,
black women, unmarried women) may not, suggests at least a maintenance, if not a deepening, of
economic inequality. Because women most at risk of partner incarceration are an extremely
disadvantaged group, and the disadvantages they face regardless of their partners’ incarceration
may be the more significant drivers of their labor force participation, efforts to support such
women may require greater attention to poverty and the conditions of low-wage employment.

It may be that most women cannot increase their work hours in response to changes in
income and expenses associated with their partners’ incarceration simply because they already
have too much to do. They already shoulder the burden of balancing their families’ economic
and caregiving needs. Partner incarceration may increase the need for additional income from
employment, but it strips families of the human resources that can make meeting both the
financial needs and the caregiving needs of their families easier. Future research should examine
more directly the consequences of family member incarceration for the work-family interface.
This study contributes to a growing body of literature that has documented the consequences of
mass incarceration for families. It highlights racial inequalities, gender inequalities and

inequalities between families. Given the predominant focus on former prisoners’ employment in



previous research and the importance of employment for making ends meet in the context of
diminishing public safety nets, understanding the consequences, or lack thereof, of men’s
incarceration for women’s employment, adds a new dimension to our understanding of the

collateral consequences of incarceration.
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Table 2.1. Descriptive Statistics of All Variables Included in Analysis

Full Sample

Mean or Percent SD
Dependent variable
Hours of work (y5) 21.94 20.12
Key independent variable
Partner recent incarceration (y5) 22.7
Control Variables
Race/Ethnicity (b)
non-Hispanic White 21.7
non-Hispanic Black 48.7
Hispanic 26.1
Non-Hispanic other race/ethnicity 3.6
Age (y3) 28.17 6.05
Education (y3)
Less than High School 27.9
HS Diploma or GED 29.5
Some college 30.3
Bachelors degree or higher 12.3
Lived with both parents at age 15 (b) 43.0
Immigrant (b) 14.6
Hourly wage at most recent job (y3) 11.19 6.91
Earnings from informal work (y3) 595.95 5,504.38
Cognitive score (y3) 6.77 2.65
Impulsivity (y3) 2.03 .61
Fair or poor health (y3) 13.4
Depression (y3) 14.1
Drug or alcohol problem (y3) 9
Own incarceration history (y3) 2.9
Intimate partner violence (y3) 12.3
No. of children <age 5 in household (y3) 1.61 .81
Relationship status (with partner) (y3)
Separated 422
Married 323
Cohabiting 222
Non-residential romantic 33
Involved with new partner (y3) 18.4
Own multiple partner fertility (y3) 393
Partner multiple partner fertility (y3) 40.6
Household income (y3)
<50% of poverty line 22.2
50-99% of poverty line 19.5
100-199% of poverty line 25.2
200-299% of poverty line 13.8
300+% of poverty line 19.3
Public assistance (y3) 62.5
Partner provides financial support (y3) 73.9
Partner prior incarceration (y3) 43.4
N 3,780

Note: b = measured at baseline survey; y3 = measured at 3-year survey; y5 = measured at 5-year survey
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Table 2.2. Regression Models Estimating Women’s Hours of Work

Model 2 Model 3
Unadjusted + Controls + Lagged DV
Recent partner incarceration 1.735¢ 1.191
(0.945) (0.879)
Race/Ethnicity (ref. Non-Hispanic white)
Non-Hispanic Black 4.956%** 2.491**
(0.920) (0.864)
Hispanic 3.474%%* 1.8367F
(1.051) (0.983)
Non-Hispanic other race/ethnicity 2.863 1.502
(1.891) (1.765)
Age -0.075 -0.088
(0.063) (0.059)
Education (ref. Less than High School)
HS Diploma or GED 4.220%** 2.471%*
(0.867) (0.813)
Some college 4.841%H* 2.324%*
(0.930) (0.875)
Bachelors degree or higher 3.775% 1.365
(1.459) (1.370)
Lived with both parents at age 15 -0.071 -0.110
(0.697) (0.652)
Immigrant -0.754 -0.582
(1.091) (1.020)
Hourly wage at most recent job 0.142%* 0.156**
(0.055) (0.049)
Earnings from informal work 0.00006 0.00007
(0.00006) (0.00005)
Cognitive score 0.127 0.174
(0.133) (0.125)
Impulsivity -1.074* -0.710
(0.542) (0.505)
Fair or poor health -2.121* -1.345
(0.962) (0.899)
Depression -1.537 -0.705
(0.944) (0.882)
Drug or alcohol problem -7.905* -5.315%
(3.364) (3.150)
Own Incarceration history -4.536* -3.3037
(1.920) (1.789)
Intimate partner violence 1.008 1.027
(1.014) (0.946)
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Table 2.2. (continued)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Unadjusted + Controls + Lagged DV
No. of children <age 5 in household -0.671 -0.254
(0.410) (0.383)
Relationship status (ref. Separated)
Married -6.028*** -2.600*
(1.065) (1.004)
Cohabiting -1.721% -0.846
(0.993) (0.927)
Non-residential romantic 1.397 1.278
(1.851) (1.728)
Involved with new partner -0.828 -0.576
(0.989) (0.923)
Own multiple partner fertility -0.620 -0.740
(0.741) (0.692)
Partner multiple partner fertility 1.548%* 1.239¢
(0.730) (0.679)
Household income (ref. <50% of poverty line)
50-99% of poverty line 5.322%%* 2.560%*
(0.982) (0.924)
100-199% of poverty line 7.400%** 2.928%*
(0.979) (0.933)
200-299% of poverty line 12.023%*** 6.023%**
(1.247) (1.190)
300+% of poverty line 11.167%** 5.023%**
(1.356) (1.289)
Public assistance -1.151 0.624
(0.842) (0.790)
Partner provides financial support 1.820* 1.325%
(0.826) (0.767)
Partner prior incarceration -1.496 -0.429 -0.595
(0.755) (0.780) (0.728)
Hours of work (y3) 0.380%**
(0.016)
Constant 22.441 13.440 8.964**
Adjusted R-squared 0.0006 0.096 0.213
N 3,780 3,780 3,780

fp<.10 *p<.05 F¥p< 0l ***p<.001I (two-sided tests).
y3 = measured at 3-year survey.



44

Table 2.3. OLS Regression Models Estimating Women’s Hours of Work with Interactions
Model 3 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11
+ Incarceration + Own multiple + Partner
All controls + Race/ethnicity history + Relationship partner fertility  multiple partner
and LDV interaction interaction status interaction interaction fertility inter.
S SE S SE S SE S SE S SE S SE

Recent partner incarceration 1.191 (.879) 5.077 (1.978) 5.073 (1.787) 1.106 (1.110) 2.425 (1.146) 2.309  (1.235)
Race/ethnicity (ref. Non-Hispanic white)

Non-Hispanic Black 3.325 (0.978)

Hispanic 2.894 (1.092)

Non-Hispanic other race/ethnicity 2.126  (1.923)
Race/ethnicity x recent partner incarceration

Non-Hispanic Black x recent partner inc. -4.258 (2.187)

Hispanic x recent partner incarceration -5.557 (2.504)

Non-Hispanic other race/ethnicity -3.345 (5.035)
Incarceration history 0.200 (0.787)
Incarceration history x recent partner inc. -5.007 (2.010)
Residential Status (ref. is separated)

Married -3.156  (1.055)

Cohabiting -0.429 (1.014)

Non-residential romantic 1.313 (2.136)
Residential Status x recent incarceration

Married 5.966 (2.524)

Cohabiting -2.740 (2.004)

Non-residential romantic -0.046 (3.534)
Own multiple partner fertility -0.122  (0.795)
Own multiple partner fertility x recent partner inc. -2.413  (1.536)
Partner multiple partner fertility 1.761 (0.785)
Partner multiple partner fertility x recent inc. -2.027  (1.616)
Constant 8.964 8.075 8.490 9.048 8.647 8.731
Adjusted R-squared 0.213 0.213 0.214 0.214 0.213 0.213
N 3,780 3,780 3,780 3,780 3,780 3,780
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Table 2.4. OLS Regression Models Estimating Women’s Hours of Work with Alternative
Specification of Recent Partner Incarceration: Duration

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Unadjusted + Controls + Lagged DV
Recent partner incarceration (ref. no incarceration)
Less than 3 months 4.491%* 5.105%* 3.716%*
(1.555) (1.500) 1.420
3 months or greater -0.733 0.306 -0.152
(1.186) (1.174) 1.090
Missing duration -1.362 0.016 0.608
(1.779) (1.746) (1.640)
Race/Ethnicity (ref. Non-Hispanic white)
Non-Hispanic Black 5.066%** 2.581%*
(0.920) (0.865)
Hispanic 3.507%* 1.857F
(1.050) (0.983)
Non-Hispanic other race/ethnicity 2.902 1.533
(1.888) (1.763)
Age -0.076 -0.091
(0.063) (0.059)
Education (ref. Less than High School)
HS Diploma or GED 4.158%#* 2.440%*
(0.866) (0.813)
Some college 4.696%** 2.236*
(0.930) (0.875)
Bachelors degree or higher 3.710%* 1.344
(1.459) (1.370)
Lived with both parents at age 15 -0.061 -0.098
(0.697) (0.651)
Immigrant -0.813 -0.625
(1.091) (1.020)
Hourly wage at most recent job 0.144%* 0.157%*
(0.055) (0.049)
Earnings from informal work 0.00006 0.00007
(0.00006) (0.00005)
Cognitive score 0.125 0.173
(0.133) (0.125)
Impulsivity -1.0557 -0.683
(0.542) (0.505)
Fair or poor health -2.166* -1.378
(0.961) (0.898)
Depression -1.600+ -0.767
(0.944) (0.882)
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Unadjusted + Controls + Lagged DV
Drug or alcohol problem -8.045% -5.482F
(3.368) (3.152)
Own Incarceration history -4.473% -3.2517
(1.919) (1.788)
Intimate partner violence 0.814 0.888
(1.016) (0.948)
No. of children <age 5 in household -0.709+ -0.283
(0.410) (0.383)
Relationship status (ref. Separated)
Married -6.118%** -2.671%*
(1.064) (1.004)
Cohabiting -1.9437 -1.009
(0.994) (0.929)
Non-residential romantic 1.285 1.214
(1.849) (1.728)
Involved with new partner -0.944 -0.672
(0.989) (0.923)
Own multiple partner fertility -0.568 -0.706
(0.741) (0.692)
Partner multiple partner fertility 1.519% 1.2127
(0.730) (0.679)
Household income (ref. <50% of poverty line)
50-99% of poverty line 5.169%** 2.458%*
(0.983) (0.925)
100-199% of poverty line 7.284%** 2.864%*
(0.979) (0.933)
200-299% of poverty line 11.888*** 5.944 %%
(1.246) (1.190)
300+% of poverty line 11.165%** 5.038%**
(1.355) (1.289)
Public assistance -1.141 0.635
(0.842) (0.790)
Partner provides financial support 1.599% 1.178
(0.834) (0.773)
Partner prior incarceration -1.2617 -0.263 -0.455
(0.757) (0.781) (0.729)
Hours of work (y3) 0.378%%**
(0.016)
Constant 22.367%** 13.861 9.259%*
Adjusted R-squared 0.003 0.098 0.214
N 3,780 3,780 3,780

fp<.10 *p<.05 F*p<.0] ***p<.001I (two-sided tests). y3 = measured at 3-year survey.



Figure 2.1. Predicted Hours of Work as a Function of Recent Partner Incarceration and
Interaction Terms
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Chapter 3. THE THIRD SHIFT: MULTIPLE JOB HOLDING AND
THE INCARCERATION OF WOMEN’S ROMANTIC
PARTNERS

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The dramatic rise in women’s labor force participation has been one of the most substantial
changes in the family over the past half-century. Women’s increasing responsibility for wage-
earning and continued responsibility for housework and childcare means that many women work
a double-day, with motherhood and household duties constituting a “second shift” (Hochschild,
2003). Although many working women struggle to balance their first and second shifts, work-
family issues for women at the top and bottom of the income distribution are quite different. For
professional-managerial women — who have often been at the center of work-family research —
the central problem is how to spend time with their families when their jobs require long, rigid
work hours. For women working low-wage jobs, the work-family dilemma centers on how to
work enough hours to support their families financially while still providing sufficient care
(Bianchi, 2011; Bianchi & Milkie, 2010; Blair-Loy, 2003; Collins & Mayer, 2010; Reynolds,
2005; Taylor, Funk, & Clark, 2007). The dilemma for low-income women is compounded by the
underemployment of the men in their lives. Low-income women often shoulder the burden of
supporting families without adequate contributions from their partners and children’s fathers —
men who face structural barriers to employment and involvement in their children’s lives. These
circumstances characterize what race and poverty scholars have described (directly or indirectly)
as the “the third burden:” socially disadvantaged women, particularly black women, must

contend with not only their own positioning within race or class and gender structures but also
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the fate of the men to whom they are connected (Bianchi, 2011; Bianchi & Milkie, 2010; Edin &
Kefalas, 2005; Malveaux, 1990; Roberts, 2004).

The fate of disadvantaged men is not limited to underemployment. The expansion of
mass incarceration over the past 50 years coupled with inequalities embedded in the system
means that incarceration has become a common experience for black men, who are incarcerated
at a rate nine times that of non-Hispanic whites (Mechoulan, 2011), and other racially and
socioeconomically disadvantaged men (Carson, 2015; Glaze & Kaeble, 2015; Harlow, 2003;
Pettit & Western, 2004). Consequentially, the removal of men from family systems has become a
common event for disadvantaged women (Lee, McCormick, Hicken, & Wildeman, 2015). If, as
research suggests, the conditions of low-wage jobs make balancing work and family difficult
(Henly & Lambert, 2014; Williams, 2010), then the predominance of family member
incarceration in the same women’s lives may create additional complications. We know that
women’s family obligations often structure their labor force participation. Marriage, child birth,
husband unemployment and divorce — family events that alter caregiving responsibilities and
economic resources — shape women’s employment, particularly for white and higher-income
women (Bradbury & Katz, 2002; Brewster & Rindfuss, 2000; Cohen & Bianchi, 1999;
Lundberg, 1985; Mattingly & Smith, 2010; Reid, 2002; van Damme et al., 2009). Incarceration
of women’s partners — which also alters caregiving responsibilities and economic resources
(Arditti, Lamber-Shute, & Joest, 2003; Braman, 2004; Comfort, 2008; deVuono-powell,
Schweidler, Walters, & Zohrabi, 2015; Geller, Garfinkel, & Western, 2011; Schwartz-Soicher,
Geller, & Garfinkel, 2011) — may be an important family event for low-income and racial/ethnic
minority women and their employment.

In this paper, I use data from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing study (FFCWS), a

longitudinal study of mostly unmarried parents who gave birth to a child between 1998 and 2000,
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to examine how men’s incarceration is associated with multiple job holding among their female
partners. In an unstable low-wage labor market where employers often rely on part-time staff
(Kalleberg, 2000; Tilly, 1996), multiple job holding may be one way that low-skill women work
enough hours to support their families financially. Chapter 2 showed that the incarceration of a
woman’s partner is not, on average, associated with the number of hours she works at her main
job. If, instead, partner incarceration increases the likelihood that a woman takes on a second job,
it would suggest that these circumstances not only constitute a third burden but literally lead to a
“third shift” — to additional employment necessary for meeting the needs of family members both

inside and outside of prison.

3.2 BACKGROUND

3.2.1 Linking Partner Incarceration and Women'’s Employment

There are several reasons to expect that men’s incarceration will prompt their female partners to
take on second jobs. Men often provide a primary source of income to their families prior to
incarceration (Braman, 2004; Glaze & Maruschak, 2010; Travis, McBride, & Solomon, 2005).
Although their pre-incarceration wages may be modest, men’s removal from household wage
earning can be financially destabilizing for families (deVuono-powell et al., 2015; Johnson,
2008; Schwartz-Soicher et al., 2011). Even women who do not live with their children’s fathers
may lose important financial resources when their children’s fathers are incarcerated, as non-
residential fathers often make contributions in the form of child support (Geller et al., 2011;
Nepomnyaschy & Garfinkel, 2007). The incapacitation effect of incarceration on men’s
employment can deprive families of income in the short- and long-term, and release from prison
does not ensure a return to wage earning. Men with criminal records often struggle to find work

and earn low wages when they do find work (Holzer, 2009; Kling, 2006, Pager, 2003; Pager,
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Bonikowski, et al., 2009; Pager, Western, et al., 2009; Western, 2006). Even an arrest or jail stay
can jeopardize employment by interrupting work attendance (Fernandes, 2015; Grogger, 1995;
Sullivan, 1989). The loss of one job, even temporarily, may compel a woman to work an extra
job herself.

In addition to lost income, families also face a host of expenses associated with
incarceration. Those who wish to maintain contact with individuals during their imprisonment
must pay for phone calls, emails, packages, and travel to jails and prisons (Braman, 2004;
Comfort, 2008; deVuono-powell et al., 2015; Grinstead et al., 2001). In addition, families often
serve as primary financial support for inmates and take responsibility for attorney fees, fines, and
legal debt associated with involvement in the criminal justice system (deVuono-powell et al.,
2015; Harris, 2016; Harris et al., 2010). A participant in a study conducted by the Ella Baker
Center for Human Rights and coordinating organizations (deVuono-powell et al., 2015)
described the financial burden of having a family member involved in the criminal justice
system:

Money you spent for lawyers, money you spent for trying to find investigators and

whatever you need to try to help your loved ones, so they don’t have to do serious jail

time. Then when they’re in jail you try to make sure you take care of the commissary and

you take care of their children. You almost have to have another part time job. (p. 13)

There are several ways to use paid labor to generate additional income when a family
member is incarcerated. Women may get a second job, but they also may work more hours at a
single job or find a job that pays more per hour. If, as Chapter 2 suggests, partner incarceration
does not lead to an increase in the number of hours women work at their primary jobs, working a
second job may be how women earn additional income when their partners are incarcerated.

