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SIGNIFICANCE
The rapid growth of mass incarceration in the United States, a phenomenon
characterized by its concentration among already marginalized individuals, means that
a historically unprecedented number of children experience parental incarceration
(Patillo, Weiman, and Western 2004; Wakefield and Uggen 2010). More than 2.6
million children have a parent, usually a father, currently incarcerated in jail or prison,
most of them for nonviolent offenses (Pettit 2012), and this number excludes children
with parents recently released and under other forms of correctional supervision such
as parole. Importantly, paternal incarceration is especially common among children of
minority and poorly educated parents. Recent estimates suggest that 4% of White
children compared to 25% of Black children, and more than 50% of Black children born
to high school dropouts, had a father imprisoned by age 14 (Wildeman 2009). For
children, especially vulnerable children of poorly educated minority men living in
impoverished neighborhoods, paternal
incarceration has become a normative and
In the first two paragraphs, the
transformative life course event (e.g., Western and
applicant frames the magnitude of the
Pettit 2010).
problem, specifically identifying the
population most affected by mass

Given the absolute number of children affected by
incarceration – children of Black men
paternal incarceration, together with the unequal
with low levels of education.
distribution of paternal incarceration by
race/ethnicity and socioeconomic status, scholars across an array of disciplines have
developed an acute interest in understanding the intergenerational consequences of
incarceration (i.e., if and how paternal incarceration, above and beyond other sources
of disadvantage, affects children). This burgeoning literature documents inequality in
the wellbeing of children with and without incarcerated fathers (for reviews, see Eddy
and Poehlmann 2010; Foster and Hagan forthcoming; Johnson and Easterling 2012;
Murray and Farrington 2005; Murray et al. 2012; Travis, Western, and Redburn 2014;
Wakefield and Uggen 2010; Wildeman, Wakefield, and Turney 2013; Wildeman and
Western 2010). Therefore, in conjunction with the sheer volume of children affected by
paternal incarceration and the concentration of paternal incarceration among
vulnerable children, the mostly deleterious intergenerational consequences of
incarceration means that mass incarceration has emerged as a mechanism of
stratification among children (see, especially, Wakefield and Wildeman 2013).
But our understanding of how paternal incarceration contributes to inequality among
children is incomplete. The vast majority of existing research considers the average
effects of paternal incarceration on children’s wellbeing. Fully understanding the
consequences of paternal incarceration, as well as designing interventions that reduce
inequality among children, necessitates a comprehensive identification of (1) the short2

and long-term consequences of paternal incarceration, (2) the heterogeneous and
potentially countervailing consequences of paternal incarceration (e.g., identifying
resilient children), and (3) the mediating mechanisms linking paternal incarceration to
children’s wellbeing (Foster and Hagan forthcoming; Travis et al. 2014). Therefore, with
the ultimate goal of generating a comprehensive theoretical framework for
understanding the intergenerational consequences of incarceration and of informing
effective policy and practice interventions to alleviate inequality, the aims of this fiveyear project are as follows:
Aim 1: To investigate the short- and long-term consequences of paternal
incarceration on wellbeing from early childhood through adolescence and to
consider the sensitive periods during which paternal incarceration is most
consequential.
Aim 2: To understand heterogeneity in the consequences of paternal
incarceration on inequality in wellbeing from early childhood through
adolescence.
Aim 3: To evaluate the mechanisms through which paternal incarceration affects
wellbeing from early childhood through adolescence.
I will conduct two complementary studies, both of
The applicant identifies clear research
which will substantially contribute to the existing
aims and explains how two
knowledge base, to examine the complex and
complementary studies – one
countervailing consequences of paternal
qualitative, the other quantitative –
incarceration for inequality. The first study will
will provide integrated answers to
involve collecting longitudinal primary data from 120 theoretically motivated questions
families in California. I will conduct in-depth
about how paternal incarceration
interviews with fathers incarcerated in jail, their
affects children over time and at
children, and the mothers of their children, both
different developmental points.
during incarceration (to understand processes
associated with incapacitation) and after incarceration (to understand processes of reentry back into family life). The second study will use longitudinal secondary data (the
Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study (FFCWB) and the Early Childhood
Longitudinal Study-Kindergarten Cohort 2010-2011 (ECLS-K:2011)) to examine
inequality in the academic, behavioral, and social outcomes between children with and
without incarcerated fathers, outcomes that are linked to attainment throughout the life
course and are key factors in intergenerational socioeconomic mobility (e.g., Farkas
2003; Featherman and Hauser 1978). These analyses, which will be further motivated
by findings from the qualitative analysis, will especially pay attention to sensitive
periods, resiliency, and mechanisms.
The applicant introduces the two ways in
which this project constitutes a stretch:
1) methodologically, she will undertake
substantial independent qualitative data
collection and analysis; 2) conceptually,
she will expand her expertise to
incorporate developmental psychology
into the project design and analysis.

I have a number of theoretical, substantive,
and methodological skills that make this fiveyear project a strategic extension of my
previous and current research (described
below in more detail). But, if supported by the
William T. Grant Scholars Program, I will have
the opportunity to undertake two concrete
stretches that will be transformative for my
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career development. First, the Program will enable me to execute my first independent
qualitative data analysis effort. With mentorship from Dr. Sandra Danziger of the
University of Michigan, I will enhance my qualitative data analysis skills, gain
knowledge of how to effectively analyze and present mixed- methods research, and
develop my ability to communicate findings to policy audiences. Second, with
mentorship from Dr. Julie Poehlmann-Tynan of the University of Wisconsin, I will learn
to rigorously incorporate theoretical (e.g., ecological systems theory, family process
theory), methodological (e.g., growth curve models, structural equation modeling), and
analytic (e.g., developmental trajectories) insights from developmental psychology into
the project design and analysis and will develop my ability to communicate findings to
policy audiences. These mentoring relationships will be augmented with workshops
and course work.
These two forms of conceptual stretch are crucial for undertaking this project but will also
positively influence my long-term career trajectory. One of my career goals is to become
an expert at primary data collection and, toward the conclusion of this award, I plan to
apply for funding to develop a large-scale,
longitudinal study of family members of the
The applicant explains why these
incarcerated. Another career goal is for my
stretches are important for building
broader
research agenda on childhood inequality
her career in the long-term and
to
both
incorporate
perspectives from
clearly specifies how the project
developmental psychology and bring the
aligns with the Foundation’s interest
sociological perspective into developmental
in reducing inequality. She identifies
research on vulnerable children.
the dimensions of inequality
(racial/ethnic and socioeconomic) on
which her project will focus and
concludes with the hope that her
work will clarify mechanisms for
reducing inequality along these
dimensions.

This project aligns well with the goals of the
William T. Grant Foundation’s research initiative
on inequality. It best fits into the Foundation’s
research on “descriptive studies meant to clarify
the mechanisms for reducing inequality”. This
project considers the role of paternal
incarceration, a phenomenon that disproportionately affects minority and economically
disadvantaged children, in shaping inequality from childhood to adolescence. Because
paternal incarceration disproportionately affects minority and economically
disadvantaged children, any deleterious consequences of paternal incarceration may
increase race/ethnic and socioeconomic inequalities. This project further interrogates
the role of paternal incarceration in shaping inequality from childhood to adolescence
by specifying the race/ethnic and socioeconomic groups of children for which paternal
incarceration is most detrimental (see, especially, Sampson 2011). For example, if
incarceration has stronger deleterious consequences for economically disadvantaged
children than for their more advantaged counterparts, this would suggest that
incarceration has even larger implications for inequality than previous considered.
Finally, and importantly, this project provides one of the first understandings of leverage
points—or mediating mechanisms—for policies and practices to reduce inequality
between children with and without incarcerated fathers.
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
The life course perspective, in conjunction with family process theory (e.g., Arditti 2012,
2015), provides an overarching framework for understanding the intergenerational
consequences of paternal incarceration (Elder 1998; Elder, Johnson, and Crosnoe
2003). In accordance with the life course perspective, and its proposition that
individuals live interdependently of one another,
In this section, the applicant does an
incarceration may be a turning point for fathers with
impressive job of providing a
cascading consequences for their families and
developed, integrated discussion of the
children (also see Arditti 2012, 2015). The majority
theoretical framework for her project
of incarcerated men are fathers (Mumola 2000),
along dimensions central to the
and many of them contribute economically and
analysis: short- and long-term
emotionally to their families prior to incarceration
consequences, sensitive periods, and
(Arditti 2012; Geller, Garfinkel, and Western 2011;
resiliency. She also identifies the
Turanovic, Rodriguez, and Pratt 2012).
mechanisms that – according to the
relevant theories – may mediate how

The life course perspective provides one way of
incarceration affects children’s
uniting the commonly posited theoretical
outcomes.
explanations for incarceration’s deleterious
consequences for children’s academic, behavioral, and social outcomes. First,
children may experience trauma resulting from the removal of fathers from households
via incarceration (Hagan and Dinovitzer 1999). This trauma, as well as the
corresponding ambiguous loss, where incarcerated fathers are both physically and
emotionally absent, may hinder children’s behavioral and cognitive development (Boss
2007; Sharkey 2010). Second, children of incarcerated fathers may experience stigma
and shame that impedes their social interactions and learning (Braman 2004; Dallaire,
Ciccone, and Wilson 2010; McKown and Weinstein 2003). Third, paternal
incarceration generates massive familial strain that may have cascading
consequences for children (Arditti 2012; Patillo et al. 2004). Finally, given the
concentration of paternal incarceration among vulnerable children, observed
associations may result from social selection (Johnson and Easterling 2012).
Short- and Long-Term Consequences
The life course perspective stresses the importance of developmental trajectories (Elder
1998). However, despite the fact that both paternal incarceration and child wellbeing
are dynamic processes that unfold over time, little research adjudicates between the
short- and long-term consequences of paternal incarceration for children’s academic,
behavioral, and social outcomes. On one hand, the intergenerational consequences of
paternal incarceration may be short-lived, consistent with the crisis model often used
to explain the effects of divorce on child wellbeing (for a discussion of the similarities
and differences between incarceration and divorce, see Turney 2014a). The crisis
model assumes family disruption is a temporary disturbance that adults and children
adapt to over time (Amato 2000, 2010). For example, mothers may use a romantic
partner’s incarceration as an opportunity to find a new romantic partner (Nurse 2002;
Turney and Wildeman 2013), which, given the emerging literature documenting that
women move on to more advantaged romantic partners (e.g., Bzostek, McLanahan,
and Carlson 2012), could improve children’s academic, behavioral, and social
5

outcomes. On the other hand, the chronic strain model suggests that family disruption
leads to cumulative, persistent, and adversity throughout the life course (Amato 2000,
2010). Paternal incarceration may lead to chronic economic insecurity or mental health
challenges for families. This, in turn, may fundamentally alter the life course in ways
that make it challenging for children’s academic, behavioral, and social outcomes to
return to their pre-incarceration states.
Considering Sensitive Periods
The developmental consequences of life transitions vary according to when they occur,
according to the life course perspective (Elder 1998). This suggests that the
consequences of paternal incarceration for children’s outcomes are contingent on the
developmental stage when children first experience paternal incarceration. On the one
hand, the consequences of paternal incarceration may be strongest during early and
middle childhood. Early and middle childhood are critical life course stages when
children develop academic, behavioral, and social competencies (Entwisle and
Alexander 1989; Kowaleski-Jones and Duncan 1999) and when key educational
decisions, such as special education placement and retention, are made (Hibel,
Farkas, and Morgan 2010; Warren and saliba 2012). Therefore, children may be
especially sensitive when paternal incarceration occurs during these developmental
stages. On the other hand, the consequences of paternal incarceration may be
strongest during adolescence, as stability during adolescence is especially important
(Fomby, Mollborn, and Sennott 2010). Moreover, adolescents may have a heightened
knowledge and sensitivity to paternal incarceration, and they may be more susceptible
to the negative effects of social stigma and economic instability (Conger et al. 1997;
Mistry et al. 2001).
Considering Resiliency
The life course perspective highlights that the social contexts of children’s lives are
crucial to development (Elder 1998; also see Bronfenbrenner and Morris 1998).
Although most research on the intergenerational consequences of paternal
incarceration statistically controls for elements of the social context (e.g., children’s
developmental stage, family structure, poverty), very little research considers the
complex and multidimensional ways elements of the social context interact with
paternal incarceration to influence children’s academic, behavioral, and social outcomes
(Sampson 2011; also see Arditti 2015). The dominant theoretical model suggests
paternal incarceration is detrimental for children’s outcomes. But the family process
perspective, along with theories of resiliency, suggests that some children adapt to
adversity; therefore, for some groups of children, paternal incarceration may be
beneficial or inconsequential. Furthermore, it is possible that this heterogeneity
differentially exists across developmental stages (e.g., Travis et al. 2014).
Resiliency by Children’s Race/Ethnicity and Socioeconomic Status. First, the
relationship between paternal incarceration and children’s outcomes may vary across
children’s race/ethnicity. On the one hand, the negative intergenerational
consequences of paternal incarceration may be heightened among children who are
racial/ethnic minorities. Seminal work on stigma suggests that both imprisonment and
race extend to those connected to the stigmatized, and the stigmas of race and paternal
incarceration may be compounding (Pager 2003; see also Goffman 1963). Relatedly,
minority children experience more social and economic disadvantages than their
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counterparts, and theories of cumulative disadvantage suggest that the added stressor
of paternal incarceration could be especially damaging (DiPrete and Eirich 2006). On
the other hand, resilience hypotheses suggest that forms of disruption or environmental
shocks are less stressful when the experience is more common and alternative support
systems are in place (Mineka and Kihlstrom 1978; Swisher and Waller 2008),
suggesting paternal incarceration may be less consequential for minority children. The
relationship between paternal incarceration and children’s outcomes may also vary
across children’s socioeconomic status, as measured by children’s household poverty
status and mother’s education. On the one hand, paternal incarceration may be most
detrimental when children experience more disadvantaged social contexts (e.g., live in
households with incomes below the poverty line), as these social contexts may make
children less resilient to the deleterious consequences of paternal incarceration. On the
other hand, paternal incarceration may be most detrimental when children experience
more advantaged social contexts (e.g., live in households with incomes above the
poverty line). It is possible that, for these children, paternal incarceration may be an
event stressor, an unexpected life event that is especially detrimental to wellbeing
(Eaton 1978; Wheaton 1982; also see Wheaton 1990).
Resiliency by Fathers’ Residential Status and Pre-incarceration Involvement
Additionally, there is good reason to expect the relationship between paternal
incarceration and children’s outcomes varies by father’s interactions with his child prior
to his incarceration (Jaffee et al. 2003; also see Eddy and Reid 2003; Giordano 2010;
Hagan and Dinovitzer 1999). Incarceration may be more consequential for children
when fathers are physically present, emotionally involved, and economically
supportive. There is some evidence that the negative effects of paternal incarceration
on five-year-old children’s behavioral problems are stronger for co-residential fathers
(Geller et al. 2012), but it is necessary to understand if this variation exists for other
aspects of paternal involvement, if these associations persist for academic outcomes,
and if these associations persist throughout middle childhood and adolescence.
Resiliency by the Conditions of Paternal Incarceration
Finally, the consequences of paternal incarceration may depend on the conditions of
incarceration including the incarceration facility type, incarceration duration,
incarceration offense type, and child visitation. For example, children may be more
resilient to certain facility types. On the one hand, it may be that children are especially
resilient to jail incarceration, as jail inmates—compared to state and, especially, federal
prison inmates—tend to be incarcerated very close to their homes, making visitation
easier (e.g., Christian 2005; Comfort 2008). On the other hand, it may be that children
are less resilient to jail incarceration, as there is often greater uncertainty surrounding
the time of release for jail inmates relative to inmates of state or federal correctional
facilities. Also, the incarceration of a father convicted of a violent crime may improve
child wellbeing (Wildeman 2010), incarceration duration may be inversely associated
with child wellbeing (Johnson and Easterling 2015), and maintaining contact with
incarcerated fathers through visitation may enhance child wellbeing (Arditti, LambertShute, and Joest 2003).