Indeed, multiple job holding may be particularly important strategy given the constraints
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disadvantaged women often face in the labor market. Less-educated and racial/ethnic minority
women — women for whom family member incarceration is most common (Lee et al., 2015) —
are often relegated to low-wage work and service sector jobs (Burton & Tucker, 2009;
Malveaux, 1981; Presser, 2003; Reid, 2002; Reskin, 1999). The number of hours a woman can
work at a low-wage job may be limited by her employer’s efforts to keep cost low by
maintaining a part-time staff (Kalleberg, 2000; Tilly, 1996), and the low pay may mean that
working even 40 hours per week does not result in enough earnings to support a family
(Ehrenreich, 2001). Labor economists refer to insufficient work hours as the “hours constraint”
motivation for multiple job holding (Averett, 2001; Renna, 2006). Individuals work second jobs
because their primary jobs do not offer as many hours as they would like — or need — to work.
Although economic theory suggests that some individuals work multiple jobs in order to
participate in activities that interest them (Averett, 2001), survey data show that economic
reasons predominate, particularly for racial/ethnic minorities and individuals with less education
(Hipple, 2010; Martel, 2000). Additionally, research suggests that workers often choose to work
second jobs because of family or economic circumstances that temporarily reduce economic
resources (Guariglia & Kim, 2004; Krishnan, 1990). For example, Krishnan (1990) found that
husbands often hold second jobs to substitute for their wives’ labor force participation, perhaps
in cases where women stay home to care for young children. It is possible that women do the
same: work multiple jobs when their male partners are unable to participate in paid labor.

The link between incarceration and multiple job holding is an important one. Working
multiple jobs may alleviate financial burdens by allowing women to earn the money they need to
support their families while also diversifying risk in an unstable labor market. Nonetheless,
multiple job holding can have negative consequences for individuals and families. Studies have

shown that multiple job holders sleep less than single job holders, have a heightened risk of
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work- and non-work-related injury, and experience significantly more work-family conflict and
higher perceived stress (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2009; Henly & Lambert, 2014; Marucci-
Wellman, Lin, Willetts, Brennan, & Verma, 2014; Marucci-Wellman, Lombardi, & Willetts,
2016; Marucci-Wellman, Willetts, Lin, Brennan, & Verma, 2013). Working multiple jobs takes
time and energy — to not only work the second job, but also commute from one job to another.
This added expenditure of time and effort and associated strain may interfere with family time,
limit time for self-care, and make it difficult to fulfill family responsibilities (Australian Bureau
of Statistics, 2009; Henly & Lambert, 2014; Marucci-Wellman et al., 2014, 2016; Zeytinoglu,
Lillevik, Seaton, & Moruz, 2004). For women connected to incarcerated men, working multiple
jobs may compound the stress they already experience — stress related to managing already
limited time and resources, worrying about inmates’ well-being, tension among family members,
and coping with shame and stigma (Braman, 2004; Daniel & Barrett, 1981; deVuono-powell et

al., 2015; Fishman, 1990).

322 Variation in the Association between Partner Incarceration and Multiple Job Holding

The extent to which family life is disrupted by incarceration may differ based on the context in
which the event occurs. Thus, partner incarceration may increase multiple job holding for some
women while not altering (or decreasing) the number of jobs worked by other women. Prior
research has found stronger adverse effects of incarceration among families living together
before the prison or jail spell (Geller et al., 2012; Geller & Franklin, 2014; Turney, 2014b). It is
plausible that women who have partners removed from their homes feel the financial impact of
incarceration most acutely, leading to a stronger impact on their employment decisions. We may
expect to see a weaker (or null) association between multiple job holding and incarceration for

women who do not live with their partners — women who are connected to incarcerated men
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primarily through their shared children. Women in non-residential and co-parenting relationships
will likely feel the financial impact too, since they often receive formal and informal child
support (Geller et al., 2011; Nepomnyaschy & Garfinkel, 2007), but these women may have
structures in place to support fluctuation in the contributions of their children’s fathers. They
may have re-partnered or rely more heavily on female kin and others in their networks (Edin &
Lein, 1997; Kalil & Ryan, 2010; Patillo-McCoy, 1999; Stack, 1974), which may make the
economic shock less profound.

Additionally, the association between partner incarceration and multiple job holding may
vary by conditions of the incarceration itself. For instance, the amount of time a woman’s partner
spends in jail or prison may shape the financial impact it has on families as well as women’s
employment decisions. On the one hand, imprisonments of a few months or less may compel
women to maintain their levels of employment since their partners’ financial contributions may
be missing for only a short period of time. Longer imprisonments ensure greater lengths of time
without men’s contributions and a potentially heightened need to take on a second job to make
up for the lost income. Evidence suggests that longer jail and prison stays are more detrimental
to families than shorter stays, reducing fathers’ involvement with their children and children’s
contact with paternal grandparents (Turney, 2014b; Turney & Wildeman, 2013). Thus, long
spells of incarceration may diminish family resources by incapacitating men during their
imprisonment and by weakening family ties. On the other hand, economic theory suggests that
women alter their employment in response to temporary, rather than long-term, losses of
household income. Long-term losses are expected to lead to an adjustment in consumption
(Lundberg, 1985). For women balancing work and family, multiple job holding may be a more

feasible short-term response to partner incarceration than long-term response.
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Women face many demands for their time and energy, and the incarceration of their
partners may increase those demands. Incarceration adds to women’s wage-earning
responsibilities by removing men from jobs, establishing barriers to men’s employment post-
release, and creating additional expenses for their families. Indeed, managing the financial
consequences of the incarceration of a partner may literally lead to a “third shift” — an additional
job on top of the paid work and caregiving they already do. Moreover, the relationship between
partner incarceration and multiple job holding may be heterogeneous, varying by the extent to
which family life and household finances are disrupted and the conditions under which the event

occurs.

3.3 DATA, MEASURES, AND ANALYTIC STRATEGY

3.3.1 Data

To examine the relationship between partner incarceration and multiple job holding, I use data
from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study (FFCWS). This longitudinal study follows
a sample of nearly 5,000 parents living in 20 large U.S. cities with children born between the
years 1998 and 2000 (Reichman et al., 2001). Initial surveys were conducted with both mothers
and fathers shortly following the birth of their child, and subsequent interviews were conducted
one, three, five, nine, and fifteen years later. The FFCWS oversampled unmarried parents,
resulting in a racially/ethnically diverse sample of socioeconomically disadvantaged families,
many of whom have experienced incarceration. Nearly half of fathers have spent time in jail or
prison by the five year survey. Although men who have been incarcerated are a highly
disadvantaged group, FFCWS sample members with no incarceration history have relatively low
incomes and educational attainment as well, making them and their families a valuable

comparison group in the examination of incarceration’s unique impact on family life. These data
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are well-suited to study the consequences of partner incarceration for at least two other reasons.
First, the study interviewers both mothers and fathers; information from both incarcerated men
and their partners is a rare feature of datasets used to study incarceration’s impact on individuals.
Second, the survey asks respondents to report on a variety of individual and family
characteristics, such as social and material well-being and father involvement, which allows for
the inclusion of a wide range of control variables that may affect the likelihood of both partner
incarceration and employment.

The analytic sample for this paper contains 3,835 of the 4,898 families in the baseline
sample. I rely on data primarily from the three- and five-year surveys because men’s
incarceration is most accurately measured between these two surveys (for details, see below).
Thus, I initially dropped 1,051 (21%) women who did not participate in both the three- and five-
year surveys. | dropped an additional 12 (0.3%) observations missing data on the outcome
variable. In the remaining analytic sample, about 8 percent of observations were missing values
for incarceration, and between .1 percent and 13 percent were missing values for other covariates
(most control variables are missing for 2 percent or fewer of the observations). It is unlikely that
the propensity for missing data on key predictors of women’s employment is independent of both
the observed data and the unobserved data (the only circumstance under which analysis using
only complete cases produces unbiased results), and assessment of the pattern of missingness
suggests this is the case. Thus, to strengthen confidence in results by preserving observations
missing values for covariates, I used multiple imputation by chained equations (White et al.,
2009). I assess the sensitivity of findings to this missing data approach by also estimating models

using complete cases, which show nearly identical results to models using imputed data.
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332 Measures

The key outcome variable, multiple job holding, is derived from women’s responses to the
question, asked at the five-year survey, “was there a time in the past 12 months that you worked
more than one regular job at the same time.” When reporting information on “regular jobs”
FFCWS asked respondents to consider any work, including self-employment, for which they
received a regular paycheck. Using responses to this question, I create a categorical measure that

29 6

indicates whether a woman “worked no jobs,” “worked only one job at a time” or “worked
multiple jobs at the same time” in the 12 months prior to the five-year survey. “Worked no jobs”
and “worked only one job at a time” are alternately set as the reference category in the models in
order to compare multiple job holding to the other outcome categories. Some analyses include a
lagged measure of this dependent variable. This particular measure of multiple job holding
provides an important piece of information about women’s employment. However, we do not
know precisely when in the past 12 months women worked multiple jobs or for how long.!

The primary explanatory variable is recent partner incarceration. A woman experienced
a recent partner incarceration if her partner, the father of the child at the center of the FFCWS
survey, was incarcerated between the three- and five-year surveys, including incarceration at the
five-year survey. Incarceration during this time period was captured in three ways: through

men’s reports of being incarcerated in the past two years, through women’s reports, and through

administration of men’s five-year survey in prison or jail. Consistent with other research in the

! A variable representing total weekly work hours at all “regular” jobs — including both primary and secondary jobs
— would make a strong addition to this study. However, the structure of the FFCWS survey limits the construction of
a suitable measure. The only measure of weekly work hours for single job holders reflects the number of hours they
usually work at their current primary job. The measure of weekly work hours for multiple job holders represents the
total number of hours per week worked by multiple job holders when they worked multiple jobs, which may not be
currently. The different time periods referenced in the work hours questions for the two groups of workers —
currently and an unspecified time in the past 12 months — makes work hours for multiple job holders and single job
holders incomparable.
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area, | use both men’s and women’s reports of incarceration at and between surveys to construct
the measure of recent partner incarceration. Recent partner incarceration is measured between
the three- and five-year surveys because it is during this time period that the FFCWS collected
the most accurate information regarding incarceration. The five-year survey asked women not
only if the father of the focal child was currently in jail or prison but also if he had been
incarcerated since the three-year survey. The latter question, which was not asked at prior waves,
allows the construction of an incarceration measure without any time gaps. Identifying between-
survey incarceration is important since some prison and jail stays last less than a year but still
have a relevant impact on women and families.

Although the FFCWS provides the best measure of partner incarceration available from
survey data, the measure is subject to limitations. The data do not include complete information
about the conditions of incarceration, such as whether the partner was incarcerated in jail or
prison and the length of sentence. Variation along these lines may result in differential impacts of
incarceration on women’s employment and other individual and family outcomes. That said, in a
recent article, Wildeman, Turney and Yi (2016) used the incomplete FFCWS information
regarding facility type (i.e., jail, state prison, federal prison) and found only two significant
associations in an analysis of seven outcomes for female partners of incarcerated men (i.e.,
relationship dissolution, parenting engagement, parenting stress, depression). This suggests the
impact of partner incarceration on women varies little by the type of facility in which their
partner is housed. Although information about the duration of incarceration is available for only
81 percent of incarcerated men, preliminary research using this information does indicate that
family outcomes vary by length of sentence (Turney, 2014b; Turney & Wildeman, 2013).

Because the length of stay may shape the economic consequences of incarceration for families
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and thus, women’s employment response, I use this information in supplemental analyses which
are described below.

Women connected to incarcerated men presumably differ from other women in ways that
influence their employment outcomes. Thus, the analyses adjust for several individual-level
characteristics — such as human capital, family structure and economic resources — that may
confound the relationship between partner incarceration and multiple job holding. These
variables were measured at or before the three-year survey, prior to the measurement of recent
partner incarceration. Demographic controls include: race/ethnicity (non-Hispanic white
(reference category), non-Hispanic black, Hispanic, and other), foreign-born, age, and lived with
both parents at age 15. The analyses also control for several measures of human capital, a key
determinant of women’s employment. These include educational attainment (less than high
school (reference category), high school diploma or GED, some college, and bachelor’s degree),
hourly wage at current or most recent job, cognitive scores (derived from the Similarities Subtest
of the Weschler Adult Intelligence Scale — Revised [WAIS-R]), and impulsivity (derived from an
abbreviated form of (Dickman, 1990) impulsivity scale). Models also adjust for a categorical
measure of weekly work hours at women’s primary formal sector jobs (part-time: 1-34 hours
(reference category), full-time: 35+ hours, and did not work), and whether they participated in
the informal labor market in the 12 months leading up to the three-year survey. The number of
hours available to them at their main jobs and the availability of informal work may influence
women'’s decisions to work second, formal sector jobs. Self-reported fair or poor health and drug
use, factors that may impede women’s ability to hold more than one steady job, are also
included. The measure of drug use indicates whether a woman used a nonprescription drug or
misused a prescription drug in the past 12 months. The series of survey items concerning drug

use follows the CIDI-SF list of substances.
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Several variables measuring family economic resources are also included. Receipt of
public assistance indicates whether a woman received TANF, Food Stamps, Medicaid, or Social
Security Income (SSI) in the year prior to the three-year interview. Models also adjust for
whether the partner was employed at the three-year survey and perceived financial support, or
whether the respondent thinks she could count on someone to loan her $1000 or co-sign a $1000
bank loan. Other household and family characteristics include: number of children under the age
of five in the household, number of other adults (excluding partners) living in the household, and
residential status (/iving with partner, living with a new partner, and living with no partner
(reference category)). Finally, a measure of partner’s prior incarceration indicates whether a
woman’s partner was incarcerated at or before the three-year survey. This variable is distinct
from recent incarceration; each measure refers to a separate time period in which incarceration
occurred. However, the two are not mutually exclusive; in fact, there is considerable overlap
between the two variables. About 85 percent of partners who were recently incarcerated were
also incarcerated at some point in the past. In sensitivity analyses, I estimate multiple job holding
using an incarceration variable that combines information from recent and prior incarceration

into a single variable. Results are similar across specifications (see Table A3.1).

3.3.3  Analytic Strategy

In the first analytic stage, multinomial logistic regression models estimate women’s multiple job
holding as a function of their partners’ incarceration. Model 1 includes recent partner
incarceration, the key explanatory variable, and an indicator of partner’s prior incarceration.
Model 2 adds control variables in order to isolate the predictive role of recent partner
incarceration from other factors that may influence multiple job holding. Model 3 adds a lagged

measure of the dependent variable, which explicitly assesses change in multiple job holding over
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time. Thus, a significant association between incarceration and multiple job holding in this
model would represent more direct evidence of a causal association (Finkel, 1995). In Model 4, 1
restrict the sample to women whose partners were incarcerated at or prior to the three-year
survey. In doing so, I diminish some concern about unobserved heterogeneity because the
women who remain are connected to men who have a high risk of experiencing incarceration
between the three- and five- year surveys. Although this strategy does not eliminate the
possibility that any association between partner incarceration and multiple job holding is
spurious, it does provide more conservative estimates of the association and is consistent with
the literature (Turney et al., 2012; Turney & Wildeman, 2013). Fixed-effects models are another
common strategy for reducing bias from unobserved heterogeneity, but limitations regarding the
measurement of incarceration and multiple job holding in the FFCWS prohibit adequate
specification of these models.

In the second analytic stage, I consider how the association between recent partner
incarceration and multiple job holding may be moderated by pre-incarceration residential status.
This model includes women’s year three residential status (i.e., living with their partner, alone,
or with a new partner) and the interaction between year three residential status and subsequent
partner incarceration. In the third analytic stage, I consider the relationship between duration of
partner incarceration and multiple job holding using an alternative specification of the
explanatory variable (see Table 3.3). This variable consists of four categories: recent
incarceration less than three months (5 percent), recent incarceration three months or greater (10
percent), duration missing (7 percent), and no recent incarceration (77 percent).

In the final analytic stage, I assess the extent to which the impact of partner incarceration
on women’s multiple job holding differs from the impact of another form of partner separation:

relationship dissolution. Following a strategy similar to that used by Geller and colleagues
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(2012), I re-estimate Model 3 and include an indicator for women whose partners are not
incarcerated between the three- and five-year surveys but end their relationship with their partner
during this same time period. I consider a dissolution to have occurred if a woman reports being
in a romantic relationship with her partner at the three-year survey but not at the five-year
survey. In addition to the 863 women whose partners were incarcerated between the three- and
five-year surveys, there are 308 women who ended their relationships with their partner. The
reference group consists of women who experienced neither partner incarceration nor
relationship dissolution between the three- and five-year surveys. These are mainly women
married to or cohabiting with their partner at both the three- and five-year surveys, yet 30 percent

of the comparison group ended their romantic involvement prior to the three-year survey.

3.3.4  Sample Description

Table 3.1 shows descriptive statistics for all variables included in the analysis. Ten percent of
women in the sample report working multiple jobs at the five-year survey. Multiple job holders
work about 60 hours per week across all jobs, and 61 percent of multiple job holders work
primary jobs in service or administration (not shown). With respect to the key independent
variable, 22 percent of women experienced the incarceration of their partners at some point
between the three- and five-year surveys. As we would expect based on FFCWS’s strategy of
sampling mainly births to urban, unwed parents, the sample as a whole is relatively
disadvantaged across a wide range of other characteristics. Nearly half of the sample is non-
Hispanic Black, and 26 percent is Hispanic. Two-thirds of women had no education beyond a
high school diploma or GED when their child was born, and more than one-third were living

without a romantic partner in the household at the three-year interview. More than 60 percent of
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women received some form of public assistance, and 44 percent have partners who had been

incarcerated by the time the three-year survey was administered.

3.4 RESULTS

34.1 Estimating Women’s Multiple Job Holding

Table 3.2 shows results from multinomial logistic regression models estimating multiple job
holding as a function of recent partner incarceration. I present only the recent incarceration
coefficients. In Model 1, which adjusts only for partners’ prior incarceration, there is a strong,
significant association between recent partner incarceration and multiple job holding, whether
compared to working one job or no jobs. The magnitude of the association decreases but remains
statistically significant when control variables and a lagged measure of the dependent variable
are added to the model. The coefficient of 0.47 for working multiple jobs (Model 3) versus
working one job corresponds to an odds ratio of 1.60 times greater likelihood of working
multiple jobs for women with incarcerated partners. In Model 4, which includes all covariates
from Model 3 but restricts the sample to women whose partners had been incarcerated
previously, recent partner incarceration is associated with an odds ratio of 1.70 times greater
likelihood of working multiple jobs (versus working one job) for women with incarcerated
partners.

To conserve space, coefficients for control variables are not included in Table 3.2, but
because of limited research on multiple job holding, a table containing full results can be found
in the Appendix (see Table A3.2). I summarize those results here. Age is negatively associated
with multiple holding. Women with some college experience are more likely than their less
educated counterparts to work multiple jobs (compared to no job). Higher cognitive scores,

another measure of human capital, are also positively associated with multiple job holding. Both
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weekly work hours at primary jobs and participation in the informal labor market at the three-
year survey are positivity associated with multiple job holding as measured at the five-year
survey. Women who did not work at the three-year survey are less likely to report working
multiple jobs at year five. Women who worked full-time hours at year three are more likely than
women who worked part-time hours to report multiple job holding (vs. not working) at year five.
Women who report poor health are less likely to work multiple jobs than to work no jobs, but
drug use is positively associated with multiple job holding. Women who lived with both parents
at age 15, a common measure of childhood advantage, are less likely to work multiple jobs.
Finally, more adults (i.e., extended family, roommates) living in the household and perceived

financial support reduce the chances that a woman works multiple jobs.