Considering Mediating Mechanisms
Theoretical perspectives and existing research suggest paternal incarceration has
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deleterious effects for children’s academic, behavioral, and social outcomes, at least at
some developmental stages and for some groups of children. To develop effective
interventions to reduce inequality between children with and without incarcerated
fathers (as well as inequality between children with incarcerated fathers), it is
necessary to understand the family-level mechanisms underlying the relationship
between paternal incarceration and children’s wellbeing. Understanding these
mechanisms, as well as their relative importance at different developmental stages, will
point to different ways through which interventions may alleviate inequality.
The family process perspective suggests that paternal incarceration may be associated
with children’s developmental outcomes through its influence on the family system
(Arditti 2015). The familial context changes dramatically during and after paternal
incarceration (Arditti 2012; Johnson and Waldfogel 2004; Phillips et al. 2006). First,
maintaining romantic relationships while one partner is incarcerated is tenuous, given
the distance of prisons to some communities, the often inflexible visiting schedules, and
the high cost of making long-distance phone calls from prison (Braman 2004; Comfort
2008). It may be equally difficult to preserve romantic relationships after release (Lopoo
and Western 2005; Massoglia, Remster, and King 2011) and both mothers and fathers
may repartner (Turney and Wildeman 2013). Second, incarceration reduces family
income, increases material hardship, and increases reliance on public assistance
(Geller et al. 2011; Schwartz-Soicher, Geller, and Garfinkel 2011; Sugie 2012). Third,
paternal incarceration may also lead to disengaged, ineffective parenting by mothers
and fathers (Swisher and Waller 2008; Turney 2014b). Finally, paternal incarceration
increases mental health problems of both parents (Turney, Wildeman, and Schnittker
2012; Wildeman, Schnittker, and Turney 2012) and decreases available social support
from extended family members and friends (Turney, Schnittker, and Wildeman 2012;
Turney 2014a). All of these aspects of family life are linked to children’s academic,
behavioral, and social skills (e.g., Berger et al. 2009; Carlson and Corcoran 2001;
Duncan and Brooks-Gunn 1997; Fomby and Cherlin 2007; Hawkins et al. 2007; Ryan et
al. 2009; Turney 2011a), but how these factors link paternal incarceration to children’s
wellbeing is largely unknown.
EXISTING EVIDENCE
A rapidly growing literature documents the
consequences of incarceration for children (for
reviews, see Eddy and Poehlmann 2010; Foster
and Hagan forthcoming; Johnson and Easterling
2012; Murray and Farrington 2005; Murray et al.
2012; Wakefield and Uggen 2010; Wildeman et
al. 2013; Wildeman and Western 2010). By and
large, this research consistently documents
negative average effects of paternal
incarceration on the academic, behavioral, and social outcomes of offspring. For
example, children with incarcerated parents, compared to their counterparts, are more
likely to be placed in special education (Haskins 2014), have lower educational
attainment (Foster and Hagan 2007, 2009; Hagan and Foster 2012), worse academic
performance (Foster and Hagan 2009; Hagan and Foster 2012; Murray, Loeber and
Pardini 2012), and more school absences (Murray and Farrington 2008a; Nichols and
Loper 2012). Paternal incarceration is also deleteriously associated with children’s
The applicant extensively and concisely
reviews existing empirical evidence to
establish how her project will
contribute to existing empirical and
theoretical literature. Note that she
makes a compelling case for using both
qualitative and quantitative
h
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behavioral problems (Geller et al. 2009, 2012; Haskins 2014, 2015; Murray and
Farrington 2008a; Wakefield and Wildeman 2011, 2013; Wilbur et al. 2007; Wildeman
2010; though see Kinner et al. 2007; Murray and Farrington 2005), physical and mental
health (Foster and Hagan 2013; Roettger and Boardman 2012; Turney 2014c), and
delinquency (Murray and Farrington 2005; Roettger and Swisher 2011).
Despite the growing research on the consequences of paternal incarceration for
children’s academic, behavioral, and social outcomes, the vast majority of it relies upon
secondary survey data that makes it difficult to capture the family-level processes
associated with paternal incarceration. Most existing qualitative research, all of which
lays an important foundation for future research, focuses on the consequences of
incarceration for family life more broadly (Braman 2004; Comfort 2008; also see Edin,
Nelson, and Paranal 2004); uses interview data to illustrate findings from a review of the
literature (Arditti 2012) or from quantitative data (Wakefield and Wildeman 2013), as
opposed to systematically using inductive reasoning to identify themes (though see
Nesmith and Ruhland [2008] for an analysis of children’s interview data); or conflates
maternal and paternal incarceration (Arditti 2012; Turanovic et al. 2012; also see Siegel
2011 for an excellent qualitative account of the effects of maternal incarceration).
Understanding how paternal incarceration, compared to maternal incarceration, affects
children is especially important, as the family processes surrounding maternal and
paternal incarceration are quite different (as children of incarcerated mothers often live
with extended family members or are placed in foster care while children of
incarcerated fathers often live with mothers).
Furthermore, by and large, there are opportunities to extend existing research to
consider sensitive periods, risk and resiliency, and mechanisms with survey data. First,
little research considers variation in the effects of incarceration by developmental stage
(though, for research on adult children or for research using non-representative data,
see Besemer et al. 2011; Foster and Hagan 2013; Johnson 2009; Kjellstrand and Eddy
2011; Murray, Janson, and Farrington 2007). Second, most existing research treats
children of incarcerated fathers as a homogenous group that equally experiences the
consequences of incarceration and does not consider moderating factors that may
make children resilient. Several studies, using data from the FFCWB and the Project
on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods (PHDCN), consider heterogeneity
by children’s race/ethnicity; these studies find that the association between paternal
incarceration and behavioral problems is similar for White and Black children (Haskin
2014; Wakefield and Wildeman 2011; also see Murray et al.
2012). However, these analyses should be replicated with the nationally representative
ECLS-K:2011 data, as the FFCWB and PHDCN samples include only urban children
who are quite different from a nationally representative sample of children. The
moderating role of children’s socioeconomic status or incarceration experiences also
remain unresolved, likely due to data limitations. Third, despite the consistent call by
scholars to consider the mechanisms underlying the relationship between paternal
incarceration and children’s wellbeing from childhood through adolescence (e.g., Foster
and Hagan forthcoming; Murray et al. 2012; Travis et al. 2014), little research considers
these pathways.
CONTRIBUTIONS OF THIS PROJECT
This project, comprised of two distinct studies that each address the three aims, will
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draw on both qualitative data and quantitative analysis to expand our theoretical and
empirical knowledge about the consequences of paternal incarceration for children.
The qualitative project will extend prior research by systematically considering the
processes that unfold during and after incarceration and how these processes change
during incarceration (e.g., incapacitation effects) and after incarceration (e.g., re-entry
effects) and by systematically considering variation across social groups (e.g.,
residential fathers, facility type, race/ethnicity). The deeply textured longitudinal data will
be augmented by a consideration of fathers’, mothers’, and children’s perspectives.
The quantitative project will use newly available secondary data from both the FFCWB
(the 15-year data, as well as information about facility type) and the ECLS-K:2011 to
consider the short- and long-term consequences of paternal incarceration for children’s
wellbeing; the sensitive periods in which paternal incarceration is most consequential;
the factors that promote resiliency among children; and the family mechanisms that
may be strategic points of policy and practice interventions.
RESEARCH DESIGN (STUDY #1): PRIMARY DATA COLLECTION
The two studies are complementary and synergistic, with the qualitative data collection
and analysis being informed by existing research on the intergenerational
consequences of paternal incarceration and the quantitative analyses being informed
by the findings from the qualitative data analysis (Small 2011). Different types of data
collection—in this case, in-depth interviews and secondary data— inherently produce
different types of knowledge and different types of data collection have both strengths
and weaknesses (Axinn and Pearce 2006). Together, these two synergistic projects will
provide a comprehensive portrait of how paternal incarceration is associated with
childhood inequality and will inform the development of effective policy and practice
interventions.
Research Questions
Aim 1, RQ1: What is the range of intergenerational consequences of paternal
incarceration and how do these intergenerational consequences change during
and after incarceration?
Aim 2, RQ1: How do the range of intergenerational consequences of paternal
incarceration, and changes in these consequences, vary across groups (e.g.,
facility type)?
Aim 3, RQ1: What are the processes through which paternal incarceration
affects children, and how do these processes change during and after
incarceration?
Data
The first study will rely on data obtained through
The applicant offers the rationale for
longitudinal qualitative interviews with fathers,
why a qualitative approach answers
mothers, and children connected to incarcerated
the three research questions above, as
fathers. This qualitative approach is especially
well as how it will connect to her
appropriate for answering the three specific
quantitative study.
research questions. First, in-depth interviews will
provide rich empirical data that is lacking from most previous research on the
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intergenerational consequences of paternal incarceration. I expect these data will
document the complex and dynamic consequences of paternal incarceration for
children as they are being lived out. Second, these rich data points will allow me to
make strong yet nuanced assertions about the intergenerational consequences of
paternal incarceration; the variation in these consequences across groups; and the
processes through which children respond to paternal incarceration. From these data, I
will be positioned well to use secondary data to test hypotheses generated from the
ground up (Small 2011; see Study #2). Below I briefly describe the sampling and
recruitment strategies, the in-depth interview protocols, and plans for protecting human
subjects. I then outline my analytic strategy.
Sample and Recruitment. The sample will comprise 120 families (fathers, mothers, and
children under age 18) that are experiencing paternal incarceration. Along with a team
of trained interviewers, I will collect longitudinal in-depth interviews from fathers,
mothers, and children (those 8 or older).
Interviewing fathers, mothers, and children will provide a nuanced picture of the
lifeworlds affected by paternal incarceration. Fathers can provide useful information
about their incapacitation and re- entry experiences as related to their family life and
mothers, who are often children’s primary caregivers, can provide useful information
about family and child functioning (e.g., Lareau 2003).
But it is also important to incorporate children into qualitative research (Eder and
Corsaro 1999; also see Avison 2010), as children may have different perspectives
than parents (e.g., Thorne 1987) and may provide the most direct accounts of school
and peer experiences (e.g., Calarco 2011).
I will recruit families, with the cooperation of the
Applicants should always explain the
XXX Sheriff’s Department, through three jails in
feasibility of carrying out their
California. I expect to recruit eight to 10 families
research. In cases like this where
per month over the course of a year. Considering
applicants are recruiting from
jail incarceration—as opposed to prison
vulnerable populations, we encourage
incarceration—is strategic for three reasons. First,
you to provide supporting
because sentences are relatively short in duration,
documentation that data collection will
considering jail incarceration allows me to capture
happen. Note that all identifying
both incapacitation effects (e.g., during
information has been masked or
incarceration) and re-entry effects (e.g., after
deleted in this excerpt.
incarceration) for children and families. As prior
research on children’s wellbeing suggests instability is especially associated with
deleterious outcomes for children (e.g., Fomby and Cherlin 2007), these sentences of
short duration may be especially consequential to children. Second, though most
quantitative data sources that gather information on paternal incarceration do not
distinguish between jail and prison experiences, researchers using the Fragile
Families and Child Wellbeing Study (FFCWB), arguably the premier U.S.-based
quantitative data source for studying the effects of incarceration on children, have
speculated that at least half of fathers are incarcerated in jails (Turney, Wildeman, and
Schnittker 2012:470). Third, jail incarceration is more commonly experienced than
prison incarceration, making the results applicable to a larger group of children than
only considering prison incarceration.
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Men sentenced to jail will participate in a short
assessment to determine if they and their family
members are eligible for study participation.
Inclusion criteria for the study will be the
following: (1) the man has a sentence length of at least 60 days (or has been awaiting
trial for at least 60 days); (2) the man has at least one child under the age of 18 that he
saw in the month prior to incarceration; and (3) one or more of these children currently
reside with his/her mother (who may or may not be in a romantic relationship with the
father). After their interview, I will ask fathers to provide the names and contact
information of children’s mothers (and, in the event the father has children with multiple
partners, will ask him to identify the focal child he saw most often prior to incarceration).
The applicant explains how and why
she will recruit from the jail population
and defines inclusion criteria.

I will enroll six groups of 20 that are stratified by father’s residential status prior to
incarceration (residential with child and not residential with child) and jail facility.
Because non-Hispanic Blacks are under-represented in these jails, I will oversample for
these fathers. I will stratify by father’s residential status to explore the differential
processes associated with incarceration among residential fathers and non-residential
fathers (e.g., Turney and Wildeman 2013). I will stratify by jail facility to explore variation
in policies and practices across facilities. There is some unique variation in both the
official and unofficial policies and practices among the three jails. For example, one is a
minimum-security facility that requires inmates to work (most of whom work full-time),
another is a maximum-security jail where some inmates work, and the final one is a
maximum-security jail without work opportunities. Visiting hours also vary across the
three jails. Furthermore, my interactions with officials at each of the jails suggest that
there is a great deal of informal variation in the implemental of policies across the jails
and that the deputies vary quite dramatically in their interactions with inmates. I will pay
attention to this informal variation as data collection gets underway. Although the
research design does not explicitly stratify by children’s age (doing so in conjunction with
father’s residential status and facility type would prove to yield small cells in any one
group), there will be enough families enrolled to strategically consider variation in how
children react to paternal incarceration across different developmental stages (e.g.,
Elder 1998).
XXX County, CA, is a strategic site to conduct this
The applicant offers a justification for
study. First, as a practical matter, all of the county’s
her site. She acknowledges the
jails are in close proximity to UC-Irvine, facilitating
convenience of the site, but she also
recruitment. Second, though XXX County includes
provides a strong rationale for why this
notably wealthy cities, the county is racially and
site is a good one in which to conduct
socioeconomically diverse. Third, the incarceration
her research.
rate in California is similar to the incarceration rate
nationally (Walmsley 2013). Fourth, California has been undergoing prison realignment
(or, Assembly Bill 109) that has altered the way the state handles offenders.
Realignment, which began in response to a Supreme Court ruling (Brown v. Plata) to
reduce the overcrowding in California prisons, shifts the responsibility of those convicted
of many non-serious offenses from the state to counties. Therefore, many individuals
who would have been sentenced to state prisons, pre-realignment, are now sentenced
to jails.
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In-depth Interviews. Fathers, mothers, and children will be interviewed at least twice: (1)
during the fathers’ incarceration and (2) within one and two months following the
fathers’ release. I will interview again mothers and children if fathers are reincarcerated upon release (to further capture processes of incapacitation and re-entry).
Given that the average stay in XXX County jails is about 90 days, I expect many
fathers to be released relatively quickly. Under realignment, though, fathers can be
incarcerated in jails for longer than one year. If fathers have not been released within
one year, I will conduct follow-up interviews with mothers and children at that point and
will then conduct additional interviews after the father has been released. The
interviews with fathers will occur in the attorney bonds rooms (in the jails) and the
interviews with mothers and children will occur where they are comfortable (ideally their
home to provide additional contextual data). In the first round of interviews, I will ask
fathers to discuss details of their incarceration, their family lives prior to incarceration,
contact with family members since being incarcerated, and their expectations for their
lives when they are released. I will ask mothers to describe details surrounding the
father’s incarceration, family life prior to incarceration, family life during incarceration,
and the wellbeing of the child(ren). I will ask the focal children, as well as their siblings
(if applicable), to talk about their experiences related to the father’s incarceration. The
follow-up interviews, which will be conducted by whomever conducted the initial
interview, will focus on changes since the first interview. I will ask similar, mostly openended questions of all respondents, but will vary the wording and timing of the
questions to make the interviews flow as much
as possible like a conversation. Following each
The appendices for this proposal (not
interview, interviewers will compose detailed field
included here, per researcher’s request)
notes
(Emerson, Fretz, and Shaw 2011). I
fleshed out important details about
expect the first round of interviews to last
data collection and analysis.
Appendices can provide useful
between two and three hours for fathers and
information to reviewers who need as
mothers, between 20 and 30 minutes for
complete a picture as possible to
children ages 8 to 12, and between 30 and 60
determine a project’s feasibility and
minutes for children ages 13 to
potential contributions.
17. The second round of fathers’ and mothers’
interviews will last about one and a half hours
and the second round of children’s interviews will last between 20 and 30 minutes
(regardless of age). To facilitate cooperation, fathers and mothers will be paid $50 (for
fathers, only after release, as the XXX County Sheriff’s Department prohibits paying
them while incarcerated) and children will be paid $10 per interview. See Appendix A for
a draft of the children’s interview guide.