342 Variation in the Association between Partner Incarceration and Women'’s Multiple Job

Holding

Having estimated the association between partner incarceration and multiple job holding, I turn
to a potential moderator of the relationship: residential status. Figure 3.1 shows the difference in
predicted probability of working multiple jobs for women with incarcerated partners versus
women without incarcerated partners, across three residential statuses.? There is a significant
difference among only one group: women living with their partners at the three-year survey.
Among these residential couples, women with incarcerated partners have a higher probability of

working multiple jobs than women whose partners have not been recently incarcerated.

2 Predicted probabilities shown in Figure 3.1 are based on a multinomial logistic regression model estimating
multiple job holding that includes an interaction between incarceration and residential status along with all controls
and a lagged measure of multiple job holding. Table A3.3 in the Appendix presents log odds coefficients from these
models. The differences in differences of predicted probabilities are presented in Figure 3.1 because, for non-linear
models, the significance test of the interaction effect cannot be based on the coefficient of the interaction term.
Instead we must base our significance tests on the cross derivative of the expected value of the dependent variable
(Norton, Wang, & Ai, 2004).
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In Table 3.3, I present results from analyses that consider how incarceration duration is
related to women’s multiple job holding. In Model 3, which includes all control variables and a
lagged measure of the dependent variable, incarceration spells lasting less than three months
(compared to no incarceration) are positively associated with multiple job holding. Longer spells,
those lasting three months or more, are not significantly associated with multiple job holding
once a lagged measure of the dependent variable is included in the model. Because a large
number of observations were missing information on duration, and the nature of missingness was

non-random, these results should be considered preliminary.

343 Comparing Incarceration and Relationship Dissolution

Table 3.4 compares the estimated association between recent partner incarceration and
multiple job holding with the association between relationship dissolution and multiple job
holding (Model 3). Like results from previous models, Model 3 shows a strong, significant
association between recent partner incarceration and working multiple jobs.® Relationship
dissolution is also strongly associated with multiple job holding. Comparing these two groups of
women suggests no significant difference in the impact of incarceration and dissolution on
working multiple jobs (versus working one job). However, Model 3 suggests the impact of
partner incarceration on working multiple jobs versus working no jobs differs significantly from
the impact of relationship dissolution. Women who end their relationships are more likely than

women whose partners are incarcerated to work multiple jobs versus no job.

3 The reference group is somewhat less disadvantaged than in previous models because it consists of women who do
not experience either the incarceration of their partner or relationship dissolution between the three- and five-year
surveys. Therefore it is not surprising that the coefficient for recent incarceration is larger than in previous models.
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3.5 DISCUSSION

A large body of literature documents the sensitivity of women’s employment to changing family
circumstances (Bradbury & Katz, 2002; Lundberg, 1985; Mattingly & Smith, 2010; Moen et al.,
1994; Stone & Short, 1990; van Damme et al., 2009), but we know little about the relationship
between partner incarceration — a common family transition in the lives of disadvantaged women
(Lee et al., 2015) — and employment. Despite reasons to suspect that changes in resources
associated with the incarceration have consequences for the employment of family members left
behind, Chapter 2 suggests that the incarceration of a woman’s partner does not influence the
number of hours she works at her main job. In this chapter, I show that partner incarceration does
have a significant impact on women’s likelihood of working multiple jobs. Across a variety of
model specifications, I find a robust, positive relationship between partner incarceration and
multiple job holding. That women’s employment response to the incarceration of their partners is
constrained, by and large, to multiple jobs holding suggests the economic and employment
situations of this population are especially precarious.

There is further evidence that the relationship between partner incarceration and multiple
job holding is heterogeneous. First, the association is concentrated among women living with
their partners prior to incarceration. This finding is consistent with previous research which has
shown stronger effects of paternal incarceration on several outcomes for children who lived with
their fathers before incarceration (Geller et al., 2012; Turney, 2014b). It is likely that partner
incarceration is particularly disruptive for women who have romantic partners removed from
their homes, as they have the greatest potential of losing a primary source of income. In addition,
romantic relationships tend to dissolve following incarceration (Turney, 2015b; Western, 2006),

further reducing the chances that men contribute to the households of their children’s mothers
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(Geller et al., 2011). In another set of analyses I compare women whose partners are incarcerated
to women who end their relationships with their partners but do not experience incarceration.
Both groups are significantly more likely than otherwise similar women to work multiple jobs
during the time period in which they are separated from their partners. However, there is no
evidence that incarceration has a stronger impact than relationship dissolution. Instead, these two
types of partner separation may operate in a similar manner by increasing the need for additional
employment income and consequently women’s tendency to seek out a second job.

Finally, the results show that the association between incarceration and multiple job
holding is concentrated among women whose partners serve sentences of less than three months,
which suggests that women strategize differently depending on the duration of their partner’s
imprisonment. It stands to reason that a short-term incarceration signifies a temporary reduction
in household income, if a former inmate is able to resume contributions to the household upon
release. Using a second job to offset lost income and costs may be easier when incarceration
spells are shorter, as shortfalls in monthly budgets could accumulate over time. Moreover,
working more than one job may be difficult to sustain for a long period of time, given the other
responsibilities women with incarcerated partners face. Thus, women whose partners are
incarcerated for three months or more may seek alternative strategies to compensate for
reductions in resources.

This study advances our knowledge about families, employment and the collateral
consequences of mass incarceration in several ways. First, I highlight the consequences of
incarceration on adult women’s employment. The robust relationship between partner
incarceration and multiple job holding underscores the importance of considering the spillover
effects of incarceration into family life and suggests we have thus far underestimated the impact

of incarceration on employment by focusing exclusively on former inmates. Second, I broaden
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our understanding of the relationship between changing family circumstances and women’s
employment by showing that incarceration is an important family transition that shapes how
disadvantaged women participate in paid labor. In doing so, I highlight men’s incarceration as a
dimension of the “third burden” experienced by low income and racial/ethnic minority women —
a burden that complicates women’s efforts to provide both financial stability and adequate care
for their families (Bianchi & Milkie, 2010; Bianchi et al., 2002; Edin & Kefalas, 2005;
Malveaux, 1990; Roberts, 2004). Finally, I contribute to the employment literature by focusing
on predictors of multiple job holding. Previous studies have indicated that individuals often work
multiple jobs to meet regular household expenses and pay off debt (Hipple, 2010; Martel, 2000).
The results of this study are consistent with prior research but add to our knowledge by
highlighting a source of economic hardship — partner incarceration — that necessitate multiple job
holding.

These findings have important implications for both family stability and inequality. When
women respond to family transitions and changes in economic resources by taking on a second
job, it may be good for their families in that it helps to cover basic expenses. However, second
jobs add to the work and caregiving responsibilities women with incarcerated partners already
face. Prisons are often far away which makes maintaining a connection to an incarcerated man
time consuming. Staying in touch and supporting an inmate — responding to his requests for
food, clothing, books and other items, preparing packages to the correctional institution’s
specifications, coordinating family member visits, and keeping up with legal cases and appeals —
can feel like a second job in and of itself (Comfort, 2008). In addition to caring for inmates,
women often bear the responsibility of caring for their children. Sole responsibility for childcare,
particularly when children are struggling with the absence of their fathers (Geller et al., 2012;

Haskins, 2014; Turney & Haskins, 2014; Wakefield & Wildeman, 2011; Wildeman & Turney,
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2014), may make working a second job challenging. Indeed, multiple job holding has been
shown to increase stress and work-family conflict (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2009; Henly
& Lambert, 2014). Moreover, it is unlikely the multiple jobs this population works are “good
jobs” that build human capital. Balancing multiple work roles in addition to family member
incarceration may keep women from going to school or participating in other activities that
improve their socioeconomic standing. Thus, multiple job holding among women with
incarcerated partners has the potential to exacerbate socioeconomic inequality or at the very least
maintain current levels. It is possible that multiple job holding among high-skill groups helps
them get ahead, but multiple job holding among low-skill and other disadvantaged groups puts
them further behind. Future research should examine more directly the consequences of multiple

job holding and the subsequent implications for family inequality.

3.5.1 Study Limitations

Although the FFCWS is a common, and continues to be the most suitable, source of data for
answering questions regarding the impact of partner incarceration on women, the data are not
without limitations. First, the FFCWS data provide few details about the circumstances of the
incarceration. Information about whether the partner was incarcerated in prison or jail, the
duration and precise timing of incarceration, the distance of the prison/jail from home, and the
frequency of visits is unavailable or incomplete but may have consequences for women’s time,
energy and financial resources — all of which may influence decisions about whether to work
multiple jobs. The measure of multiple job holding is subject to similar uncertainties. We do not
know precisely when women worked multiple jobs, for how long, or if they considered working
more than one job to be a burden. Because the precise timing of both incarceration and multiple

job holding are unknown, it possible that some women worked multiple jobs before the
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incarceration began. Consequently, the identified association between incarceration and multiple
job holding may be picking up on a relationship between criminal justice system involvement
more generally and multiple job holding. A relationship between multiple job holding and earlier
stages of criminal justice contact would be consistent with evidence that second jobs are
sometimes used as a precautionary strategy when unemployment risk is high and family earnings
are uncertain (Boheim & Taylor, 2004; Guariglia & Kim, 2004). A woman may need to take on a
second job long before jail or prison incarceration occurs. To be sure, additional information
regarding the timing of multiple job holding would allow us to better understand how women
prepare for or respond to changes in family circumstance using their employment. Likewise,
details about the incarceration would provide an opportunity to consider potentially important
nuances in women’s experiences of partner incarceration and the ways in which these varied
experiences are linked to differences in employment. In the future, the literature would benefit
from the collection of more detailed survey data and/or research taking a qualitative approach to
explore these mechanisms and moderators.

Additionally, concerns about selection bias and omitted variable bias cannot be dismissed
entirely. This study has several features that reduce concerns: variables are appropriately time-
ordered; some models compare women with recently incarcerated partners to a reference group
at risk of partner incarceration; and all but the baseline model control for a wide range of
potential confounders, including a lagged measure of the dependent variable. Lagged dependent
variable models assess change in multiple job holding over time, providing more certainty of a
causal association. However, lagged models still rely on point-in-time measurements of variables
and do not capture the ongoing process through which women make decisions regarding their
family lives, economic resources, and employment. This limits our ability to determine true

causal effects. The robustness of the findings is noteworthy given the stringent multivariate
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analyses, but it is still possible that an unobserved characteristic associated with both

incarceration and multiple job holding could render the relationship spurious.

352 Conclusion

Previous research has provided important insights into the work-family issues faced by
professional women — women whose jobs require high levels of commitment and long hours that
often interfere with family roles and responsibilities (Bianchi, 2011; Bianchi & Milkie, 2010;
Blair-Loy, 2003). The focus on professional women in this literature means that we have
overlooked what I refer to as the “third shift,” the second jobs disadvantaged women work to
provide for their families. Working women across the income distribution bear primary
responsibility for balancing work and family, but disadvantaged women in particular, often do so
with minimal contributions from partners and children’s fathers — men who face barriers to
employment and high rates of incarceration (Bianchi, 2011; Bianchi & Milkie, 2010; Carson,
2015; Edin & Kefalas, 2005; Glaze & Kaeble, 2015; Harlow, 2003; Malveaux, 1990; Pettit &
Western, 2004; Roberts, 2004). The results of this study suggest that the incarceration of these
men is particularly challenging. The removal of men from family life and wage earning via
incarceration appears to push women to work multiple jobs, distinguishing them even from
women in otherwise similar circumstances. Thus, while women deal with forced separation from
their partners, worries about their partners’ well-being, and the consequences of paternal absence
for their children, they are also working — and working enough to support their families while

their partners are locked up means working multiple jobs.



Table 3.1. Descriptive Statistics of All Variables Included in Analysis

Full Sample

Mean or
Percent SD

Multiple job holding (y5)

Worked no jobs 24.7

Worked only one job 65.3

Worked multiple jobs 10.0
Recent partner incarceration (yS5) 21.7
Race/Ethnicity (b)

Non-Hispanic White 21.6

Non-Hispanic Black 49.1

Hispanic 25.8

Non-Hispanic other race/ethnicity 3.5
Age (y3) 28.2 6.0
Education (b)

Less than high school 32.8

HS diploma or GED 31.0

Some college 25.2

Bachelors degree or higher 11.1
Lived with both parents at age 15 (b) 42.8
Immigrant (b) 14.3
Hourly wage at most recent job (y3) 11.5 8.3
Cognitive score (y3) 6.8 2.6
Impulsivity (y3) 2.0 .6
Weekly work hours at primary job (y3) 20.7

1 to 34 hours 15.1

35 hour or more 41.3

Did not work 43.6
Worked in the informal labor market (y3) 15.5
Fair or poor health (y3) 13.3
Substance use (y3) 6.9
No. of children <age 5 in household (y3) 1.6 8
No. of adults other than partners in HH (y3) 5 9
Residential Status (y3)

Living with no partner 36.8

Living with partner (child’s father) 54.0

Living with new partner 9.1
Public assistance (y3) 62.6
Large financial support (y3) 67.1
Partner’s employment status (y3) 75.6
Partner prior incarceration (y3) 43.6
N 3,835

Note: Timing of variable measurement in parentheses (b = baseline survey, y3 = three-year
survey, y5 = five year survey).



Table 3.2. Multinomial Logistic Regression Model Estimating Multiple Job Holding
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Baseline + Controls + Lagged DV Restricted Sample
Worked Worked Worked Worked Worked Worked Worked Worked
Multiple v.  Multiple =~ Multiple =~ Multiple =~ Multiple = Multiple = Multiple =~ Multiple
1 Job v. 0 Job v. 1Job v. 0 Job v.1Job v. 0 Job v. 1Job v. 0 Job
Recent partner incarceration O3 HE S8HE ST 44* 4T* 34+ S3k 37F
(.15) (.16) (.15) (.18) (.15) (.18) (.18) (.21)
Constant -2.07 -1.12 -1.72 25 -2.88 -2.02 -3.38 -1.77
AIC 6534.840 5715.097 5502.515 2613.926
N 3,835 3,835 3,835 1,669-1,678

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. AIC values vary across the five imputed data set and cannot be averaged using Rubin’s rules. The highest AIC value for
each model is shown. The sample for Model 4 is restricted to women whose partners have a history of incarceration; sample size varies by imputed data set.
7<.10;*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 (two-sided tests).



Table 3.3. Multinomial Logistic Regression Model Estimating Multiple Job Holding with Alternative Specification of Recent
Partner Incarceration: Duration

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Baseline + Controls + Lagged DV
Worked Worked Worked Worked Worked Worked
Multiple v.  Multiple  Multiple  Multiple = Multiple  Multiple
1 Job v. 0 Job v. 1 Job v. 0 Job v. 1 Job v. 0 Job

Recent partner incarceration

Less than 3 months 92 %A 1.08%** JITRE 90** o7 At
(.20) (:25) (.21) (.28) (.22) (:29)
3 months or greater ST S5k 36T 39¢ 31 31
(.18) (.21) (.19) (.23) (.20) (.25)
Incarcerated but missing duration S50%* 18 .39 .06 A49F .03
(.24) (.24) (:25) (.27) (.30) (.35)
Constant -2.08 -1.13 -1.68 -31 -2.59 -1.88
AIC 6004.619 5713.977 5052.976
N 3,835 3,835 3,835

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. AIC values vary across the five imputed data set and cannot be averaged using Rubin’s rules.
The highest AIC value for each model is shown.
7<.10;*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 (two-sided tests).



Table 3.4. Comparing the Impact of Incarceration and Relationship Dissolution

Model 3
Multiple Job Holding
Worked Worked
Multiple v. 1 Multiple v. 0
Job Jobs
Partner separation (ref. neither recent incarceration nor recent relationship dissolution)
Recent partner incarceration 60H** S
(.16) (.20)
Recent relationship dissolution T4 1.18%%*
(.20) (.26)
Constant -3.03 -2.87
Coefficient Comparison (p-value) .560 .030
N 3,835

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
7<.10,*p<.05; **p<.01; ¥***p<.001 (two-sided tests).

75



76

Figure 3.1. Difference in Probability of Working Multiple Jobs for Women with Incarcerated
Partners versus Women without Incarcerated Partners, by Residential Status

Living with no partner

Living with partner (child's father)

Living with new partner | —e =

-0.05 0.00 0.05 0.10
Difference in probability
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Chapter 4. STABILITY AND CHANGE: INCOME PACKAGING
AMONG PARTNERS OF INCARCERATED MEN

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The rate of incarceration in the United States has risen dramatically over the last several decades.
The consequences of this expansion for current and former prisoners as well as the racial
disproportionality of this phenomenon have been well-documented (Pager, 2003; Wakefield &
Uggen, 2010; Western, 2006). Researchers have also come to understand that the 2.2 million
people currently held in U.S. prisons and jails are not isolated individuals; they are connected in
relationships with others. A growing body of literature draws attention to the economic
consequences associated with incarceration for the families of imprisoned men. These families
already face a high degree of vulnerability; poor and low-income families are more likely to
experience the incarceration of a loved one, but their economic instability is exacerbated by
involvement with the criminal justice system (deVuono-powell et al., 2015; Geller et al., 2011;
Schwartz-Soicher et al., 2011). Many families face an immediate loss of income when a family
member is removed from the household, and they struggle to make ends meet while also bearing
the costs of maintaining contact with their imprisoned family member and supporting him
financially (Braman, 2004; Comfort, 2008; deVuono-powell et al., 2015; Grinstead et al., 2001;
Harris, 2016; Harris et al., 2010; Johnson, 2008).

Despite the upsurge in efforts to document these hardships, we know little about how
women — who most often bear the responsibility for shoring up families experiencing extreme
hardship (deVuono-powell et al., 2015; Roberts, 2004) — manage the economic difficulties
associated with their family members’ incarceration. This is an important oversight because

incarceration may have consequences for the economic behaviors of not only incarcerated
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individuals but also the women to whom they are connected. Previous research suggests that the
incarceration of women’s romantic partners prompts them to seek out financial assistance from
certain social welfare programs (Sugie, 2012), but it is likely that women’s responses to
economic instability are not limited to a single strategy. Women may combine public assistance,
work and other financial resources to addresses the loss of income and costs associated with the
imprisonment of their family members.