I will conduct many of the interviews,but am also involving a team of graduate student
researchers. I will actively recruit under-represented minority graduate students at UCIrvine. I will ensure that most interviewers are fluent in Spanish. I will provide extensive
training to the interviewers that will include, at a minimum, a three-day training session,
their attendance at two interviews I conduct, and my attendance at two interviews they
conduct. We will also have weekly meetings to discuss the interviews and emerging
themes derived from fieldwork (May and Patillo-McCoy 2000).
Human Subjects. This project was approved by UC-Irvine’s Institutional Review Board
(IRB) on June 22, 2015 (see Appendix B, not included here). Written (but not verbal)
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consent is waived for fathers. Mothers will sign an informed consent form (granting
permission for their interview and their child’s/children’s interview(s)), and children will
sign an assent form. The IRB protocol includes detailed information about how the
research team will protect respondent confidentiality. The IRB protocol also includes
detailed information about how the research team will conduct interviews with children to
minimize risk (e.g., how to pay attention to verbal and non-verbal cues, how to interview
a child who does not know about his/her father’s incarceration, when and how to disclose
information [about neglect or abuse, harm to self, or harm to others] to the appropriate
authorities).
Analysis
I will use data from in-depth interviews to answer the
We encourage more developed analysis
three research questions. All interviews will be
plans that include as much detail as
recorded and transcribed verbatim. In the first stage
possible about the coding process,
of coding, a team of trained undergraduate students
validity, and how the analysis connects
will conduct preliminary coding of the transcripts with
to the questions asked. Ideally, the
ATLAS.ti. This initial coding, which is an iterative
researcher should also connect any
analysis plan to the theoretical
process, will be primarily descriptive rather than
framework. While we understand that
analytic. For example, one large descriptive field
applicants may be stretching to
may be called “contact” and will include all
undertake qualitative data collection
discussions of contact with the incarcerated father.
and analysis, we ask that you draw
The coding list will be pre-determined but revised
from related empirical and
after coding the first five transcripts. The second
methodological literature to provide as
stage of coding, which will also be conducted with
much information as possible about the
ATLAS.ti, will be analytic and inductive (Charmaz
analysis plan for reviewers.
2006; Katz 1983; Strauss and Corbin 1990). At this
stage, I will organize the data into conceptual
categories (or “nodes”) and look for patterns in the data. I will pay special attention to
patterns of subgroup variation and patterns of change over time. Thus, findings will
emerge from the coding process itself. I will also carefully read interview transcripts,
comprise analytic memos, and develop data matrices to look for and interpret
disconfirming evidence (Miles and Huberman 1994). Although the small and nonrepresentative sample means that findings will not be empirically generalizable, I do
expect they will be theoretically generalizable (Charmaz 2006).
RESEARCH DESIGN (STUDY #2): SECONDARY DATA ANALYSIS
Although I expect the qualitative analysis to allow me to further refine the research
questions and hypotheses, below I document the research questions and preliminary
hypotheses for Study #2.
Research Questions
Aim 1, RQ2: What are inequalities in the academic, behavioral, and social
developmental trajectories of children with and without incarcerated fathers
from childhood to adolescence?
Aim 1, RQ3: How do the consequences of paternal incarceration for children’s
academic, behavioral, and social outcomes vary across developmental stages?
Aim 2, RQ2: How do the consequences of paternal incarceration for children’s
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academic, behavioral, and social outcomes vary across children’s
race/ethnicity, children’s socioeconomic status, and father’s residential status
and pre-incarceration involvement?
Aim 2, RQ3: How do the consequences of paternal incarceration for children’s
academic, behavioral, and social outcomes vary across the conditions of
paternal incarceration (including incarceration facility type, incarceration
duration, incarceration offense type, and child visitation)?
Aim 3, RQ2: How do family characteristics mediate the relationship between
paternal incarceration and children’s academic, behavioral, and social
outcomes?
Data
I will use data from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study-Kindergarten Cohort:2011
(ECLS- K:2011) and the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study (FFCWB). Both
the ECLS-K:2011 and FFCWB have strengths and weaknesses and, together, they will
provide a comprehensive portrait of the intergenerational consequences of paternal
incarceration for children’s academic, behavioral, and social outcomes. Some research
questions will be best answered with one data source. For example, the ECLS-K:2011,
with its nationally representative sample, are better positioned than the FFCWB to
understand the moderating role of children’s socioeconomic status and the FFCWB are
better positioned to understand the moderating role of incarceration conditions).
However, when possible, I will use both data sources to answer each research
question.
Early Childhood Longitudinal Study-Kindergarten Cohort:2011. The ECLS-K:2011
comprises a nationally representative sample of children in kindergarten in 2010-2011.
Data collection is ongoing; children’s parents, teachers, and child care providers will be
interviewed nine times through 2016 (twice in kindergarten, first, and second grades
and once in third, fourth, and fifth grades, and all of these data will be available to
restricted data users, myself included, by Summer 2017). Children are administered
cognitive tests at each wave and, in later waves, will be interviewed themselves. These
data, which provide an unparalleled opportunity to understand the intergenerational
consequences of paternal incarceration in elementary school, have not yet been used
to examine the intergenerational consequences of incarceration. First, these data will
be the only nationally representative longitudinal data that contain repeated measures
of paternal incarceration. The nationally representative nature of the data means the
sample is more heterogeneous than the FFCWB sample (and, accordingly, may
provide a better opportunity to understand variation in the relationship between
paternal incarceration and children’s outcomes). Additionally, the ECLS- K:2011 are
advantageous because, in conjunction with the array of child and family characteristics,
they include detailed school and neighborhood information at each wave. Finally,
though the data only cover six years of children’s lives, compared to the FFCWB that
span 15 years, they include frequent data collection points (sometimes every six
months), which is ideal for considering change over time.
Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study. The FFCWB is a population-based sample
of nearly 5,000 children born to mostly unmarried parents in 20 large U.S. cities in
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1998-1999 (for detailed information about the sampling design and response rates, see
Reichman et al. 2001). Mothers and fathers were interviewed shortly after the child was
born and were again interviewed when their child was 1, 3, 5, 9, and 15 years old
(though data collection for the 15-year wave is ongoing and will be released to
restricted-data users, myself included, in Summer 2016). These data provide an
unparalleled opportunity to understand the intergenerational consequences of paternal
incarceration from early childhood to adolescence. First, unmarried parents are a
relatively disadvantaged group (McLanahan 2009), which means many children in the
sample—one-third by the time they are nine years old—experienced paternal
incarceration. Second, these incarcerated fathers have demographic characteristics
that are similar to fathers incarcerated in local jails, state prisons, and federal prisons
(Turney and Wildeman 2013:957). Third, because these data include a vast amount of
information about the social contexts of children’s lives prior to paternal incarceration, it
is both possible to precisely match children who do and do not experience paternal
incarceration and to consider how family characteristics mediate such effects. Though
these data have been used to consider the collateral consequences of incarceration for
families and children (e.g., Geller et al. 2012; Haskins 2014; Turney and Wildeman
2013; Wildeman 2010), most of this research exclusively considers the average effects
of paternal incarceration on children and does not consider trajectories (Aim 1, RQ2),
sensitive periods (Aim 1, RQ3), heterogeneity (Aim 2, RQ2; Aim 2, RQ3), or mediating
mechanisms (Aim 3, RQ2). They have not been used to answer the research questions
contained in this proposal and, with two exceptions (for excellent examinations of the
effects of paternal incarceration on special education placement and child-reported
behavioral problems among nine- year-old children, see Haskins 2014, 2015), have not
been used to examine effects on children through middle childhood and adolescence.
See Appendix C for descriptive statistics of both data sources.
Measures
Surprisingly, applicants do not always
The key dependent variables will be measures of
clearly identify the key dependent and
children’s academic, behavioral, and social
independent variables, as the applicant
outcomes (see Appendix D for detailed descriptions
does here. Applicants should always be
of these measures). The measurement of the key
very specific about how they will
independent variables will vary slightly across data
operationalize central measures for
sources. In the FFCWB, at all survey waves after
quantitative studies.
baseline, it is possible to measure both current
incarceration and recent incarceration (i.e.,
incarceration since the last survey wave). I will use both mothers’ and fathers’ reports of
paternal incarceration, as is common with these data (see, especially, Geller et al.
2012). The FFCWB also includes the following additional information about
incarceration, which will be used in some analyses: incarceration facility type (jail vs.
state prison vs. federal prison, for fathers incarcerated at the 1-, 3-, and 5-year
surveys), incarceration duration (for fathers incarcerated at any point between the 3and 9-year surveys), incarceration offense type (for fathers incarcerated at any point
between the 3- and 9-year surveys), and child visitation (for fathers incarcerated at the
15-year survey). In the ECLS-K:2011, it is possible to measure current paternal
incarceration, among fathers previously living in the child’s household, during waves 4
to 9.
The measurement and timing of the additional moderating and mediating variables will
fluctuate across research questions, analytic strategies, and data sources (see
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Appendix E for detailed descriptions of these measures). However, most analyses will
adjust for a host of child (race/ethnicity, generation status, gender, age, low birth
weight) and parental (age, educational attainment, income-to-poverty ratio, relationship
status, number of children, engagement, neglect, harsh discipline, self-rated health,
depression) characteristics associated with both paternal incarceration and children’s
academic, behavioral, and social outcomes. Analyses will also adjust for paternal
behaviors repeatedly linked to incarceration such as impulsivity, substance abuse,
domestic violence, and prior incarceration. All analyses will pay careful attention to the
time ordering between the outcome, explanatory, and control variables.
A Note on Causal Inference in Secondary Data Analysis
An ideal research design would randomly assign
The applicant plans a systematic series
fathers to incarceration. But this ideal research
of analyses to address selection issues.
design is both infeasible and impractical. Therefore,
in the secondary data analysis, I will employ an
array of methodological techniques to adjust for selection into incarceration. For
example, in one set of analyses (analysis 1, outlined below), I will employ fixed-effect
growth curve models to consider how changes in incarceration affect changes in
children’s wellbeing. The fixed-effects models allow for an examination of within-person
changes, which accounts for the possibility that some individuals simply have a greater
stable propensity for criminal activity or have other important
unobserved
disadvantages associated with children’s outcomes (Teachman 2014). In many
additional analyses (e.g., analyses 2 and 3, outlined below), I will use propensity score
matching, a counterfactual framework for observational data, to estimate the
intergenerational consequences of paternal incarceration (Morgan and Winship 2007;
Rosenbaum and Rubin 1983) and will strengthen causal inference by investigating the
ignorability assumption (Becker and Caliendo 2007; Rosenbaum 2002). Finally,
throughout the analyses, I will further rigorously interrogate issues of causality by
restricting the sample to fathers at high risk of recent incarceration, those previously
incarcerated (LaLonde 1986; Leamer 1983), and/or will consider placebo models that
use future incarceration to predict current outcomes (e.g., Conley and Springer 2001).
Analytic Plan
Below I outline the proposed quantitative analytic strategies, although, for three
reasons, I expect these details to be modified as the project progresses. First, I expect
that the primary data collection will yield important insights. For example, I expect the
findings from RQ 3-1 will generate testable hypotheses about the family mechanisms
linking paternal incarceration to children’s outcomes, and I may revise the quantitative
hypotheses and analyses accordingly. Second, I
expect to modify the analyses as I learn more about
Note that this discussion of the analytic
developmental psychology. Finally, although I have
plan maps onto the three theoreticallystructured the analyses to build off of one another, I
informed dimensions of this project –
cannot precisely predict what findings will emerge
developmental trajectories, sensitive
from each set of analyses; therefore, the order of
periods, and resilience – as well as
analyses may change.
additional family mediators. She
Analysis 1: Examining Developmental Trajectories. I
will begin by examining descriptive statistics of
paternal incarceration and children’s academic,