In this study, I use data from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study, a
longitudinal survey of parents who share children, to investigate how women modify the sets of
strategies they use to make ends meet during the time period in which their partners are
incarcerated. The loss of income or child support from their partners may increase their risk of
being in an economically precarious position — a position that prompts them to modify how they
use certain resources. I apply latent class regression analysis to group women based on changes
in their sets of strategies and to examine important social determinants (e.g., race/ethnicity,
education) of these changes. Given the uneven distribution of incarceration across the
population, with low-income and racial/ethnic minority families most at risk, it is important that
we understand how women’s involvement with the penal system via the men in their lives
impacts their strategies for making ends meet and what this impact might mean for growing

inequalities among families.

4.2 BACKGROUND

4.2.1 Economic Consequences of Incarceration

A growing body of research documents the adverse consequences of incarceration for family
functioning and well-being. Incarcerated individuals are often connected to romantic partners,

mothers and children who continue to be involved in their lives even when they are behind bars
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(Braman, 2004; Comfort, 2008). About half of incarcerated men are in romantic relationships
with women, and more than two-thirds are fathers (Carlson & Cervera, 1991; Grinstead et al.,
1999; Jorgensen et al., 1986; Western, 2006). The expansion of the penal system coupled with
racial/ethnic and socioeconomic disproportionality in the incarceration rate has made
incarceration an inescapable reality for a number of low-income and racial/ethnic minority
families (Carson, 2015; Lee et al., 2015; Pettit & Western, 2004). In 2006, one in four women
had a family member in state or federal prison; the proportion of black women with incarcerated
family members is even higher (1 in 2.5) (Lee et al., 2015).

Research on the collateral consequences of incarceration for families has examined a
number of outcomes including children’s education, development, behavior, and health and
romantic partners’ mental health and relationship quality (Comfort, 2008; Geller et al., 2012;
Haskins, 2014; Turney, 2014b, 2015a; Turney & Haskins, 2014; Wakefield & Wildeman, 2011;
Wildeman et al., 2012; Wildeman & Turney, 2014). Considerable attention has also been given
to the economic consequences of incarceration for families. Incarceration has been shown to
reduce family income by removing an important source of income during the jail or prison stay
and by reducing the financial support the family receives after incarceration (deVuono-powell et
al., 2015; Geller et al., 2011; Johnson, 2008). Although men’s pre-incarceration incomes may be
modest, they do report providing primary financial support for their families, and their capacity
to continue providing such support while incarcerated and after released is slim (Braman, 2004;
deVuono-powell et al., 2015; Geller et al., 2011; L. Glaze & Maruschak, 2010; Pager, 2003).
Recent research shows that nearly half of inmates contributed 50 percent or more to their
families’ household income prior to incarceration, and this loss of income resulted in financial
instability and difficulty covering basic costs of living such as food, housing, utilities and

clothing (deVuono-powell et al., 2015). In addition, ethnographic studies show that men make
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in-kind contributions — often in the form of childcare and help around the home — to their
families prior to incarceration (Braman, 2004; Fishman, 1990; Nurse, 2002). A man’s inability to
provide in-kind support while incarcerated may have financial consequences if replacing his
contributions requires purchasing services.

Families struggle to meet basic needs as a result of not only lost income but also costs
associated with incarceration. Family members who wish to maintain frequent contact with
incarcerated individuals face a host of expenses associated with travel for prison visits, collect
calls, sending packages, and putting money in commissary (Braman, 2004; Comfort, 2008;
deVuono-powell et al., 2015; Grinstead et al., 2001). Despite their own hardships, families serve
as primary financial support and often take responsibility for attorney fees, fines, and legal debt
associated with involvement in the criminal justice system (deVuono-powell et al., 2015; Harris,
2016; Harris et al., 2010). Research conducted by deVuono-powell and colleagues (2015)
estimated that costs for families are often equivalent to one year’s worth of household income,
and these financial burdens disproportionately fall to women in the family. Increased expenses
combined with reduced resources may strain household budgets and lead families to seek out

additional income.

4.2.2  Income Packaging

We know little about how women manage the economic instability associated with the
incarceration of their loved ones. However, it is likely that women with incarcerated partners
attempt to balance their household budgets though a variety of strategies. Ethnographic research
shows that working poor and low-income individuals often combine paid employment,
unreported odd jobs, social services, and other resources in order to make ends meet (Edin &

Lein, 1997; Pittman, 2014; Rank, 1994; Stack, 1974; Zippay, 2002; Zucchino, 1998). This
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practice, known as “income packaging” in the social welfare literature, has been observed among
low-income single mothers, grandmothers providing primary care to their grandchildren, and
displaced steelworkers (Edin & Lein, 1997; Pittman, 2014; Zippay, 2002). Edin and Lein’s
(1997) interviews with unskilled and semiskilled single mothers demonstrated that they relied on
three basic strategies to align their income and their expenses. Single mothers worked in the
formal or informal labor market; they received cash assistance from boyfriends, family and
friends; and they received cash assistance or in-kind help from agencies, community groups or
charities. Women in Edin and Lein’s study rarely used only one of the basic strategies but
instead used them in combination with each other. A single strategy, and sometimes multiple
strategies, was often insufficient to make ends meet. Other qualitative studies have also found
that poor and low-income households typically draw on a variety of economic sources, including
odd jobs, scavenging, bartering, and cash and in-kind assistance from relatives and friends
(Rank, 1994; Stack, 1974; Zippay, 2002; Zucchino, 1998).

The literature on income packaging also suggests that strategies for making ends meet are
not static. Individuals move between strategies over time; as one strategy “dries up” they find
another to replace it (Edin & Lein, 1997). When a woman’s partner or other family member is
incarcerated, one source of income essentially “dries up,” at least temporarily. However, given
the long term consequences of incarceration for men’s employment, the incarceration of a family
member may represent a long term loss of an important resource for making ends meet (Pager,
2003; Western, 2006). The “drying up” of a source of income coupled with the costs associated
with conviction and incarceration likely leads women to reconsider their income packages — to
rely more or less heavily on some elements or add new elements. Women may manage the need
for additional income by increasing the number of hours they work. However, a slight increase in

hours of work may not produce enough additional income to replace men’s pre-incarceration



82
wages and address the financial costs of his imprisonment. It is likely they employ other income
generating strategies. We know, for example, that men’s incarceration increases their families’
participation in Food Stamps and Medicaid (Sugie, 2012). Although Medicaid is not a cash or
near cash form of public assistance, it does add to income by defraying medical expenses.

In addition to seeking financial assistance from friends and relatives, women who have
partners removed from their families via incarceration may cope with economic hardship by
combining households with other relatives or non-relatives, or by “doubling up” (Edin & Lein,
1997; Geller & Franklin, 2014; Pilkauskas, Garfinkel, & McLanahan, 2014). Combining
households may directly alleviate hardship by dispersing the burden of rent and other household
expenses among several individuals. Doubling up may indirectly alleviate hardship if
housemates help care for children so that women can concentrate on income generating
strategies. Although doubling up generally refers to living with a friend or family member but
not a romantic partner (Mykyta & Macartney, 2012; Pilkauskas et al., 2014), I include combining
households with a new romantic partner in my measure of doubling up. The motivation for
moving in with a romantic partner may differ from the motivation for moving in with a family
member, but none of these relationships are purely economic transactions, and doubling up with

a new partner may be a more lucrative strategy than others.

423 Social Determinants of Income Packaging

It is likely that women experiencing the incarceration of their partners not only employ a variety

of strategies to make ends meet, but also that their access to certain strategies vary. For example,

increasing participation in paid labor may be difficult for women facing substantial care demands
at home. A prisoner may have provided childcare or other forms of in-kind support prior to

incarceration, and the loss of that contribution is not only disruptive but requires attention.
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Prisoners themselves also require care; prisons are often far away which makes maintaining a
connection to an incarcerated man time consuming, and this care work may leave little room for
additional paid labor. Women with multiple children or who face significant losses in in-kind
support may modify their strategies in different ways than women who do not face these
challenges.

Low-income and poor families are more likely to experience the incarceration of a loved
one, and their economic instability is exacerbated by the policies and practices of the criminal
justice system. Maintaining contact with a prisoner not only drains the resources of already
economically vulnerable families but absorbs a substantial amount of time and energy which can
diminish their connections to social institutions outside the prison and social networks that that
could provide financial and instrumental support (Comfort, 2008; Turney et al., 2012). Women
whose partners have been incarcerated multiple times or for long periods may be at a heightened
risk of become embedded in a prison system that consumes daily life in ways that thwart entry
and access to other institutions (Comfort, 2008). Prolonged exposure to the correctional system
may be associated with diminishing, or already diminished, resources. Families that are better off
financially prior to incarceration and those that have not experienced repeated cycles of
incarceration may be in a better position to seek out financial support from kin and non-kin and
may be more connected to people who can provide such support (Edin & Lein, 1997).

There are reasons to believe that some women will experience stability rather than
change in their income packaging. We might expect black women’s strategies to be more
resilient to partner incarceration than their white counterparts’ (e.g., Mineka & Kihlstrom, 1978).
Incarceration has become a normative life course experience for racial minority men, especially
those with low levels of education (Pettit & Western, 2004). This means that incarceration has

become common for their family members as well. In 2006, 44 percent of black women had a
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family member currently in state or federal prison, while only 12 percent of white women did
(Lee et al., 2015). Black women may plan accordingly so that if men are removed from their
households, it is less disruptive to their economic well-being (Edin, 2000; Edin & Kefalas,
2005). In addition, black women living in poverty, and to some extent even the black middle
class, face a considerable amount of uncertainty and instability; it may make little sense for them
to strategize in response to their partners’ incarceration if they feel they have little control over

the forces shaping the viability of their strategic plans (Burton & Tucker, 2009).

4.2.4 Contributions of this Research

This study improves our understanding of the economic well-being of families who experience
the incarceration of a loved one by investigating the varied and changing strategies they use to
make ends meet. Previous research has shown that incarceration can be a source of financial
strain for families (deVuono-powell et al., 2015; Geller et al., 2011; Schwartz-Soicher et al.,
2011) and that families experiencing incarceration turn to Food Stamps and Medicaid (Sugie,
2012). This study strengthens the existing literature in three ways. First, it assumes that women’s
strategies for making ends meet are not limited to one strategy and considers the ways in which
women attached to incarcerated men modify multiple resources in tandem with one another.
Second, this study includes employment as one of these modifiable resources. Although we
know that, for women, family circumstances and employment are closely linked, prior research
has failed to consider how partner incarceration shapes women'’s participation in paid labor.
Finally, this paper shifts attention to women connected to incarcerated men — women who are
often making financial decisions for their families during this time of family separation. With a
few exceptions, the literature on the economic consequences of incarceration for families has

focused on children as subjects of this instability (e.g, Geller et al., 2011; Turney, 2015c;
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Wildeman, 2014), and the research centering on women has documented the costs of maintaining
a relationship with an incarcerated individual but offered limited insight into how they get the

resources they need (Comfort, 2008; deVuono-powell et al., 2015; Grinstead et al., 2001).

4.3 DATA, MEASURES AND ANALYTIC STRATEGY

431 Data

To investigate changes in women’s income packaging following the incarceration of their
children’s fathers, I use data from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study (FFCWS).
FFCWS is a longitudinal survey that follows a cohort of new and mostly unmarried parents in 20
cities with populations over 200,000. It began in 1998 with interviews of a sample of nearly
5,000 parents shortly following the birth of their child, and subsequent interviews were
conducted one, three, five, and nine years later (Reichman et al., 2001). These data are
particularly suitable for studying women’s economic responses to men’s incarceration because of
structure and content. Because the FFCWS data include an oversample of unmarried parents in
large cities, the sample is economically disadvantaged and includes a substantial number of
incarcerated men. The study’s focus on a child and the child’s parents rather than a single
individual or household gives us information about the lives of families, defined broadly to
include married and cohabiting couples as well as nonresidential partnerships and separated
couples who share children. Since family arrangements other than the married bio-parent headed
household may be common among those at risk of incarceration, a broad definition of family
allows those experiencing incarceration to remain visible in the data. The inclusion of both
parents in the survey means the data provide information about incarcerated individuals and their
partners, which is unique to this dataset. FFCWS also provides substantial information about

respondents’ individual characteristics, family history and economic resources. The collection of
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such rich data allows me to observe a range of potential economic resources and to examine
several potential determinants of resource use.

I rely mainly on information gathered from women during the initial interview and the
three- and five-year follow up interviews. I am interested in women’s responses to the
incarceration of the fathers of their children, so the main analytical sample includes women who
experienced men’s incarceration between the three- and five-year surveys (n = 784). Analysis is
limited to this time frame because men’s incarceration is most accurately measured between the
three- and five-year surveys. Women were asked at the five-year survey if their child’s father
was currently incarcerated and if he had been incarcerated since the three-year survey. The latter
question is not asked in earlier surveys. I dropped 339 observations in which the child’s father
was incarcerated at the three-year survey, because I want to compare activities women engaged
in before and after men’s incarceration. I also dropped observations in which women did not
participate in both the three- and five-year surveys (n = 16) and observations in which the child’s
father is deceased, unknown or has custody of the child (n = 3). I dropped an additional 12
observations in which women’s race is reported as “other” and 20 observations missing values
on the covariates used in the regression analysis. It is unnecessary to delete observation missing
values on the manifest variables, or the observed variables that make up the dependent variable,
because the iterative nature of the expectation-maximization algorithm used by the R package
(poLCA) emloyed in the analysis makes it possible to estimate the latent class model even with
some observations missing (Linzer & Lewis, 2011). Comparison of the sample prior to listwise
deletion of observations missing key covariates (n = 414) and the final analytical sample for
which deletions have been made (n = 394) shows that they are nearly identical (see Table 4.1).

Thus, the deletion of observations should not bias results. The final sample includes 394 women
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who experienced a new incarceration of their child’s father at some point between the three- and

five-year surveys.

432 Measures

Manifest variables. Several self-reported manifest (or observed) variables are used in a latent
class regression analysis to determine how changes in women’s resource use during the time
period in which their partners are incarcerated cluster together into sets of strategies. Following
the ethnographic literature on “income packaging” (Edin & Lein, 1997; Zippay, 2002) these
manifest variables measure changes between the three- and five- year surveys across a wide
array of potential economic responses to partner incarceration: change in women’s employment,
use of public assistance, receipt of financial help, and doubling up. The data do not contain
information about reduction in expenditures.

The manifest variables considered in the latent class analysis are summarized in Table
4.2. Changes in employment activities are represented using two categorical variables. Change in
hours of work indicates whether a woman increased the number of hours she worked each week
in the formal labor market between the three- and five-year surveys, decreased her number of
hours, experienced no change and was employed, or experience no change and was unemployed.
To better capture true changes in hours rather than incidental changes in hours which may be
common in the types of jobs held by low-income women (Haley-Lock, 2015; Henly & Lambert,
2014), small changes in hours of work (less than four) between the three- and five-year surveys
have been coded as no change (van Damme et al., 2009). As Table 4.2 shows, the portion of
women falling into each category ranges from 17 percent who were employed both years and
experienced no change in hours of work to 35 percent who experienced an increase in hours of

work.



88

Change in looking for work is a categorical variable indicating whether a woman started
looking for work, stopped looking for work, was looking at both the three- and five- year
surveys, or was looking at neither survey. Women were only asked if they were looking for work
if they were unemployed at the time of the survey; thus, this variable does not capture looking
for better or different work while employed. Most (60%) women were not looking for work
either year. In addition to employment in the formal labor market, informal work (e.g., “off the
books” work such as cleaning homes, doing hair, or illicit work) may be an important part of
women’s income generating strategies. However, a variable capturing changes in informal hours
of work has not been included in the latent class analysis because of data limitations. FFCWS
does collect information about hours of work in informal jobs, but the measurement of informal
work is less precise than the measurement of formal work, and the measures differ in the three-
and five-year surveys.

Changes in receipt of public assistance are represented using four categorical variables:
change in TANF, change in Food Stamps, change in SSI/disability, and change in Medicaid.
Each variable is comprised of four categories: starts receiving, stops receiving, consistently
receives both years, consistently receives neither year. SSI/disability is the least used of the four
forms of public assistance, but a sizable proportion did not use TANF either year. The
requirements for these forms of public assistance are stringent which may dissuade use. Change
in financial assistance a woman receives from non-agency sources is represented by the variable
change in financial help, which includes financial help from family, friends, and partners (other
than the focal child’s father). FFCWS asks women for the total amount of financial support they
received over the last 12 months. Change in financial help includes four categories that indicate
whether the amount of the assistance increased or decreased between the three- and five-year

surveys, remained steady across the two years, or was not provided either year. Small changes in
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financial help (less than $50 for the year) are coded as no change. The portion of women falling
into each category ranges from three percent to 40 percent.

I measure change in shared residence with a single categorical variable, change in
doubling up, which indicates whether an adult (relative, non-relative or romantic partner) moves
in, an adult moves out, household composition remains stable over time with other adults in the
household, or household composition remains stable over time without other adults in the
household. Because some women experience both entry and exit of other adults, the coding of
this variable privileges moving in. Thus, the “moves in” category is comprised of women who
experienced the entry of an adult household member, but some have also experienced the exit of
an adult household member. “Moves out” is comprised of women who experienced only the
departure of an adult. “Moves in” and “moves out” are not dependent on a woman residing in the
same location at both surveys; thus, the variable could indicate that a woman herself moved into
a household with other adults. In total, 31 percent of women experience the entry of an adult; 20
percent experience an exit; 9 percent have other adults in the household both years but do not
experience any movement; and 40 percent have no other adults in the household either year.

Covariates. The latent class regression model includes measures of demographic
characteristics and family circumstances. Race/ethnicity (white, non-Hispanic; black, non-
Hispanic; Hispanic) is a categorical variable measured at the baseline interview. Some college is
a dichotomous variable indicating some college or a college degree vs. no college and is
measured at the three-year interview. Education is a dichotomous rather than three- or four-
category measure for two reasons. First, only 2 percent of the sample has a bachelor’s degree.
Second, preliminary analyses using a three-category variable (less than high school, high school
diploma/GED, some college) showed no significant differences between women with a high

school diploma and those without (results available upon request). Age is a continuous variable
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measured at the three-year survey. The household income measure is an income-to-poverty ratio,
which represents household income in relation to the poverty line, which is established by the
Census Bureau and based on household size and composition. Fair or poor health represents
women'’s reports of their general health. Women who reported fair or poor health are coded as
one, and women who reported good, very good or excellent health are coded as zero. I also
include a measures that indicate whether a woman is in a romantic relationship with her partner
(the focal child’s father) at the three-year survey. Number of children under the age of five in the
household is a continuous variable, also measured at year three. Multiple partner fertility
indicates whether a woman has children with men other than the partner/focal child’s father.

The model also includes three variables regarding women’s partners: prior incarceration,
financial support, and in-kind support; all are measured at the three-year survey, prior to the
most recent incarceration. Partner prior incarceration indicates whether or not a woman’s
partner had been incarcerated at some point before the three-year survey. Partner financial
support is a dichotomous variable that measures whether or not the partner provided financial
support to the woman in the 12 months leading up to the three-year survey. A partner was
considered to be providing financial support at the three-year survey if he was living with the
woman and employed in either the formal or informal labor market, or he was not living with the
woman and the woman reported he provided formal or informal child support. Although
researchers have calculated the amount of partners’ financial contribution at the five-year survey,
it is not possible to construct the same continuous measure at the three-year survey due to an
inconsistency in survey questions. Partner in-kind support is the average of women’s responses
to four questions regarding her partner’s household contributions: 1) “How often does he look
after your child when you need to do things?” 2) “How often does he run errands (for you) like

picking up things from the store?”” 3) “How often does he fix things around your home, paint, or
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help make it look nicer in other ways?” and 4) “How often does he take your child places he/she

needs to go, such as to daycare or the doctor?” (1 = never to 4 = often).

4.3.3  Analytic Strategy

I use latent class regression models to identify groups of women whose income packages change
in similar ways and to simultaneously estimate the relationship between covariates and
probability of group membership. The basic latent class model explains the associations between
observed manifest variables in terms of membership in a small number of unobservable,
unordered latent classes, which eliminates all confounding between the manifest variables. The
model estimates two parameters. First, latent class membership probabilities represent the
probability that a randomly selected individual from the population belongs to a particular latent
class. Second, the model estimates conditional response probabilities, or the conditional
probability that an individual who belongs to a given class provides a particular response on each
manifest variable (Bartholomew, Steele, Moustaki, & Galbraith, 2008; Linzer & Lewis, 2011).
The latent class regression model is a generalized version of the basic latent class model
which allows the inclusion of covariates to predict individuals' latent class membership (Linzer
& Lewis, 2011). The latent class regression model estimates the relationship between covariates
and latent class membership at the same time that it estimates the latent class model. An alternate
approach would be to estimate the basic latent class model, calculate for each individual the
posterior probabilities of membership in each class, and then use these probabilities as the
dependent variable in the regression model containing covariates. However, previous research
has shown that this approach results in biased coefficient estimates (Bolck, Croon, & Hagenaars,

2004).



92

The latent class model does not automatically determine the number of latent classes in a
given data set; the user must supply the number of latent classes to be estimated. The optimal
number of latent classes can be determined though the consecutive fitting of models and
comparison of goodness of fit statistics for each model. I fit to the data a series of latent class
models specifying between one and four latent classes and use the Akaike information criterion,
or AIC, to determine the most parsimonious model. In exploratory analyses I attempted to fit
models specifying a greater number of classes, and even with a minimal number of covariates,
these models produced extreme coefficient values, which suggested too small a sample size to fit

a model with even five or six classes.

4.4 RESULTS

4.4.1  Definition of the Classes

Figure 4.1 shows the AIC values for the four latent class models. The AIC value decreases as the
number of classes increases with the lowest AIC value corresponding to the four-class solution.
Estimated conditional probabilities for the four-class model with their standard errors in
parentheses are shown in Table 4.3; these probabilities characterize that likelihood that members
of each class experience a change in their use of a particular resources. These probabilities are
represented graphically in Figure 4.2, allowing for a visual comparison of the groups on the
responses that define them. The employment and public assistance variables (TANF, Food
Stamps and Medicaid) emerge as the main variables distinguishing the four groups. The
likelihoods of experiencing changes in doubling up and financial support from family and friends
are fairly consistent across groups.

Class one is characterized by high probabilities of not looking for work and not receiving

TANF and Food Stamps. The high probability of not looking for work at either wave suggests
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that women in this group are consistently employed, or, if they are unemployed at one of the
waves, report not looking for work at that time. For these women, consistent employment does
not necessarily mean stable hours of work. Women in class one are similarly likely to increase,
decrease or make no change to their hours of work. The low likelihood of TANF and Food
Stamp receipt indicates that class one members rely little on public assistance, particularly in
comparison to other class. However, class one does have a .36 probability of starting to use Food
Stamps which may be connected to a substantial loss in household income because of a decrease
in her own employment or the removal of a wage earner from the household via incarceration.
Women in class one have similar probabilities of Medicaid entry, consistent use, and consistent
non-use which may correspond to the varied changes in employment this group experiences.

Women in class two experience an increase in hours of work and have high probabilities
of receiving Food Stamps and Medicaid, but not TANF, at both waves. A .42 probability of
ceasing a job search suggests that for some women in class three, the increase in hours of work
represents a movement into the labor force. They have low but not negligible probabilities of
ending their use of TANF and Food Stamps which may correspond to the start of a new job.

Class three is characterized by a high probability of decreasing hours of work, not
looking for work at either wave, and consistent receipt of both Food Stamps and Medicaid.
Women in this group have a .71 probability of reducing their hours and a .23 probability of
maintaining their level of employment. The .71 probability that women are looking for work at
neither wave indicates that most women in class three remain employed while reducing their
hours. However, the .29 probability that women in the group start looking for work suggests that
some women’s hours of work are reduced to zero. The probability of TANF receipt is also
divided. Women in group three have a .60 probability of not using TANF at either wave, a .20

probability of starting TANF use, and a .16 probability of discontinuing their TANF use. Some
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of the women who reduce their hours of work turn to TANF to make up the difference; others
reduce their hours and simultaneously stop receiving TANF.

Class four is characterized by high probabilities of consistent unemployment and use of
Food Stamps and Medicaid. For women in class four, unemployment may not be the preferred
status. They have a low but not negligible probability of looking for work at each wave. Their
use of TANF is also varied; the group has similar probabilities of consistent receipt and non-
receipt of TANF. Although SSI use (at either wave) is low across the sample, women in class
four do have somewhat higher probabilities of SSI entry and consistent receipt, compared to
other groups. The probability that group four members do not receive financial help from family
or friends is slightly higher than other groups, especially groups two and three. A summary of the

four classes is shown in Table 4.4.

4.42  Regression Results

Table 4.5 provides the logit coefficients from the second part of the latent class regression
analysis: a multinomial logistic regression model that examines the relationship between a set of
covariates and membership in the latent classes. In this model, class one (characterized by
consistent employment and little public assistance) is the reference category. The results show
that older women are less likely to be in the group of women who increase their hours of work
and use public assistance (class two) than in the reference group. Women who have attended
college or earned a college degree are less likely to be in the consistently unemployed group
(class four) than in the consistently employed and not using public assistance group (class one).
Pre-incarceration household income appears to be the most consistent predictor of class
membership — at least when the groups are compared to group one which is characterized by

consistent employment and little reliance on other sources of income. Lower household income
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is associated with membership in classes two, three and four, the groups who have the most
consistent receipt of public assistance. Relationship status and men’s incarceration history also
distinguish group membership. Women in a romantic relationship with their partner prior to
incarceration are more likely to be in the groups that increase (class two) and decrease (class
three) their hours of employment while also relying on public assistance than in the group
characterized by consistent employment and non-receipt of public assistance (class one). Women
whose partners have been imprisoned previously are also more likely to be in the groups of
women who increase (class two) and decrease (class three) their hours of work between surveys.

Rearranging the latent classes in the multinomial logistic regression model so that classes
two and three are alternately set as the reference category allows a comparison of the three
groups that consistently received public assistance but vary in terms of their employment. These
results, which are not shown, indicate that older women are less likely to be in the group
increasing their hours (class two) than in the groups that decrease their hours (class three) or
remain unemployed (class four). Characteristics indicating social class also distinguish
membership in the three groups that use public assistance. Women with at least some college
education are more likely to increase (class two) and to decrease (class three) their hours of work
than to be consistently unemployed (class four). Women with higher pre-incarceration household
incomes are more likely to decrease (class three) their hours of work than increase (class two)
their hours or remain unemployed (class four). Finally, women who have children with multiple
fathers are less likely to decrease their hours of work (class three) than remain consistently

unemployed (class four).
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4.5 DISCUSSION

A growing literature documents the economic consequences of men’s incarceration for the
families they leave behind (deVuono-powell et al., 2015; Geller et al., 2011; Schwartz-Soicher et
al., 2011). Many families experience a substantial loss of income, and they struggle to meet basic
needs while also absorbing the costs of maintaining contact with their loved ones and supporting
them financially during conviction and incarceration (Braman, 2004; Comfort, 2008; deVuono-
powell et al., 2015; Grinstead et al., 2001; Harris, 2016; Harris et al., 2010; Johnson, 2008). We
know little, however, about how the women heading these families respond to economic
hardships associated with men’s incarceration. This is an important oversight because
incarceration has the potential to alter the economic behaviors of not only incarcerated
individuals but also the women connected to them — women working to shore up the economic
hardships their families experience.

In this paper, I use data from the Fragile Families and Wellbeing Study and latent class
regression analysis to investigate changes in women’s income generating strategies during the
time their partners are incarcerated as well as social determinants of these changes. The results
suggest two main conclusions. First, women modify their income packages in diverse ways. The
latent class regression analysis indicates a division of the sample into four distinct groups of
women. Two of the four groups experience changes in employment along with relatively stable
use of public assistance. For some of these women, changes in employment represent not merely
an adjustment in hours of work but entry into or exit from the workforce. A third group relies
relatively little on public assistance. Although they are consistently employed, their hours of
work are not stable across waves. A fourth group consists of unemployed women who receive

public assistance at both survey waves. This group of women experience the most stability, but
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their strategies for making ends meet also suggest a high level of disadvantage. They may have
limited access to resources which makes changing income generating strategies more difficult, or
they may rely on resources that are not observable in the data, such as employment in the
informal economy.

Second, I find the types of changes women with incarcerated partners make to their
income packages are determined largely by factors indicating social class: women’s educational
attainment and household income. Education distinguishes the three employed groups from the
group that is consistently unemployed; as we might expect, a higher level of education is
associated with employment. Although a higher level of education predicts membership in one of
the employed groups, it does not ensure stability in hours of work. Household income operates in
a similar way. Although women with higher pre-incarceration household incomes are less likely
to use public assistance, which makes sense given that many programs are means-tested, they
still adjust their hours of work during the time their partner is incarcerated. Together, these
findings suggest that no family is protected from the instability associated with incarceration.
Although very few of the women in the sample are highly advantaged in terms of educational
attainment or household income (i.e., few have four-year degrees and the average income-to-
poverty ratio is just above one), even those in the most advantaged positions have to make
changes. But their level of education and income does offer access to flexible resources — to jobs
or financial circumstances that allow for adjustment in hours of work. For instance, women with
higher pre-incarceration household incomes are more likely to be in the group decreasing their
hours than in the group increasing their hours. Both groups adjust their hours, but those with
higher pre-incarceration incomes are able to reduce their hours during a time when their families’

care needs are high.
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It is surprising that men’s pre-incarceration contributions, whether in-kind or financial,
are not associated with the types of changes women make to their income packages. Perhaps
change in the dollar amount of the financial contribution, which I was unable to calculate
because of data limitations, would play a stronger role in shaping women’s group member. It is
also surprising that no differences between black and white women’s modifications were
detected by the regression analysis. Although it is difficult to draw conclusions from non-
significant results, it appears that black women’s income packages are not more or less stable
than other women’s. Black women’s familiarity with the imprisonment of men in their families

and communities may not lead to more established strategies for getting by in their absence.

4.5.1 Limitations

The number of groups that emerges from the latent class analysis speaks to the diversity in
women'’s response to men’s incarceration, and the characteristics of those classes suggest that
women’s modifications of their strategies are complex. The data provide an excellent
opportunity to investigate the economic consequences of men’s incarceration for their families;
however, the data provide limited opportunities to unpack the complexity. I am able to identify
important social determinants (e.g., education and household income) of the changes women
make to their income packages, but unobserved factors such as the type of incarceration (prison
or jail), duration of incarceration, the distance of the prison/jail from home, the frequency of
women'’s visits and their level of involvement with the penal system via their partners may
impact the types of adjustment women make. In addition, the two year span between survey
waves and the lack of information about timing of incarceration and changes in income
generating strategies do not permit analyses that distinguish between changes women make

immediately before or after imprisonment and changes they make at a later time. Indeed, such
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information would provide an opportunity to consider potentially importance nuances in
women’s experience of the incarceration of their partners and the ways in which these varied
experiences produce different types of adjustments in women’s income packages. Although
results from this study cannot be interpreted in terms of a causal relationship between men’s
incarceration and changes or stability in women’s income packaging, the results do suggest that

this time period is potentially turbulent, even for more advantaged women.

4.5.2 Conclusion

This study contributes to a growing body of research that investigates the consequences of
incarceration for families. Specifically, the analysis extends research documenting the economic
hardships women experience when their partners are incarcerated to consider the multiple
strategies women use to make ends meet in the face of these hardships. By showing that women
with incarcerated partners are likely to rely on — and make adjustments to — several sources of
income — public assistance, their own employment, and financial help from family and friends —
these findings are in line with previous research on both consequences of incarceration and how
low-income individuals balance strained household budgets (Edin & Lein, 1997; Geller et al.,
2011; Pittman, 2014; Sugie, 2012; Zippay, 2002). We must consider these findings in the context
of the lives of low-income and racial/ethnic minority families — families that face economic
hardships even if their members, who are most at risk of criminal justice involvement, avoid
incarceration. The findings of this study and of previous research on the consequences of
incarceration for families suggest that incarceration exacerbates economic hardships for already
vulnerable families and may contribute to inequality both among low-income families and

families more broadly. Understanding the multiple and diverse ways in which women attached to
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incarcerated men attempt to cope with economic hardships is important for devising appropriate

strategies for reducing the burden of having a family member incarcerated.
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Table 4.1. Comparison of Analytical Sample and Complete Case Sample

Percent/Mean
Analytical Complete Case
Sample Sample
(n=394) (n=414)
Race/ethnicity
White (non-Hispanic) 17.26 16.91
Black (non-Hispanic) 62.44 61.35
Hispanic 20.30 21.74
Age 25.90 25.87
(5.47) (5.53)
Some College 31.22 30.68
Income-to-poverty ratio 1.17 1.16
(1.10) (1.09)
Number of children under age 5 1.75 1.73

(.90) (.90)
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Table 4.2. Manifest Variables and Covariates used in Latent Class Regression Models

Proportion/
Manifest Variables Proportion Covariates Mean
Change in hours of work Race/Ethnicity
Increase .35 White 17
Decrease 24 Black, non-Hispanic .62
No change, employed 17 Hispanic .20
No change, unemployed 23 Age 25.90
Change in looking for work (5.47)
Start looking for work A1 Some College 31
Stop looking for work .19 Income-to-poverty ratio 1.17
No change, looking both .09 (1.10)
No change, looking neither .60 Fair or poor health 17
Change in TANF In relationship with partner 42
Starts receiving .08 No. of children in household 1.75
Stops receiving 13 (.90)
Consistently receives .10 Multiple partner fertility 45
Consistently does not receive .68 Partner prior incarceration .76
Missing .005 Partner financial support 2.38
Change in Food Stamps (1.11)
Starts receiving .19 Partner in-kind support .67
Stops receiving 10
Consistently receives .50
Consistently does not receive 22
Change in SSI/disability
Starts receiving .03
Stops receiving .008
Consistently receives .03
Consistently does not receive .94
Missing .005
Change in Medicaid
Starts receiving A2
Stops receiving 12
Consistently receives .64
Consistently does not receive A2
Change in Financial Help
Increase .26
Decrease 22
No change, receiving help .03
No change, not receiving help .40
Missing .09
Change in Doubling Up
Moves in 31
Moves out .20
Stable, yes other adults in HH .09
Stable, no other adults in HH 40
N 394

Note: Where applicable, standard errors are in parentheses



Table 4.3. Estimated Conditional Response Probabilities and
Latent Class Membership Probabilities for the four-class model

Class1 Class2 Class3  Class 4
Change in hours of work
Increase 30(.05) .93(.04) .00(.00) .02(.03)
Decrease 30(.05) .00(.00) .71(.08) .03(.03)
No change, employed 34(.05) .05(.04) .23(.07) .00(.00)
No change, unemployed 06(.03) .02(.02) .06(.04) .95(.04)
Change in looking for work
Start looking for work .07(03) .00(.00) .29(.08) .16(.05)
Stop looking for work 10(.03) .42(.06) .00(.00) .22(.06)
No change, looking both .01(.01) .00(.00) .00(.00) .44(.08)
No change, looking neither .82(.05) .58(.06) .71(.08) .18(.06)
Change in TANF
Starts receiving .03(.02) .06(.03) .20(.06) .09 (.04)
Stops receiving .00(.00) .26(.05) .16(.05) .15(.05)
Consistently receives .00(.00) .05(.03) .04(.03) .41(.07)
Consistently does not receive .97 (.02) .63 (.06) .60(.07) .35(.07)
Change in Food Stamps
Starts receiving 36(.06) .08(.04) .14(.06) .09(.05)
Stops receiving .02(.02) .19(.05) .14(.05) .06(.03)
Consistently receives .00(.00) .68(.06) .71(.07) .85(.06)
Consistently does not receive .62 (.06) .05(.03) .00(.00) .00(.00)
Change in SSI/disability
Starts receiving .00(.00) .01(01) .02(.02) .10(.04)
Stops receiving .00(.00) .00(.00) .00(.00) .04(.02)
Consistently receives .02(.01) .00(.00) .00(.00) .09(.05)
Consistently does not receive .98 (.01) .99 (.01) .98(.02) .78(.06)
Change in Medicaid
Starts receiving 27(.05) .07(03) .04(.03) .04(.03)
Stops receiving 14(.04)  .18(.05) .13(.06) .00(.00)
Consistently receives 26(.05) .73(.06) .83(.06) .95(.03)
Consistently does not receive .34 (.05) .02(.02) .00(.00) .01(.02)
Change in Financial Help
Increase 30(.05) .35(06) .28(.07) .20(.06)
Decrease A8(.04) .29(.06) .29(.07) .22(.06)
No change, receiving help .03(.02) .04(.02) .00(.00) .04(.03)
No change, not receiving help .50 (.05) .32(.06) .43(.07) .54(.08)
Change in Doubling Up
Moves in 37(.05) .29(.05) .23(.06) .33(.07)
Moves out 20(.04) .21(.05) .24(.06) .13(.05)
Stable, yes other adults in HH .06 (.02) .13(.04) .09(.04) .10(.04)
Stable, no other adults in HH  .37(.05) .38(.06) .43(.08) .44(.08)
Latent class membership prob. .33(.03) .27(.03) .20(.02) .20(.02)