explains why the examination of each
dimension warrants a particular
approach.
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behavioral, and social outcomes from birth through adolescence (Aim 1, RQ2). I will
then use growth curve modeling to estimate children’s developmental trajectories as a
function of paternal incarceration trajectories (e.g., Bollen and Curran 2005). This
approach, which captures the dynamic aspects of paternal incarceration and children’s
developmental trajectories, assumes that children differ in initial measures of wellbeing
based on paternal incarceration and that variance in subsequent growth (or decline) of
wellbeing trajectories also varies by paternal incarceration. I will address the nonrandom selection of fathers into incarceration in at least two ways: (1) by adjusting for
an array of individual, family, and neighborhood characteristics, all measured prior to
paternal incarceration, and (2) by estimating these growth curve models in an
individual-level fixed-effects framework. The fixed-effects framework allows the latent
trajectory of children’s developmental outcomes to be correlated with time-varying
measures of paternal incarceration and, if necessary, allows for additional slope terms
to capture non-linear change over time (Teachman 2014, forthcoming; also see Bollen
and Brand 2010). Relatedly, this approach allows for an adjustment of within-person
time-invariant characteristics (e.g., race/ethnicity, self-control) that might render the
relationship spurious. These analyses will necessarily be limited to outcome variables
measured at least three times.
Analysis 2: Considering Sensitive Periods. To examine the sensitive periods of paternal
incarceration’s consequences for children’s academic, behavioral, and social outcomes
(Aim 1, RQ3), I will estimate time-varying propensity score matching methods (Brand
and Xie 2007). Propensity score models will estimate how first-time paternal
incarceration (measured, in the FFCWB, as follows: early childhood [ages 0 to 5],
middle childhood [ages 5 to 9], and later childhood [ages 9 to 15]) is associated with
children’s outcomes at age 15. The first model includes all children, separated into a
treatment group (paternal incarceration between ages 0 and 5) and a control group (no
paternal incarceration between ages 0 and 5). The second model drops all children no
longer at risk of paternal incarceration, those who experienced paternal incarceration
between ages 0 and 5, and the remaining children are separated into a treatment group
(paternal incarceration between ages 5 and
9) and a control group (no paternal incarceration between ages 5 and 9). The third
model drops all children no longer at risk of paternal incarceration, and the remaining
children are separated into a treatment group (paternal incarceration between ages 9
and 15) and a control group (no paternal incarceration between ages 9 and 15). Each
period is associated with a marginal probability weight of experiencing the treatment
based on an array of covariates measured prior to incarceration. I will ensure balance
between the treatment and control groups, restrict the analyses to regions of common
support, and use kernel matching (Epanechnikov, bandwidth = .06) to estimate the
time- varying effects of incarceration on children’s outcomes at age 15.
Analysis 3: Considering Resiliency. To examine moderators (e.g., risk and resilience) in
the association between paternal incarceration and children’s academic, social, and
behavioral outcomes, I will employ growth curve models or propensity score matching
models. Here I will consider heterogeneity by children’s race/ethnicity (Aim 2, RQ2),
children’s socioeconomic status (Aim 2, RQ2), father’s residential status and preincarceration involvement (Aim 2, RQ2), and the conditions of paternal incarceration
(including incarceration facility type, incarceration duration, incarceration offense type,
and child visitation) (Aim 2, RQ3). The modeling strategy employed will depend upon
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earlier findings. For example, if the growth curve models in Analysis 1 suggest that
paternal incarceration has long-lasting consequences for children’s outcomes, I will
examine subgroup trajectory analyses when possible (e.g., Crosnoe et al. 2010).
Alternatively, if the propensity score matching models show that paternal incarceration
is only consequential when it occurs in middle childhood, I will employ propensity score
models, estimating subgroup models (e.g., by race/ethnicity) and z-scores (e.g.,
Paternoster et al. 1998) to determine statistically significant differences between
subgroups.
Analysis 4: Considering Family-Level Mediators. To examine the family-level
characteristics that mediate the relationship between paternal incarceration and
children’s developmental outcomes, I will use structural equation modeling (SEM) (Aim
3, RQ2). Potential family-level mediators, which will be refined after qualitative data
analysis, include the following: (1) changes in family economic wellbeing; (2) changes in
the parental relationship; (3) changes in parenting behaviors; and (4) changes in
parental mental health. I will estimate a longitudinal path model, with direct and indirect
paths, in the SEM framework, following Baron and Kenny’s (1986) commonly
understood approach to mediation. Specifically, I will consider the following: (1) the
relationship between paternal incarceration and each proposed mediator, (2) the
relationship between each proposed mediator and children’s outcomes, (3) the
relationship between incarceration and children’s outcomes without the mediator, (4)
the relationship between incarceration and children’s outcomes with the mediator (and
the difference in the relationship with and without the mediator). To account for repeated
measurement error, I will include correlations between time-varying measures and
between all time- varying measures of child outcomes. Additionally, I will estimate
multiple group models to see if the mechanisms vary across children’s race/ethnicity
and socioeconomic status.
Additional Information. I will preserve missing covariates (but not missing dependent
variables) by producing multiply imputed data sets (the number of which will depend on
the percentage of observations missing values) with the multivariate normal method in
Stata’s MI commands (Allison 2001; White, Royston, and Wood 2011). I will use
sampling weights in the ECLS-K:2011 to account for the stratified sampling design.
Finally, in the later years of the project, if data permits, I will consider how state-level
variation in sentencing policies (e.g., mandatory minimum sentences, three strikes
policies) is related to children’s wellbeing in the ECLS-K:2011.
ROLE OF WILLIAM T. GRANT SCHOLARS PROGRAM
Career Trajectory
I have been fortunate to receive strong mentorship and training opportunities
throughout my early career, as a doctoral student at the University of Pennsylvania,
Robert Wood Johnson Health & Society Scholar at the University of Michigan, and
assistant professor at UC-Irvine. This mentorship and training provided me with skills
that are invaluable for the execution of this new project.
Theoretically and substantively, my existing scholarship falls broadly into one of two
sociological research areas: (1) inequalities in child wellbeing (see, from my
dissertation on the consequences of maternal depression for children, Turney 2011a,
2011b, 2011c, 2012a, 2012b) and (2) the collateral consequences of mass
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incarceration for family life (Turney 2014a, 2014b, 2014c, 2014d, 2015; Turney,
Schnittker, and Wildeman 2012; Turney, Wildeman, and Schnittker 2012; Turney and
Wildeman 2013; Wildeman et al. 2012; Wildeman, Turney, and Schnittker 2014).
I have recently begun to combine these two
The applicant fits her application for
research interests by considering how the collateral
this award into her career trajectory,
consequences of mass incarceration extend
connecting the dots to show how her
beyond family life (e.g., relationship quality, mental
previous work has led to the proposed
qualitative and quantitative projects.
health) and proliferate to children’s wellbeing. This
work began with a postdoctoral fellowship from the
National Academy of Education (NAEd)/Spencer Foundation, where I used the FFCWB
to examine how paternal incarceration affects educational outcomes in early childhood.
One manuscript, recently published in Sociology of Education, finds that paternal
incarceration puts children at risk of early grade retention. Another manuscript,
currently under review at Criminology, employs a battery of rigorous quantitative
analyses and finds that paternal incarceration has no average effects—but strikingly
heterogeneous effects—on children’s tests scores
(measured by reading comprehension, math
In addition to proposing a strong
comprehension, and verbal ability). The effects of
project that fits with our interests and
paternal incarceration on test scores are
is poised to make a theoretical
concentrated among children who have a relatively
contribution, applicants must show
how the award will allow them to
low risk of experiencing paternal incarceration.
make at least one critical stretch in
These findings have motivated all aspects of the
their career. The stretch, or stretches,
proposed project, and have especially motivated
should be something the applicant
my interest in collecting qualitative data to
would likely not be able to do without
document the processes through which
the award.
incarceration structures childhood inequalities.
Development of New Skills
Although I bring many strengths to the project—especially, a deep understanding of the
existing theoretical and substantive literature and an understanding of using
quantitative methods to strengthen causal inference—the William T. Grant Scholars
Program will be crucial for my career development. The Program will allow me to both
capitalize on my existing skills and develop two new ones: (1) a methodological and
conceptual stretch through qualitative data analysis and (2) a theoretical, substantive,
and methodological (e.g., structural equation modeling, growth curve models)
conceptual stretch by incorporating insights from developmental psychology.
Successful applicants often – but
certainly not always – undertake
methodological stretches. Here, the
applicant makes a strong case for why
this methodological stretch is critical
both for answering the questions
asked.