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses
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Table 4.4. Characteristics of the Latent Classes

104

Class Defining Characteristics %

Consistent Employment Not looking for work but unstable hours of 33
work; consistent non-receipt of TANF and Food
Stamps

Increased employment + Increase in hours of work which, for some, 27

stable public assistance represents labor force entry; consistent receipt
of Food Stamps and Medicaid

Decreased employment + Decrease in hours of work; not looking for 20

stable public assistance work; consistent receipt of Food Stamps and
Medicaid

Consistent unemployment +  Consistent unemployment; consistent receipt of 20

stable public assistance

Food Stamps and Medicaid
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Table 4.5. Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis of Class Membership

Class 2 Class 3 Class 4
Increase Hrs Decrease Hrs Unemployed
Race/Ethnicity (ref. is white)
Black, non-Hispanic 227 1.125 .643
(.575) (.686) (.694)
Hispanic -.335 -.349 -.440
(.624) (.770) (.789)
Age -.085 T .048 .007
(.048) (.049) (.051)
Some College -.064 -311 -1.465 *
(.450) (.445) (.572)
Income-to-poverty ratio -1.356 *** =791 A -1.826 ***
(.248) (.210) (.455)
Fair or poor health 307 -.700 299
(.507) (.674) (.608)
In relationship with partner .626 1.231 7 1.157 7
(.544) (.625) (.600)
No. of children in household .022 .098 177
(.230) (.254) (.256)
Multiple partner fertility 258 -.510 .868
(.476) (.487) (.552)
Partner prior incarceration 819 7 1.866 ** 731
(.470) (.666) (.527)
Partner financial support 306 .696 -427
(.481) (.564) (.559)
Partner in-kind support -251 -.459 -.097
(.251) (.312) (.293)
Constant 2.903 -2.428 -.140
(1.492) (1.739) (1.718)
N 394

Tp<.10 *p<.05 **p<.0l ***p<.001 (two-sided tests).
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Figure 4.2. Income Packaging by Latent Class: Estimated Conditional Response Probabilities

Class 1: Consistent Employment Class 2: Increased Employment + Public Assistance
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Chapter 5. CONCLUSION

A well-known body of research documents the sensitivity of women’s employment to changing
family circumstances — showing that marriage, child birth, husband unemployment and divorce
structure women’s employment, particularly for white and higher-income women (Bradbury &
Katz, 2002; Lundberg, 1985; Mattingly & Smith, 2010; Moen et al., 1994; Stone & Short, 1990;
van Damme et al., 2009). A second area of scholarship describes the incarceration of a family
member as a form of family instability associated with a host of deleterious consequences,
among them economic instability and material hardship (Geller et al., 2011; Schwartz-Soicher et
al., 2011). An overarching aim of this dissertation was to bring together these two literatures in
order to better understand how the incarceration of a partner, a family transition that is unevenly
distributed across the population, impacts women’s employment. The three studies conducted for
this dissertation are part of a larger research program that aims to center the work-family
experiences of low-income and racial/ethnic minority women. Central to this aim is the premise
that work-family issues for women in the upper and lower ends of the income distribution are
quite different (Bianchi, 2011; Bianchi & Milkie, 2010).

The findings presented in this dissertation advance knowledge about families,
employment and the collateral consequences of mass incarceration in at least three ways. First,
this dissertation highlights the consequences of incarceration for the female partners of
incarcerated men. It destabilizes the explicitly gendered association between men and
incarceration by theorizing incarceration as a multimodal apparatus of control that extends
beyond the literal walls of the prison or jail. It places women at the center of analysis in order to
elucidate they ways in which incarceration exacerbates women’s work-family burdens and in

doing so reproduces gender inequality. Second, the relationships between partner incarceration
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and employment documented in the preceding chapters underscores the importance of
considering the spillover effects of incarceration into family life and suggests we have thus far
underestimated the impact of incarceration on employment by focusing exclusively on former
inmates. Finally, this dissertation broadens our understanding of the relationship between
changing family circumstances and women’s employment. It shows that partner incarceration, a
relatively common experience among disadvantaged women, is an important family transition
that shapes how women participate in paid labor. In doing so, these studies contribute to a
growing body of scholarships that highlights the multiple burdens that complicate low-income
and racial/ethnic minority women’s efforts to provide both financial stability and adequate care

for their families.

5.1 MAIN FINDINGS

The results presented in the three preceding chapters suggest that incarceration is a family
transition that matters for women’s employment. Even as women care for incarcerated family
members and their children, they also are doing more paid work than women in otherwise similar
circumstances — but how they do that additional work varies. Chapter 2 shows that, on average,
partner incarceration is not associated with the number of hours women work at their primary
jobs; however, Chapter 3 demonstrates that partner incarceration is associated with working
multiple concurrent jobs. It appears that a single job is not enough for women to cover the costs
associated with incarceration. Together, these results draw attention to the precarious
employment situations of women with incarcerated partners. That changes in women’s
employment are constrained, by and large, to multiple job holding suggests women with
incarcerated partners shoulder a heavy burden to meet the needs of their families. Moreover,

incarceration has the potential to exacerbate socioeconomic inequality or, at least, maintain
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current levels. The multiple jobs women with incarcerated partners work are unlikely to be
“good jobs” that build human capital (Kalleberg, 2011), and they may keep women from going
to school or participating in other activities that improve their socioeconomic standing.

Additionally, the results highlight heterogeneity in the impact of partner incarceration on
women’s employment, with family and household composition serving as a key moderator of the
association. Among married women and women raising children with one father, those with
incarcerated partners work more hours at their primary jobs. Similarly, multiple job holding is
concentrated among women residing with their partners prior to incarceration. This heterogeneity
suggests that when partners are removed from primary roles in families and households,
incarceration is most disruptive and elicits an employment response from women. It is likely the
economic consequences — the loss of income and financial support from a resident or involved
father coupled with the expense of maintaining contact — are the key motivators for this change.

The results also suggest that the conditions of incarceration are an important factor
shaping the impact of incarceration of women and their families. This finding is generally
consistent with previous research, but the details are contrary. This dissertation shows that short
duration incarcerations are associated with both the number of hours women work and the
likelihood of working multiple jobs, whereas previous research has found that long duration
incarcerations are more strongly associated with family outcomes (Turney, 2014b; Turney &
Wildeman, 2013). This inconsistency can be explained: it is likely that employment is governed
by a different set of processes than other outcomes that have been linked to incarceration
duration (e.g., children’s contact with paternal grandparents and father involvement). The
findings of this dissertation are aligned with economic theory which suggests that longer-term
incarcerations require a more sustainable response than increases in employment (Lundberg,

1985). Parenting alone and working full-time hours or multiple jobs may be a burden than can
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only be borne for a short period of time. Families may turn to other resources and strategies
when incarceration spells are long, even if the economic consequences are more severe or
permanent.

Chapter 4 further illustrates heterogeneity in women’s employment response and draws
attention to the additional resources on which women rely. The latent class analysis highlights
four ways in which women modify their income packages during partner incarceration. Increases
in hours at their main jobs, coupled with few other resources, are most common. However, hours
reductions and persistent unemployment, paired with public assistance receipt, are not
uncommon. This suggests extreme labor market disadvantage among some women and
difficulties maintaining employment for others. Consistent with previous research (Edin & Lein,
1997), the results also suggests that income from employment, perhaps even when coupled with

multiple jobs, is not enough for many women to get by during their partner’s incarceration.

5.2  LIMITATIONS

Each of the preceding empirical chapters outlines the limitations of that specific study as well as
broader limitations of the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study data. Two additional,
related limitations are noted here. First, the structure of the data prohibits us from formally
testing changes in economic circumstances as the key mechanism linking partner incarceration to
women’s employment. Other studies have shown that changes in income during the time period
in which a partner is incarcerated explain some of the association between incarceration and
outcomes of interest (e.g., maternal depression) (Wildeman et al., 2012). Since household
income is, in part, made up of women’s earnings from employment, and income and
employment variables are measured at the same time, it is difficult to discern how one affected

the other. Women’s income following incarceration may reflect her employment response to
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reduced income rather than the true value of the reduction. Thus, discussion of the costs of
incarceration for families as the mechanism through which incarceration impacts women’s
employment is theoretical, not specifically modeled, but grounded in a wealth of research that
documents these costs (Braman, 2004; Comfort, 2008; deVuono-powell et al., 2015; Geller &
Franklin, 2014; Geller et al., 2011; Grinstead et al., 2001; Johnson, 2008; Schwartz-Soicher et
al., 2011).

Similarly, our ability to determine causal relationships is limited by the lack of
information about economic circumstances between survey waves. When data is collected
biennially, or at wider intervals, we lose detailed information about families and the household
economy during those intervals. The collection of more frequent household budget, employment
and incarceration data would go a long way toward understanding the processes by which
women make decisions about their employment in response to changing family circumstances.
Such information is particularly important given that research shows that, for low-income
families, income can fluctuate dramatically from month to month and that employment can be
unstable throughout the year (Morduch, 2015). At the very least, data that utilizes event history
calendars and asks respondents at a yearly interview about recent changes in employment and
incarceration status and when those events occurred would allow us to better model causal

relationships.

5.3 IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY AND PRACTICE

These findings contribute to a growing body of research that documents the instability and
economic hardship faced by partners and families of currently and formerly incarcerated men.
The findings also provide guidance for policymakers, practitioners, and social service providers

interested in alleviating the economic burden of incarceration on families. Specifically, the
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robust relationship between partner incarceration and multiple job holding suggests the loss of
income associated with men’s incarceration is destabilizing enough to warrant a second job.
Increasing the consistency of monetary support via public assistance programs could prevent
situations in which women must take on second jobs. Altering prison policy to make contact with
inmates more affordable has the potential to decrease the financial burden families experience.
Some advocacy work has been done to reduce the costs of phone calls, but changes appear to be
stalled and uneven, and phone calls are only one of the many expenses families of inmates
experience (Federal Communications Commission, 2016). Raising wages for prisoners may
allow them to better support themselves while in prison and rely less on family members on the
outside. Changes in policy that reduce discrimination faced by formerly incarcerated individuals
and improve employment opportunities may help them contribute financially to their families
once they are released.

Additionally, the results suggest that the low-wage labor market poses constraints on
women’s options when family and income instability require additional earnings from
employment. Women and their families may be helped by higher wages that make it easier to get
by on earnings from one job and by incentives for employers to guarantee hours and offer full-
time employment options. Improving the conditions of low-wage work may reduce the need for
second jobs and allow women time to attend school or learn new skills that can improve their
socioeconomic standing over the long-term. Access to affordable childcare is, of course,
important so that women parenting their children alone can work and attend school. In sum,
efforts to support women with incarcerated family members may require greater attention to not
only criminal justice and penal policy but also the social safety net and the conditions of low-

wage employment.
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5.4 FUTURE RESEARCH

In light of findings regarding the importance of the conditions of confinement in shaping
women’s employment, future research should seek to better understand how various forms and
stages of criminal justice contact impact family finances and women’s response to instability in
income and expenses. Varying forms of incarceration may lead to varying forms of family
instability and uncertainty. Remaining questions include: how do the varying conditions of
incarceration (e.g., timing, duration, facility type, facility distance) differentially impact
women’s participation in employment, education and other social institutions?; what are the
consequences of frequent and repeated jail incarcerations versus the consequences of long-term
absence from family life and wage earning? In addition, it is unclear the role that women play in
covering the cost of bail bonds, legal financial obligations, and debt associated with criminal
justice contact as well as the resources women use when they provide these types of financial
support.

Additional studies that are able to distinguish the impact of removal from re-entry would
add to our understanding of the processes by which incarceration disrupts family life. Questions
to consider include: how does the re-entry process alter women’s work and family obligations?;
how are men reintegrated into families, and what are the implications of this transition for gender
relations within the family? Finally, this dissertation reveals how little is known about the nature
of multiple job holding, particularly among workers earning low-wages; the positive and
negative consequences for individuals and families; and how causes and consequences may vary
across the income and education distributions. Future research should examine inequalities in the
causes and consequences of multiple job holding and their role in maintaining and exacerbating

social and economic inequality.
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5.5 CONCLUDING REMARKS

Incarceration impacts a large number of women by bringing them into close and frequent contact
with the prison, by removing people they love from their households and family systems, and by
leaving them to negotiate the economic shock and tenuous relationships. Considered alongside
prior research on the collateral consequences of incarceration — research that documents the
substantial care responsibilities associated with incarceration (Arditti et al., 2003; Braman, 2004;
Comfort, 2008), the complication and reconfiguration of key family relationships (Sykes &
Pettit, 2014; Turney, 2014b, 2015a, 2015b), and the emotional toll of having a loved one behind
bars (Wildeman et al., 2012) — this dissertation provides further evidence of the multiple burdens
faced by the primarily low-income and racial/ethnic minority women whose partners are
imprisoned. This dissertation adds employment as a dimension of this burden and suggests that,
although gendered norms already place the responsibility for reconciling work and family on

women, the addition of an incarcerated partner reinforces this persistent gender inequality.



116
REFERENCES

Amott, T., & Matthaei, J. (1991). Race, gender, and work: A multicultural economic history of
women in the United States. Boston, MA: South End Press.

Arditti, J. A., Lamber-Shute, J., & Joest, K. (2003). Saturday morning at the jail: Implications of
incarceration for families and children. Family Relations, 52, 195-204.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2003.00195.x

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2009). People with more than one job (Australian Social Trends
No. September) (pp. 1-6). Australian Bureau of Statistics.

Averett, S. L. (2001). Moonlighting: multiple motives and gender differences. Applied
Economics, 33(11), 1391-1410. https://doi.org/10.1080/00036840010007957

Bartholomew, D. J., Steele, F., Moustaki, 1., & Galbraith, J. . (2008). The Analysis and
Interpretation of Multivariate Data for Social Scientists. Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press.

Becker, G. (1981). A Treatise on the Family. Cambridge, MA: Harvard.

Bianchi, S. M. (2011). Changing Families, Changing Workplaces. The Future of Children, 21(2),
15-36. https://doi.org/10.1353/foc.2011.0013

Bianchi, S. M., & Milkie, M. A. (2010). Work and Family Research in the First Decade of the
21st Century. Journal of Marriage and Family, 72(3), 705-725.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00726.x

Bianchi, S. M., Robinson, J. P., & Milkie, M. A. (2002). Changing Rhythms of American Family
Life. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Blair-Loy, M. (2003). Competing Devotions: Career and Family among Women Executives.

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.



117

Blitz, C. L. (2006). Predictors of Stable Employment Among Female Inmates in New Jersey:
Implications for Successful Reintegration. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 43(1), 1-
22. https://doi.org/10.1300/J076v43n01 01

Boheim, R., & Taylor, M. P. (2004). And in the Evening She’s a Singer with the Band — Second
Jobs, Plight or Pleasure? (IZA Discussion Paper No. 1081). Institute for the Study of
Labor.

Bolck, A., Croon, M., & Hagenaars, J. (2004). Estimating latent structure models with
categorical variables: one-step versus three-step estimators. Political Analysis, 12(1), 3—
27. https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mph001

Bradbury, K. L., & Katz, J. (2002). Women’s labour market involvement and family income
mobility when marriages end. New England Economic Review, 2002, 41-74.

Braman, D. (2004). Doing Time on the Outside: Incarceration and Family Life in Urban
America. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

Brewster, K. L., & Rindfuss, R. R. (2000). Fertility and women’s employment in industrialized
nations. Annual Review of Sociology, 26, 271-96.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.26.1.271

Bumpass, L., & Lu, H.-H. (2000). Trends in Cohabitation and Implications for Children’s Family
Contexts in the United States. Population Studies, 54(1), 29-41.
https://doi.org/10.1080/713779060

Bureau of Justice Statistics. (1997). Survey of Inmates of State and Federal Correctional
Facilities. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice.

Burton, L. M., & Tucker, M. B. (2009). Romantic unions in an era of uncertainty: A post-

Moynihan perspective on African American women and marriage. Annals of the



118

American Academy of Political and Social Science, 621, 132—-148.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716208324852

Butcher, K. F., & Piehl, A. M. (1998). Recent immigrants: Unexpected implications for crime
and incarceration. Industrial and Labor Relations Review, 51, 654—679.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2525013

Cancian, M., & Haskins, R. (2014). Changes in Family Composition: Implications for Income,
Poverty, and Public Policy. The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and
Social Science, 654(1), 31-47. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716214525322

Cancian, M., & Meyer, D. R. (2011). Who Owes What to Whom? Child Support Policy Given
Multiple-Partner Fertility. Social Service Review, 85(4), 587-617.
https://doi.org/10.1086/664199

Carlson, B. E., & Cervera, N. J. (1991). Inmates and their families: Conjugal visits, family
contact, and family functioning. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 18(3), 318-331.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854891018003005

Carlson, M. J., & Furstenberg, F. F. (2006). The Prevalence and Correlates of Multipartnered
Fertility among Urban U.S. Parents. Journal of Marriage and Family, 68(3), 718-732.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2006.00285.x

Carlson, M. J., & Meyer, D. R. (2014). Family Complexity: Setting the Context. The ANNALS
of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 654(1), 6—11.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716214531378

Carson, A. E. (2015). Prisoners in 2014 (No. NCJ 248955). Washington D.C.: U.S. Department
of Justice.

Casper, L. M., & Bianchi, S. M. (2002). Continuity and change in the American family.

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.



119

Chiricos, T., Barrick, K., Bales, W., & Bontrager, S. (2007). The labeling of convicted felons
and its consequences for recidivism. Criminology, 45(3), 547-580.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2007.00089.x

Christian, J., & Thomas, S. S. (2009). Examining the Intersections of Race, Gender, and Mass
Imprisonment. Journal of Ethnicity in Criminal Justice, 7(1), 69-84.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15377930802711797

Clear, T. R. (2007). Imprisoning Communities: How Mass Incarceration Make Disadvantaged
Neighborhoods Worse. New York: Oxford University.

Cohen, P. N., & Bianchi, S. M. (1999). Marriage, children, and women’s employment: What do
we know? Monthly Labor Review, 1999, 22-31.

Collins, J. L., & Mayer, V. (2010). Both Hands Tied: Welfare Reform and the Race to the
Bottom of the Low-Wage Market. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Collins, P. H. (2011). The meaning of motherhood in black culture and black mother-daughter
relationships. In M. B. Zinn, P. Hondagneu-Sotelo, & M. A. Messner (Eds.), Gender
Through the Prism of Difference. New York: Oxford University.

Comfort, M. (2008). Doing Time Together: Love and Family in the Shadow of the Prison.
Chicago: University of Chicago.

Daniel, S. W., & Barrett, C. J. (1981). The needs of prisoners’ wives: A challenge for the mental
health professions. Community Mental Health Journal, 17(4), 310-322.
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00779387

Davis, A. (2003). How Gender structures the Prison System. In Are Prisons Obsolete? (pp. 60—
83). New York: Seven Stories Press.

deVuono-powell, S., Schweidler, C., Walters, A., & Zohrabi, A. (2015). Who Pays? The True

Cost of Incarceration on Families. Oakland, CA: Ella Baker Center.



120

Dickman, S. J. (1990). Functional and dysfunctional impulsivity: Personality and cognitive
correlates. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 95-102.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.1.95

Edin, K. (2000). What Do Low-Income Single Mothers Say about Marriage? Social Problems,
47(1), 112—-133. https://doi.org/10.2307/3097154

Edin, K., & Kefalas, M. (2005). Promises I Can Keep. Berkeley: University of California.

Edin, K., & Lein, L. (1997). Making Ends Meet. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Ehrenreich, B. (2001). Nickeled and Dimed. New York: Henry Holt and Company.

Elder, G., Johnson, M. K., & Crosnoe, R. (2003). The emergence and development of the life
course. In J. T. Mortimer & M. J. Shanahan (Eds.), Handbook of the Life Course. New
York: Plenum.

Federal Communications Commission. (2016). Inmate Telephone Service. Retrieved from
https://www.fcc.gov/consumers/guides/inmate-telephone-service

Fernandes, A. (2015). How Far Up the River? Assessing the Consequences of Criminal Justice
Contact. Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Sociology, University of Washington, Seattle,
WA.

Finkel, S. E. (1995). Causal Analysis with Panel Data. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Fishman, L. T. (1988). Prisoners and Their Wives: Marital and Domestic Effects of Telephone
Contacts and Home Visits. International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative
Criminology, 32(1), 55-66. https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X8803200108

Fishman, L. T. (1990). Women at the Wall: A Study of Prisoners’ Wives Doing Time on the

Outside. Albany: State University of New York.



121

Freeman, R. B. (1992). Crime and the employment of disadvantaged youth. In G. E. Peterson &
W. Vroman, Urban Labor Markets and Job Opportunity (pp. 201-237). Washington
D.C.: Urban Institute.

Furstenburg, F. F. (2007). The making of the black family: Race and class in qualitative studies
in the twentieth century. Annual Review of Sociology, 33, 429-448.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.33.040406.131727

Geller, A., Cooper, C., Garfinkel, 1., Schwartz-Soicher, O., & Mincy, R. (2012). Beyond
Absenteeism: Father Incarceration and Child Development. Demography, 49(1), 49-76.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-011-0081-9

Geller, A., & Franklin, A. W. (2014). Paternal Incarceration and the Housing Security of Urban
Mothers. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 76(2), 411-427.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12098

Geller, A., Garfinkel, 1., & Western, B. (2011). Paternal incarceration and support for children in
fragile families. Demography, 48(1), 25—47. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-010-0009-9

Glaze, L. E., & Kaeble, D. (2015). Correction Populations in the United States, 2014 (No. NCJ
249513). Washington D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice.

Glaze, L., & Maruschak, L. (2010). Parents in Prison and Their Minor Children. Washington
D.C.: Bureau of Justice Statistics.

Glenn, E. N. (1994). Social constructions of mothering: A thematic overview. In E. N. Glenn, G.
Chang, & L. R. Forcey (Eds.), Mothering: Ideology, Experience, and Agency. New York:
Routledge.

Golden, L. (2005). The flexibility gap: Employee access to flexibility in work schedules. In 1. U.
Zeytinoglu (Ed.), Flexibility in workplaces: Effects on workers, work environment and

the unions. Geneva: I[IRA/ILO.



122

Grinstead, O., Faigeles, B., Bancroft, C., & Zack, B. (2001). The financial cost of maintaining
relationships with incarcerated African American men: A survey of women prison
visitors. Journal of African American Men, 6(1), 59—69. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12111-
001-1014-2

Grinstead, O., Zack, B., Faigeles, B., Grossman, N., & Blea, L. (1999). Reducing postrelease
HIV risk among male prison inmates: A peer-led intervention. Criminal Justice and
Behavior, 26(4), 468—480. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854899026004003

Grogger, J. (1995). The Effects of Arrests on the Employment and Earnings of Young Men. The
Quarterly Journal of Economics, 110(1), 51-71. https://doi.org/10.2307/2118510

Guariglia, A., & Kim, B.-Y. (2004). Earnings Uncertainty, Precautionary Saving, and
Moonlighting in Russia. Journal of Population Economics, 17(2), 289-310.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-004-0184-3

Guzzo, K. B., & Furstenberg, F. F. (2007). Multipartnered Fertility among American Men.
Demography, 44(3), 583-601. https://doi.org/10.1353/dem.2007.0027

Haley-Lock, A. (2015). Not enough hours in the day: Organizational and policy dimensions of
low-wage employment in the U. S. Presented at the West Coast Poverty Center Seminar
Series on Poverty and Policy, Seattle, WA.

Harlow, C. W. (2003). Education and Correctional Populations. Washington D.C.: Bureau of
Justice Statistics.

Harper, C. C., & McLanahan, S. S. (2004). Father absence and youth incarceration. Journal of
Research on Adolescence, 14, 369-397. https://doi.org/10. 1111/j.1532-
7795.2004.00079.x

Harris, A. (2016). A Pound of Flesh: Monetary Sanctions as a Punishment for the Poor. New

York: Russell Sage.



123

Harris, A., Evans, H., & Beckett, K. (2010). Drawing blood from stones: legal debt and social
inequality in the contemporary United States. American Journal of Sociology, 115(6).
https://doi.org/10.1086/651940

Harris, K. M. (1993). Work and welfare among single mothers in poverty. American Journal of
Sociology, 99, 317-352. https://doi.org/10.1086/230267

Haskins, A. (2014). Unintended Consequences: Effects of Paternal Incarceration on Child School
Readiness and Later Special Education Placement. Sociological Science, 1, 141-158.
https://doi.org/10.15195/v1.all

Henly, J. R., & Lambert, S. J. (2014). Unpredictable Work Timing in Retail Jobs: Implications
for Employee Work-Life Conflict. Industrial and Labor Relations Review, 67(3), 986—
1016. https://doi.org/10.1177/0019793914537458.

Hipple, S. F. (2010). Multiple jobholding during the 2000s. Monthly Labor Review, July, 21-32.

Hochschild, A. R. (2003). The Second Shift. New York: Penguin Books.

Holzer, H. (2009). Collateral Costs: Effects of Incarceration on Employment and Earnings
Among Young Workers. In S. Raphael & M. A. Stoll (Eds.), Do Prisons Make Us Safer?
The Costs of the Prison Boom (pp. 239-65). New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Holzer, H. J. (2009). Collateral Costs: Effects of Incarceration on Employment and Earnings
Among Young Workers. In S. Raphael & M. A. Stoll (Eds.), Do Prisons Make Us Safer?
The Costs of the Prison Boom (pp. 239-265). New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Houle, B. (2014). The effect of incarceration on adult male BMI trajectories, USA, 1981-2006.
Journal of Racial and Ethnic Health Disparities, 1(1), 21-28.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s40615-013-0003-1



124

Johnson, R. (2008). Ever-increasing levels of parental incarceration and the consequences for
children. In S. Raphael & M. Stoll (Eds.), Do Prisons Make Us Safer? New York: Russell
Sage Foundation Press. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Jorgensen, J. D., Hernandez, S. H., & Warren, R. C. (1986). Addressing the social needs of
families of prisoners: A tool for inmate rehabilitation. Federal Probation, 50(4), 47-52.

Kalil, A., & Ryan, R. M. (2010). Mothers’ economic conditions and sources of support in Fragile
Families. Future of Children, 20, 39-61. https://doi.org/10.1353/foc.2010.0009

Kalleberg, A. L. (2000). Nonstandard Employment Relations: Part-Time, Temporary and
Contract Work. Annual Review of Sociology, 26, 341-365.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.26.1.341

Kalleberg, A. L. (2011). Good Jobs, Bad Jobs. New York: Russell Sage.

Kessler, R. C., Andrews, G., Mroczek, D., Ustun, B., & Wittchen, H.-U. (1998). The World
Health Organization Composite International Diagnostic Interview Short-Form (CIDI-
SF). International Journal of Methods in Psychiatric Research, 7(4), 171-185.
https://doi.org/10.1002/mpr.47

Kling, J. R. (2006). Incarceration Length, Employment, and Earnings. The American Economic
Review, 96(3), 863—876. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.96.3.863

Krishnan, P. (1990). The Economics of Moonlighting: A Double Self-Selection Model. The
Review of Economics and Statistics, 72(2), 361-367. https://doi.org/10.2307/2109729

Lambert, S. J., Haley-Lock, A., & Henly, J. R. (2012). Schedule flexibility in hourly jobs:
unanticipated consequences and promising directions. Community, Work & Family,
15(3), 293-315. https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2012.662803

Langan, P., & Levin, D. (2002). Recidivism of prisoners released in 1994. Washington D.C.:

U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics.



125

Lee, H., & Bruns, A. (2016). #SayHerName: The Health Consequences of Mass Imprisonment
for (Black) Women. Presented at the West Coast Poverty Center Criminal Justice
Roundtable, Seattle, WA.

Lee, H., McCormick, T., Hicken, M. T., & Wildeman, C. (2015). Racial inequalities in
connectedness to imprisoned individuals in the United States. Du Bois Review: Social
Science Research on Race., 12(2). https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742058X 15000065

Linzer, D. A., & Lewis, J. B. (2011). poLCA: An R package for polytomous variable latent class
analysis. Journal of Statistical Software, 42(10), 1-29.
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v042.110

Lopoo, L. M., & Western, B. (2005). Incarceration and the formation and stability of marital
unions. Journal of Marriage and Family, 67.

Lundberg, S. (1985). The added worker effect. Journal of Labor Economics, 3(1), 11-37.
https://doi.org/10.1086/298069

MacPherson, D. A., & Stewart, J. B. (1989). The labor force participation and earnings profiles
of married female immigrants. Quarterly Review of Economics and Business, 29(3), 57—
72.

Malveaux, J. (1981). Shifts in the Occupational and Employment Status of Black Women:
Current Trends and Future Implications. In Black Working Women: Debunking the
Myths. Berkeley: Center for the Study, Education and Advancement of Women.

Malveaux, J. (1990). Gender Difference and Beyond: An Economic Perspective on Diversity and
Commonality among Women. In D. L. Rhode (Ed.), Theoretical Perspectives on Sexual
Difference (pp. 226-238). New Haven, CT: Yale University.

Manza, J., & Uggen, C. (2006). Locked Out: Felon Disenfranchisement and American

Democracy. New York: Oxford Univeristy.



126

Martel, J. L. (2000). Reasons for working multiple jobs. Monthly Labor Review, October 2000,
42-43.

Marucci-Wellman, H. R., Lin, T.-C., Willetts, J. L., Brennan, M. J., & Verma, S. K. (2014).
Differences in Time Use and Activity Patterns When Adding a Second Job: Implications
for Health and Safety in the United States. American Journal of Public Health, 104(8),
1488—-1500. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2014.301921

Marucci-Wellman, H. R., Lombardi, D. A., & Willetts, J. L. (2016). Working multiple jobs over
a day or a week: Short-term effects on sleep duration. Chronobiology International,
33(6), 630—649. https://doi.org/10.3109/07420528.2016.1167717

Marucci-Wellman, H. R., Willetts, J. L., Lin, T.-C., Brennan, M. J., & Verma, S. K. (2013).
Work in Multiple Jobs and the Risk of Injury in the US Working Population. American
Journal of Public Health, 104(1), 134—142. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2013.301431

Massoglia, M. (2008a). Incarceration as exposure: the prison, infectious disease, and other stress-
related illnesses. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 49(1), 56-71.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002214650804900105

Massoglia, M. (2008b). Incarceration, health, and racial disparities in health. Law & Society
Review, 42, 275-306. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5893.2008.00342.x

Massoglia, M., Firebaugh, G., & Warner, C. (2013). Racial variation in the effect of
incarceration on neighborhood attainment. American Sociological Review, 78, 142—165.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122412471669

Massoglia, M., & Pridemore, W. A. (2015). Incarceration and Health. Annual Review of

Sociology, 41, 291-310. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-073014-112326



127

Mattingly, M. J., & Smith, K. E. (2010). Changes in Wives’ Employment When Husbands Stop
Working: A Recession-Prosperity Comparison. Family Relations, 59(4), 343-357.
https://doi.org/10.1111/§.1741-3729.2010.00607.x

McLanahan, S., Bryant-Davis, T., Holcombe, C., James, S., Adams, T., & Gray, A. (2014). An
Epidemiological Study of Children’s Exposure to Violence in the Fragile Families Study.
Princeton, NJ: Robert Woods Johnson Foundation.

McLanahan, S., & Percheski, C. (2008). Family Structure and the Reproduction of Inequalities.
Annual Review of Sociology, 34, 257-276.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.34.040507.134549

Mechoulan, S. (2011). The external effects of black male incarceration on black females. Journal
of Labor Economics, 29(1), 1-35. https://doi.org/10.1086/656370

Mineka, S., & Kihlstrom, J. F. (1978). Unpredictable and uncontrollable events: A new
perspective on experimental neurosis. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 87(2), 256-71.

Moehling, C. M. (2001). Women’s work and men’s unemployment. Journal of Economic
History, 61, 926-949. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022050701042036

Moen, P., Robison, J., & Fields, V. (1994). Women’s work and caregiving roles: A life course
approach. Journal of Gerontology, 49(4), 176—186.
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronj/49.4.S176

Morduch, J. (2015). Lessons from the U.S. Financial Diaries Project. Presented at the West Coast
Poverty Center Seminar Series on Poverty and Policy, Seattle, WA.

Mumola, C. J. (2000). Incarcerated Parents and Their Children. Washington, D.C.: U.S.

Department of Justice.



128

Mumola, C. J., & Karberg, J. C. (2006). Drug Use and Dependence, State and Federal Prisoners,
2004. Washington, D.C.: Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of
Justice Statistics.

Mykyta, L., & Macartney, S. (2012). Sharing a household: Household composition and
economic well-being (Current Population Reports No. P60-242). Washington D.C.: U.S.
Census Bureau.

Nepomnyaschy, L., & Garfinkel, I. (2007). Child support, fatherhood, and marriage: Findings
from the first five years of the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study. Asian Social
Work and Policy Review, 1(1), 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1753-1411.2007.00002.x

Norton, E. C., Wang, H., & Ai, C. (2004). Computing interaction effects and standard errors in
logit and probit models. The Stata Journal, 4(2), 154-167.

Nurse, A. M. (2002). Fatherhood Arrested: Parenting from Within the Juvenile Justice System.
Nashville, TN: Vanderbilt University Press.

Pager, D. (2003). The mark of a criminal record. American Journal of Sociology, 108(5), 937—
975. https://doi.org/10.1086/374403

Pager, D. (2007). Marked: Race, Crime and Finding Work in an Era of Mass Incarceration.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Pager, D., Bonikowski, B., & Western, B. (2009). Discrimination in a Low Wage Labor Market:
a Field Experiment. American Sociological Review, 74, 777-799.
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240907400505

Pager, D., Western, B., & Sugie, N. (2009). Sequencing Disadvantage: Barriers to Employment
Facing Young Black and White Men with Criminal Records. The Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science, 623, 195-213.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716208330793



129

Patillo-McCoy, M. (1999). Black Picket Fences: Privilege and Peril among the Black Middle
Class. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Percheski, C. (2008). Maternal employment after a birth: Examining variations by family
structure. (Working Paper WP08-18-FF). Retrieved from
http://crcw.princeton.edu/workingpapers/WP08-18-FF.pdf

Petersilia, J. (2003). When prisoners come home: Parole and prisoner reentry. New York, NY:
Oxford University.

Pettit, B., & Western, B. (2004). Mass imprisonment and the life course: Race and class
inequality in U.S. incarceration. American Sociological Review, 69.
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240406900201

Pilkauskas, N. V., Garfinkel, I., & McLanahan, S. S. (2014). The prevalence and economic value
of doubling up. Demography, 51, 1667-1676. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-014-0327-4

Pittman, L. (2014). How well does the “safety net” work for family safety nets? Economic
survival strategies among grandmother caregivers in severe deprivation. Presented at the
West Coast Poverty Center Seminar Series on Poverty and Policy, Seattle, WA.

Presser, H. B. (2003). Race-Ethnic and Gender Differences in Nonstandard Work Shifts. Work
and Occupations, 30(4), 412—439. https://doi.org/10.1177/0730888403256055

Pridemore, W. A. (2014). The mortality penalty of incarceration: evidence from a population-
based case-control study. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 55(2), 215-233.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022146514533119

Raley, R. K., Sweeney, M. M., & Wondra, D. (2015). The Growing Racial and Ethnic Divide in
U.S. Marriage Patterns. The Future of Children, 25(2), 89—109.

https://doi.org/10.1353/foc.2015.0014



130

Rank, M. R. (1994). Living on the Edge: The Realities of Welfare in America. New York:
Columbia University.

Raphael, S. (2007). Early incarceration spells and the transition to adulthood. In S. Danziger, F.
F. Furstenburg, & C. E. Rouse, The Price of Independence (pp. 278-306). New York,
NY: Russell Sage Foundation.

Reichman, N. E., Teitler, J. O., Garfinkel, 1., & McLanahan, S. S. (2001). Fragile Families:
Sample and Design. Children and Youth Services Review, 23(4/5), 303-326.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0190-7409(01)00141-4

Reid, L. L. (2002). Occupational segregation, human capital, and motherhood: Black women’s
higher exit rates from full-time employment. Gender and Society, 16(5), 728-747.
https://doi.org/10.1177/089124302236994

Renna, F. (2006). Moonlighting and overtime: A cross-country analysis. Journal of Labor
Research, 27(4), 575. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12122-006-1021-0

Reskin, B. F. (1999). Occupational segregation by race and ethnicity among women workers. In
I. Browne (Ed.), Latinas and African American women at work: Race, gender, and
economic inequality (pp. 183-204). New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Reynolds, J. (2005). In the Face of Conflict: Work-Life Conflict and Desired Work Hour
Adjustments. Journal of Marriage and Family, 67(5), 1313—1331.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2005.00219.x

Riger, S., Staggs, S. L., & Schewe, P. (2004). Intimate partner violence as an obstacle to
employment among mothers affected by welfare reform. Journal of Social Issues, 60(4),

801-818. https://doi.org/10.1111/7.0022-4537.2004.00387.x



131

Roberts, D. (2004). The social and moral cost of mass incarceration in African American
communities. Stanford Law Review, 56(5), 1271-1305.
https://doi.org/10.2307/40040178

Rose, D. R., Michalsen, V., Wiest, D. R., & Fabian, A. (2008). Women, Re-entry and Everyday
Life: Time to Work? New York: Women’s Prison Association.