First, the Scholars Program will allow me to
employ qualitative data analysis to answer
questions that are of utmost importance to
policymakers and practitioners. I do have some
limited but important experience in qualitative
research. This experience means that I have a
sober

understanding of the challenges associated with
both data collection and analysis. These challenges
include understanding how to generate theory and

The applicant emphasizes exactly how
the Scholars grant will be used to
access resources to support her
methodological stretch.
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link theory to the empirical findings; coding (how to code effectively, how to code while
still remaining the context of the interview, how to involve multiple coders [e.g., interrater reliability], decisions about software programs); analysis (how to manage and
understand a large amount of data, how to develop themes and categories, how to use
inductive reasoning); and effectively placing these results, which will not be empirically
generalizable to a population, in the broader context of inequality in the United States.
As a scholar who is steeped in the deductive reasoning of quantitative methods, I expect
the conceptual transition to qualitative analysis—where I have to train my brain to think
beyond independent and dependent variables—to be quite challenging. Support for the
Scholars Program—through mentorship, auditing courses (Field Notes and Transcripts
will be offered at UCI in the first year of the grant), and attending workshops on
qualitative data analysis (a Qualitative Research Design and Analysis course at the
Odom Institute at the University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill and an ATLAS.ti course at
the University of California Berkeley)—will be crucial for making this project successful.
Second, the Scholars Program will allow me to rigorously incorporate theoretical (e.g.,
ecological systems theory, family process theory), methodological (e.g., SEM, growth
curve models), and analytic (e.g., developmental trajectories) insights from
developmental psychology. This training in developmental psychology will allow me to
more fully consider, analytically, the family context
This sociologist proposes to stretch her
before, during, and after incarceration. This training
expertise by learning and drawing from
will also provide an important foundation for
developmental psychology; again, she
considering the sensitive periods during which
offers a strong rationale for why this
incarceration is most consequential, measures of
knowledge is critical for doing this
risk and resiliency that moderate the relationship
project well.
between paternal incarceration and children’s
wellbeing, and the mediating mechanisms of this
relationship. Support from the Scholars Program will provide mentorship; the
opportunity to attend a Structural Equation Modeling with Stata course in Ann Arbor,
Michigan; and an opportunity to audit two courses in developmental psychology at UCIrvine, Theories of Human Development (taught by Dr. Deborah Vandell) and Social
Context of Human Development (taught by Dr. Jacquelynne Eccles). Combining the
developmental perspective with my existing sociological perspective (and perspective
that is steeped in causal analysis) will be crucial for producing innovative insights on
the intergenerational consequences of paternal incarceration.
Mentors. Dr. Sandra Danziger, of the University of Michigan, and Dr. Julie PoehlmannTynan, of the University of Wisconsin, have graciously agreed to provide formal
mentorship to this project and their insights are reflected throughout the proposal.
Danziger, Professor of Social Work and Research
The selection of mentors should make
sense. Here, the applicant shows why
Professor of Public Policy at the University of
and how this mentor will help guide her
Michigan, will provide a tremendous amount of
qualitative data collection and analysis.
expertise to this research project. Substantively,
Danziger is an expert on low-income families. Her
research examines the wellbeing of low-income women and children and considers
how public programs and policies structure wellbeing among these low-income women
and children. Methodologically, she has expertise in qualitative data collection and
analysis. She is skilled at recruiting respondents, especially low-income respondents
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who are often difficult to track down and follow over time; is skilled at developing both
closed- and open-ended data collection instruments; and has valuable experience
managing a research team.
Importantly, she has decades of experience analyzing rich, textured qualitative data;
making theoretical, empirical, and policy-relevant contributions from qualitative data;
and incorporating mixed-methods approaches into her research. Danziger’s expertise
will be crucial for the execution of this project. She will advise on all aspects of the
project, especially on the in-depth interview component. Specifically, in anticipation of
this project, she has provided consultation as I have designed the in-depth interview
guides, guiding to me ask appropriate questions that elicit rich and nuanced
responses. As the project progresses, she will provide guidance about how to
effectively incorporate the mixed-methods design into the overall research design and
subsequent analyses; how to draw emerging themes from the qualitative data; how to
generate broadly applicable and inductively-driven theoretical insights; how to develop
a codebook and conducting qualitative data analysis; and provide guidance about how
to manage a large research team. Additionally, Danziger will provide invaluable
expertise about how to use my findings to inform policy and practice.
Poehlmman-Tynan, Professor and Chair of Human
Similarly, the applicant shows how her
Development and Family Studies and Director of
second mentor will support the second
the Center for Child and Family Well-Being at the
stretch of this project – using
University of Wisconsin, will also provide a
developmental psychology to think
tremendous amount of expertise to this research
about critical aspects of the research
project. Poehlmann-Tynan, who has a Ph.D. in
related to youth and youth outcomes.
clinical psychology, has substantive interests in the
role of family relationships in the development of resilience among vulnerable children,
especially children of incarcerated parents, and has methodological expertise in data
collection. Poehlmann-Tynan is currently the PI of “Young Children of Jailed Parents”,
an NICHD-funded study that investigates risk and protective factors among children with
mothers and/or fathers in jail. Poehlmann-Tynan will advise on all aspects of this project.
She has provided initial guidance on project design, especially about aspects of
interviewing children (e.g., appropriate length of interviews, interviewing about sensitive
topics, issues of confidentiality and reporting upon abuse). Finally, Poehlmann-Tynan is
uniquely focused on interventions and is an expert on translating empirical findings to
policy and practice—for example, she provided consultation to PBS when they decided
to include a character with a jailed parent on Sesame Street—and will provide
invaluable expertise on how to effectively do this.
Connecting with Mentors. I have not worked closely with either mentor. I initially met
Danziger when I was a post-doctoral researcher at the University of Michigan and I
initially met Poehlmann-Tynan when I gave a talk at the University of Wisconsin in
February (and subsequently asked her to serve as a mentor during the finalist stage of
the Scholars Program last year). Though I have previously not worked closely with
either of them, both have provided consultation on this application.
I plan to connect with both mentors in four ways. First, I have budgeted funds to travel to
Ann Arbor, MI, and Madison, WI, once a year. Second, we will meet in person at annual
meetings (e.g., Society for Research on Child Development (SRCD), Association for
Public Policy Analysis and Management (APPAM)). Third, we will have telephone or
22

Skype meetings. These meetings will be at least monthly and, during strategic points of
the project (e.g., at the beginning of data analysis), more frequently. Finally, we will be
in email contact about all aspects of the project. I will ask Danziger to read at least
three interview transcripts, provide feedback on coding schemes and analytic memos,
and read drafts of manuscripts. I will ask Poehlmann-Tynan to review the interview
guides for children, provide statistical consultation on structural equation modeling and
growth curve modeling, and read drafts of manuscripts. Both of my mentors reside
outside of Irvine, but I do not
expect the distance to impede the mentoring
relationships.
A Note on Additional Funding
It appears probable (but not yet certain) that the National Science Foundation (NSF)
will fund data collection for the qualitative project (over a three-year time period). If
funded, the NSF would provide resources to interview mothers and children (stipends,
transcription, and travel to and from interviews), resources to fund my time (one
summer month for each of the three years), and resources to hire graduate student
research assistants (one during the academic year and two during the summer). The
NSF would not provide resources to support my
The applicant is transparent about
time during the academic year, would not support
the likelihood she will receive
Danziger or Poehlmann-Tynan, and would not
additional funding. This boosts the
support any of the training activities or conference
feasibility of the project, given that
travel. The NSF would also not support any of the
the Scholars award budget is
secondary data analysis.
insufficient to carry out the entire
research plan. At the same time,
the applicant also very clearly
explains why the Scholars Program
will provide important benefits she
would likely not receive otherwise.

The William T. Grant Scholars Program—with its
emphasis on programs, policies, and practices for
reducing inequality, its opportunities for advancing
my interdisciplinary expertise, and its opportunities
for mentorship and training—would provide
tremendous added value to the pending NSF
award. First, the NSF grant would only fund the qualitative project; thus, support from
the William T. Grant Scholars Program is necessary to conduct the analysis of
secondary data. Second, the Scholars Program would allow me to benefit from the
mentorship of Danziger and Poehlmann- Tynan. As detailed above, their mentorship is
crucial to the successful execution of this project. Third, the Scholars Program would
also provide me the resources to attend three training courses (an SEM course, a
qualitative analysis course, and a qualitative software course), also important to the
successful execution of this project. Fourth, the Scholars Program, and its support of
my time during the academic year, would allow me to audit relevant courses at UCIrvine, as described earlier, and dedicate uninterrupted time to analysis and writing.
Therefore, the mentorship and training opportunities provided by the Scholars
Program, by allowing me to expand my disciplinary and methodological toolkit, would
be transformative for my research career.

Timeline and Feasibility
This five-year research project is ambitious in scope but, with the mentorship and
resources provided by the William T. Grant Scholars Program, I am confident that it is
feasible for me to successfully accomplish all aspects of the project in the five-year
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time frame (see Appendix F for a timeline). Although this project incorporates various
forms of conceptual stretch, it is a natural extension of my existing research and,
accordingly, I am well-versed in the substance, strengths, and weaknesses of relevant
existing research. Additionally, I have obtained support from the Sheriff’s Department
to recruit families (please see supporting letter) and IRB approval from UC Irvine.
Additionally, my application to the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) to receive the
restricted ECLS-K:2011 data was approved on July 6.
However, the project is not without challenges. First, though the Sheriff’s Department has
committed to helping me recruit families, I may still have difficulty recruiting through
California jails. I have two back-up plans for recruitment. One back-up plan involves
working with a local non- profit with whom I have developed a relationship, Get On the
Bus. The second back-up plan involves connecting
with participants of Pains of the Prison System
The applicant provides evidence (above
paragraph) regarding the feasibility of
(POPS), a school-based club in Los Angeles for
children with incarcerated parents. Furthermore, the her project but also acknowledges
potential challenges, as well as how
ECLS-K:2011 waves that include paternal
she plans to surmount them. This
incarceration have not been released. It is possible
provides reviewers with assurances
(though unlikely) that few fathers are incarcerated
that she has carefully considered the
or that there is no bivariate association between
likely challenges she will face in
paternal incarceration and children’s
carrying out the project.
developmental outcomes. If necessary, I will rely
solely on the FFCWB or consider adding another
data source that makes it possible to consider the effects of paternal incarceration in
adolescence (e.g., the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997 (NLSY97)). To
manage these and other challenges that will undoubtedly arise, I will rely heavily on my
mentors, who have successfully managed larger studies, and on the additional
professional networks provided by the Foundation.
IMPLICATIONS AND DISSEMINATION
This project will also have important implications. First, by documenting the processes
through which paternal incarceration affects children and how these processes change
during and after incarceration, I anticipate that findings from the primary data collection
will provide new insights into how the unintended consequences of the expanding
penal system transforms the life course of children and adolescents. Furthermore, the
secondary data analysis, by moving beyond an examination of the average causal
effects of paternal incarceration, will have implications for social policies and
interventions. Understanding the dynamic relationship between paternal incarceration
and children’s developmental trajectories, as well as when in the life course children are
especially sensitive to paternal incarceration, will provide guidance about when and
how long to intervene.
Understanding heterogeneity in the consequences of paternal incarceration across
population subgroups will provide an understanding about which children most need
and will most benefit from interventions and, therefore, provide guidance about how to
allocate resources. Understanding the mediating role of families will provide direction
about how to most successfully intervene.
I expect this project will result in a book manuscript and a series of peer-reviewed
articles. Target outlets include a university press (e.g., Chicago) and peer-reviewed
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journals (e.g., Child Development, Developmental Psychology, American Journal of
Sociology). I anticipate presenting my findings at conferences including the Society for
Research on Child Development (SRCD), the Society for Research on Adolescence
(SRA), and the Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management (APPAM). I
also anticipate disseminating findings through policy briefs via the Scholars Strategy
Network, of which I am a member, and through opinion pieces in newspapers (e.g. The
Washington Post). Furthermore, I have agreed to disseminate my findings in research
briefs and presentations to the XXX County Sheriff’s Department, as they are in the
beginning planning stages of developing a comprehensive program, Lasting Change,
to provide services to offenders and family members. I will also work to disseminate
the findings to other non-profit organizations to which I have become connected (Get
On The Bus, POPS).
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