Schnittker, J., & John, A. (2007). Enduring stigma: the long-term effects of incarceration on
health. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 48(2), 115-130.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002214650704800202

Schoeni, R. F. (1998). Labor Market Outcomes of Immigrant Women in the United States: 1970
to 1990. The International Migration Review, 32(1), 57-77.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2547560

Schwartz-Soicher, O., Geller, A., & Garfinkel, I. (2011). The effect of paternal incarceration on
material hardship. Social Services Review, 85(3), 447-473.
https://doi.org/10.1086/661925

Sinkewicz, M., & Garfinkel, I. (2009). Unwed fathers’ ability to pay child support: New
estimates accounting for multiple-partner fertility. Demography, 46(2), 247-263.
https://doi.org/10.1353/dem.0.0051

Stack, C. (1974). All Our Kin. New York: Basic Books.

Stone, R. L., & Short, P. F. (1990). The competing demands of employment and informal
caregiving to disabled elders. Medical Care, 28(6), 513-526.

Sugie, N. F. (2012). Punishment and welfare: Paternal incarceration and families’ receipt of
public assistance. Social Forces, 90(4), 1403—1427. https://doi.org/10.1093/st/s0s055

Sullivan, M. L. (1989). Getting Paid: Youth Crime and Work in the Inner City. Ithaca, NY:

Cornell University.



132

Swanberg, J. E., Catsouphes, M., & Drescher-Burke, K. (2005). A question of justice: Disparities
in employees™ access to flexible schedule arrangements. Journal of Family Issues, 26,
866—895. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X05277554

Swisher, R. R., & Waller, M. R. (2008). Confining Fatherhood: Incarceration and Paternal
Involvement Among Nonresident White, African American, and Latino Fathers. Journal
of Family Issues, 29(8), 1067—1088. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X08316273

Sykes, B. L., & Pettit, B. (2014). Mass Incarceration, Family Complexity, and the Reproduction
of Childhood Disadvantage. The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and
Social Science, 654(1), 127-149. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716214526345

Taylor, P., Funk, C., & Clark, A. (2007). From 1997 to 2007: Fewer Mothers Prefer Full-Time
Work. Washington D.C.: Pew Research Center.

Tilly, C. (1996). Half a job: Bad and good part-time jobs in a changing labor market.
Philadelphia: Temple University.

Tolman, R. M., & Wang, H.-C. (2005). Domestic violence and women’s employment: Fixed
effects models of three waves of women’s employment study data. American Journal of
Community Psychology, 36(1/2), 147-157. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-005-6239-0

Tonkin, P., Dickie, J., Alemagno, S., & Grove, W. (2004). Women in Jail: “Soft Skills” and
Barriers to Employment. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 38(4), 51-71.
https://doi.org/10.1300/J076v38n04 04

Travis, J. (2005). But they all come black: Facing the challenges of prisoner reentry. Washington
D.C.: Urban Institute.

Travis, J., McBride, E. C., & Solomon, A. L. (2005). Families Left Behind: The Hidden Costs of

Incarceration and Reentry. Washington, DC: Urban Institute.



133

Turney, K. (2014a). The Consequences of Paternal Incarceration for Maternal Neglect and Harsh
Parenting. Social Forces, 92(4), 1607 — 1636. https://doi.org/10.1093/st/sot160

Turney, K. (2014b). The intergenerational consequences of mass incarceration: Implications for
children’s co-residence and contact with grandparents. Social Forces, 93(1), 299-327.
https://doi.org/10.1093/st/sou062

Turney, K. (2015). Hopelessly devoted? Relationship quality during and after incarceration.
Journal of Marriage and Family, 77, 480-495. https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12174

Turney, K. (2015). Liminal men: Incarceration and relationship dissolution. Social Problems,
62(4), 499-528. https://doi.org/10.1093/socpro/spv015

Turney, K. (2015). Paternal Incarceration and Children’s Food Insecurity: A Consideration of
Variation and Mechanisms. Social Service Review, 89(2), 335-367.
https://doi.org/10.1086/681704

Turney, K., & Haskins, A. (2014). Falling Behind? Children’s Early Grade Retention after
Paternal Incarceration. Sociology of Education, 87(4), 241-258.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038040714547086

Turney, K., Schnittker, J., & Wildeman, C. (2012). Those they leave behind: Paternal
incarceration and maternal instrumental support. Journal of Marriage and Family, 74,
1149-1165. https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1741-3737.2012.00998.x

Turney, K., & Wildeman, C. (2013). Redefining relationships: Explaining the countervailing
consequences of paternal incarceration for parenting. American Sociological Review, 78,
949—79. https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122413505589

Turney, K., & Wildeman, C. (2015). Detrimental for Some? Heterogeneous Effects of Maternal
Incarceration on Child Wellbeing. Criminology and Public Policy, 14(1), 125-156.

https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12109



134

U.S. Department of Labor. (n.d.). Women’s Bureau: Latest Annual Data. Retrieved from
http://www.dol.gov/wb/stats/recentfacts.htm

van Damme, M., Kalmijn, M., & Uunk, W. (2009). The employment of separated women in
Europe: Individual and institutional determinants. European Sociological Review, 25(2),
183—197. https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcn042

Wakefield, S., & Uggen, C. (2010). Incarceration and stratification. Annual Review of
Sociology, 36, 387—406. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.012809.102551

Wakefield, S., & Wildeman, C. (2011). Mass Imprisonment and Racial Disparities in Childhood
Behavioral Problems. Criminology and Public Policy, 10(3), 793-817.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9133.2011.00741.x

Wakefield, S., & Wildeman, C. (2013). Children of the Prison Boom: Mass Incarceration and the
Future of American Inequality. New York: Oxford University.

West, H. C. (2010). Prison inmates at midyear 2009--Statistical tables. Washington, DC: U.S.
Department of Justice.

Western, B. (2006). Punishment and Inequality in America. New York: Russell Sage.

Western, B., Bloome, D., Sosnaud, B., & Tach, L. (2012). Economic Insecurity and Social
Stratification. Annual Review of Sociology, 38, 341-359.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071811-145434

White, L. R., Royston, P., & Wood, A. M. (2009). Multiple imputation using chained equations:
issues and guidance for practice. Statistics in Medicine, 30, 377-399.
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.4067

Wildeman, C. (2014). Parental Incarceration, Child Homelessness, and the Invisible
Consequences of Mass Imprisonment. Annals of the American Academy of Political and

Social Sciences, 651(1), 74-96. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716213502921



135

Wildeman, C., & Muller, C. (2012). Mass Imprisonment and Inequality in Health and Family
Life. Annual Review of Law and Social Science, 8(1), 11-30.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-lawsocsci-102510-105459

Wildeman, C., Schnittker, J., & Turney, K. (2012). Despair by association? The mental health of
mothers with children by recently incarcerated fathers. American Sociological Review,
77, 216-243. https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122411436234

Wildeman, C., & Turney, K. (2014). Positive, Negative, or Null? The Effects of Maternal
Incarceration on Children’s Behavioral Problems. Demography, 51(3), 1041-1068.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-014-0291-z

Wildeman, C., Turney, K., & Yi, Y. (2016). Paternal Incarceration and Family Functioning:
Variation across Federal, State, and Local Facilities. Annals of the American Academy of
Political and Social Science, 665(1), 80-97. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716215625042

Williams, J. C. (2010). Reshaping the Work-Family Debate: Why Men and Class Matter.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Zeytinoglu, 1. U., Lillevik, W., Seaton, B., & Moruz, J. (2004). Part-Time and Casual Work in
Retail Trade: Stress and other Factors Affecting the Workplace. Industrial Relations,
59(3), 516-544.

Zippay, A. (2002). Dynamics of income packaging: A 10-year longitudinal study. Social Work,
47(3), 291-300.

Zucchino, D. (1998). Myth of the Welfare Queen. New York: Scribner.



136

APPENDIX
Table A2.1. Variation in Employment and Economic Circumstances among Women with Recently Incarcerated Partners
Household Hours of Partner
Employed in Employed in income Public work in provides
formal labor Hourly informal below assistance  formal labor financial
market wages labor market poverty line receipt market support
Mean or Percent n
Race/ethnicity
Non-Hispanic White 62.83 9.78 25.26 43.28 72.02 23.25 58.02 119
Non-Hispanic Black 52.72 9.39 19.33 63.13 86.11 19.58 48.68 548
Hispanic 54.58 9.10 14.35 60.35 76.64 20.11 51.67 170
Non-Hispanic Other 54.44 14.60 5.31 43.92 69.80 19.61 61.79 19
Partner prior
incarceration
No prior incarceration 57.15 9.89 11.89 51.7 72.58 21.94 66.79 128
Prior incarceration 54.08 9.43 20.08 60.73 83.55 19.9 48.06 728
Relationship Status
Separated 54.64 9.56 17.82 61.56 82.65 20.26 38.47 600
Married 57.80 10.05 20.20 44.23 06.75 23.06 85.03 72
Cohabiting 54.94 9.20 21.59 52.71 81.49 19.38 81.78 138
Romantic 46.82 8.68 22.25 74.97 97.45 17.40 66.62 45
Own multiple partner fertility
One father 62.20 9.50 19.04 47.89 76.26 22.86 55.16 399
Multiple fathers 47.84 9.50 18.70 69.45 86.86 17.87 47.09 456
Partner’s multiple partner fertility
One mother 55.66 9.47 19.10 59.29 81.64 20.62 59.20 357
Multiple mothers 53.73 9.52 18.68 59.45 82.10 19.90 44.87 498
Incarceration duration
Less than 3 months 59.96 9.56 19.70 50.58 74.80 23.12 68.00 228
3 months or greater 54.67 9.48 18.52 61.78 85.67 19.87 47.95 450
Missing duration 47.20 9.46 18.62 64.64 81.51 17.27 36.21 177

Note: all employment and economic circumstances are measured at the three-year survey. The number of observations varies across imputed datasets; the values
in the final column are an average across datasets.



Figure A2.1. Difference in Predicted Hours of Work for Women with Incarcerated Partners versus Women without Incarcerated
Partners, by Relationship Status, Race/Ethnicity, Partner’s Prior Incarceration, and Multiple Partner Fertility
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Table A3.1 Multinomial Logistic Regression Model Estimating Multiple Job Holding, Alternative Specification of Partner Incarceration
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Baseline + Controls + Lagged DV
Worked Worked Worked Worked Worked Worked
Multiple v. Multiple v. Multiple v. Multiple v. Multiple v. Multiple v.

1 Job 0 Job 1 Job 0 Job 1 Job 0 Job
Partner incarceration (ref. = never)
Recent only R 1.13%%* JTTE* 1.09%** 61%* 0%
(.27) (.34) (.28) (.37) (:29) (.38)
Prior only A2 267 -.01 24 .03 21
(.14) (.16) (.15) (.18) (.15) (.18)
Both recent and prior 68HHE 69HHE A40%* S1* 39% A45%
(.14) (.15) (.17) (.21) (.17) (:21)
Constant -2.09 -1.16 -1.75 .20 -2.89 -2.04
AIC 6534.224 5714.836 5505.178
N 3,835 3,835 3,835

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. AIC values vary across the five imputed data set and cannot be averaged using Rubin’s rules.
The highest AIC value for each model is shown.
7<.10;*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 (two-sided tests).
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Table A3.2. Multinomial Logistic Regression Model Estimating Multiple Job Holding, All Coefficients

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Unadjusted + Controls + Lagged DV Restricted Sample

Worked Worked Worked Worked Worked Worked Worked Worked
Multiple ~ Multiple ~ Multiple ~ Multiple =~ Multiple =~ Multiple = Multiple =~ Multiple
v. 1 Job v. 0 Job v. 1 Job v. 0 Job v. 1 Job v. 0 Job v. 1 Job v. 0 Job

Recent partner incarceration 631 S8 HH* SO7** 443%* 469%* 3407 S31%* 3707
(.145) (.159) (.154) (.180) (.155) (.184) (.185) (.214)
Race/Ethnicity (ref. Non-Hispanic white)

Non-Hispanic Black .008 420% -.022 266 =227 -.051
(.161) (.190) (.163) (.196) (.231) (.285)

Hispanic 201 378F 179 326 -.190 -.199
(.189) (.219) (.191) (.227) (.282) (.340)

Non-Hispanic other race/ethnicity 014 -.007 -.122 -.229 -.128 -.176
(.374) (.420) (.377) (.432) (.588) (.703)
Age -.021F -.067%** -.016 -.052 %% -.001 -.0397

(.012) (.013) (.012) (.014) (.018) (.021)
Education (ref. Less than high school)

HS diploma or GED -.036 241 -.078 180 -.154 .009
(.151) (.172) (.153) (.177) (.203) (.236)

Some college 185 684 %H* 117 586%* .029 278
(.165) (.197) (.168) (.203) (:235) (.289)

Bachelors degree or higher 306 569F 269 517 -.162 .848
(.273) (.316) (.275) (.325) (.638) (.986)
Lived with both parents at age 15 -316%* -415%* -318* -.383* -.3607 -.499*
(.129) (.149) (.130) (.154) (.193) (.226)

Immigrant -.371 -.4497 -.249 -.243 -416 =311

(.235) (.259) (237) (.265) (.528) (.556)
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Unadjusted + Controls + Lagged DV Restricted Sample
Worked ~ Worked =~ Worked =~ Worked =~ Worked @~ Worked @~ Worked =~ Worked
Multiple  Multiple  Multiple  Multiple ~ Multiple ~ Multiple  Multiple  Multiple
v. 1 Job v. 0 Job v. 1 Job v. 0 Job v. 1 Job v. 0 Job v. 1 Job v. 0 Job
Hourly wage at most recent job -.011 018 -.012 .013 -.010 -.006
(.009) (.011) (.009) (.011) (.017) (.019)
Cognitive score .060* 075%* .060* .069* 105%* 123%*
(.024) (.028) (.025) (.029) (.036) (.042)
Impulsivity 115 -.018 110 -.042 -.022 -.188
(.095) (.111) (.096) (.114) (.137) (.167)
Weekly work hours (ref. 1 to 34 hrs)
35 hour or more .045 904 H* .043 897k 117 1.095%*
(.155) (.206) (.157) (.209) (.241) (.320)
Did not work -380%*  -1.732%** -.009 - 736** 138 -.260
(.174) (.202) (.183) (.216) (.264) (.311)
Informal work ST5H Ak 607%* A462%* A70%* .396* 226
(.138) (.170) (.142) (.177) (.199) (.248)
Fair or poor health .069 -.3407F -.050 -.566** .044 -.369
(.175) (.193) (.179) (.201) (.242) (.270)
Drug use A468%* S67* 396* A15% .032 246
(.193) (.234) (.196) (.244) (.263) (.327)
No. of children <age 5 in household .039 .013 .045 .016 074 .080
(.072) (.082) (.073) (.084) (.098) (.113)
No. of adults other than partners in HH -.158%* -214%* -.146* -.214%* -.074 -.183
(.074) (.082) (.074) (.084) (.102) (.114)
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Unadjusted + Controls + Lagged DV Restricted Sample
Worked ~ Worked ~ Worked ~ Worked ~ Worked ~ Worked ~ Worked ~ Worked
Multiple  Multiple  Multiple  Multiple ~ Multiple ~ Multiple  Multiple  Multiple
v. 1 Job v. 0 Job v. 1 Job v. 0 Job v. 1 Job v. 0 Job v. 1 Job v. 0 Job
Residential status (ref. Living with no partner)
Living with partner (child’s father) -.201 -.2997 -.150 -.234 216 118
(.138) (.164) (.138) (.168) (.195) (.231)
Living with new partner 244 4007 224 .306 4167 367
(.182) (.229) (.185) (.237) (.229) (.286)
Public assistance -.104 .094 -.135 .029 -.199 -.368
(.142) (.170) (.143) (.175) (.210) (.274)
Perceived financial support -.247* -.184 -.2335 -.186 -.398* -.324
(.124) (.149) (.125) (.155) (.173) (.204)
Partner’s employment status .089 391%* 017 287 -.005 169
(.143) (.168) (.145) (.174) (.180) (.218)
Partner prior incarceration .059 151 -.088 107 -.069 133
(.129) (.143) (.140) (.164) (.119) (.169)
Multiple job holding (y3) O54%*x 1 973%**k  1.060%**  1.924%**
(.140) (.145) (.169) (.205)
Constant -2.067 -1.123 -1.716 0.253 -2.882 -2.019 -3.375 -1.766
AIC 6534.840 5715.097 5502.515 2613.926
N 3,835 3,835 3,835 1,669-1,678

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. All covariates are measured at the year three survey with the exception of recent partner incarceration (measured at year
five), race/ethnicity, education, lived with both parents at age 15, and immigrant status (measured at baseline). AIC values vary across the five imputed data set
and cannot be averaged using Rubin’s rules. The highest AIC value for each model is shown. The sample for Model 4 is restricted to women whose partners have a

history of incarceration; sample size varies by imputed data set.
7<.10;*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 (two-sided tests).
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Table A3.3. Multinomial Logistic Regression Model Estimating Multiple Job Holding with

Interactions
Model 1 Model 2
All controls + Interaction with
and LDV residential status
Worked ~ Worked ~ Worked ~ Worked
Multiple  Multiple ~ Multiple ~ Multiple
v. 1 Job v. 0 Job v. 1 Job v. 0 Job
Recent partner incarceration 47 34 .29 22
(.15) (.18) (.21 (.25)
Residential Status (ref. is living with no partner)
Live with partner (child’s father) -.150 -.234 -.30 -.38
(.138) (.168) (.16) (.20)
Live with new partner 224 306 .19 .52
(.185) (.237) (.25) (.32)
Residential Status x recent incarceration
Live with partner x recent incarceration 52 .60
(.29) (.38)
Live with new partner X recent incarceration 10 -.56
(.42) (.52)
Constant -2.88 -2.02 -2.77 -1.90
AIC 5502.515 5501.820
N 3,835 3,835

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. AIC values vary across the five imputed data set and cannot be averaged

using Rubin’s rules. The highest AIC value for each model is shown.
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