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ABSTRACT

MATERNAL MOTIVATIONS AND CRIMINAL DESISTANCE
By
Elizabeth A. Adams

Existing literature on reentry and community suson experiences of mothers requires
expansion. An age-graded informal social contfeldourse theory perspective provided the
framework for studying whether several indicatdrbands to children explained women’s
desistance from crime. The focus on bonds to dnl@ddressed a concern of feminist theorists,
who criticize life course theory for omitting bontigt are salient influences on women’s
behavior. Because prior research from inmate gsraad qualitative assessments suggest that
parental concerns are especially frequent, andriaybe stressful for women offenders, stress
from parenting is also studied as an influence esisance. In order to statistically examine
these distinct parenting-related challenges antkptive factors, the connections of women’s
recidivism outcomes to maternal dispositions antivations are investigated using a
longitudinal design on a large sample of womenraféss. Based on transcripts from three
waves of interviews from a larger project’s data aad guided by life course theory and
feminist criticisms of it, the current researchexaed parent-related factors and several
measures of recidivism for 193 mothers on commuwupervision. This study expanded
knowledge regarding maternal motivations, involvateith children, and stress from
parenting, in relation to criminal desistance psses conceptualized in the theory of age-graded

informal social control.
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Chapter 1: Rationale for the Study

Offender populations in the United States havenlmearked by slight reductions over the
last few years (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 28)18®ut the number of females involved in the
criminal justice system remains higher than in pres decades (Salisbury & Van Voorhis,
2009). In 2012 females comprised 7% of those irerated, and accounted for 24% of
probationers and 11% of parolees (Glaze & Hererfr@@h3; Maruschak & Bonczar, 2013).
While females still comprise smaller percentagesftehder populations than do men, from
1995 to 2012 their growth rate of imprisonmentaih and prison (80%), and on community
supervision (42%) was approximately double the ginonate for male imprisonment in jail and
prison (44%) and on community supervision (19%)ré2w of Justice Statistics, 1997; 2013b;
2013 c; 2013d). Although females continue to exgrexe disproportionate growth in offender
populations, criminological research and theorétiexelopment remains inadequate in
assessing gender-specific risk and protective fadtos women (Salisbury & Van Voorhis,
2009), particularly the types of bonds that contidbto their desistance from crime.

The next section briefly reviews literature sudoeswhy establishing bonds to children
might be problematic for women on parole and priobat Specifically, women’s experiences in
prison may make it difficult to maintain bonds, aidwomen supervised in the community may
face special challenges maintaining ties to theiideen.

Challenges of Incarceration and Reentry for Mothers

Research on offender populations has revealedhdistiegative effects related to the
increasing numbers of mothers involved in the anathjustice system. From 1991 to 2007, there
was an 80% increase in children with incarceratreéms (Glaze & Maruschack, 2008), and this

was arguably attributable to the 75-80% of womext kbt behind an average of 2.11 minor
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children upon incarceration (Eros, 2001; Greenf&l8@nell, 1999). In 2007, 60% of
incarcerated women resided with children who retiedhem for care prior to imprisonment
(Glaze & Maruschack, 2008). A related issue fothmcs was finding placement for their
children upon incarceration, as they have beendaarbpe far less likely to be able to rely on the
other biological parent (37%) for care during irc@ation in comparison to incarcerated men
(88%) (Glaze & Maruschack, 2008). In effect, womeaore often have had to rely on
grandparents, other family members, and even fosterfor child placement (Glaze &
Maruschack, 2008; Mumola, 2000). Qualitative resledras shown that mothers reported fear
for the safety and protection of their children wipbaced with grandparents susceptible to
manipulation from children, anti-social adult rat®dels, or complete strangers, all of whom
may reside in dangerous neighborhoods (Arditti &F2008; Muhammad, 2012). In addition to
mothers’ stress over child safety, poor relatiopshur no relationships between the caregiver
and the incarcerated parent has been associatedi@dteased visitation, as caregivers may limit
children’s relations with incarcerated or offengarents (Arditti & Few, 2008; Muhammad,
2012).

Abrupt lapses in communication due to incarceratiboommitments to in-patient
treatment facilities may be confusing and upsettimdgpoth the child (Muhammad, 2012) and
the removed parent (Arditti & Few, 2008; White, 2D1Evidence exists indicating inmates’ that
reported fewer visits from their children experieddigher rates of parental stress, depression
(Poehlmann, 2005)and recidivism than those that were visited motero{Cochran, 2013).
Additionally, incarcerated mothers may rarely,vég receive visits from their children during
incarceration due to distances of facilities (Kesp& Termin, 2001) averaging 160 miles

further from their families than inmate fathers ¢da & Dinovitzer, 1999). For women on



probation and parole, recidivism has been fouraetbarmful for offenders and their children
due to exposure to illegal activity and increassk for violations which may result in loss of
child custody and imprisonment (Hagan & DinovitZE999; La Vigne et al., 2005).
Challenges for Mothers on Probation and Parole

Although female parolees have been found to expegi@dditional barriers in
maintaining family contact due to incarceratiorr, female offenders on probation as well as
those on parole, many of their over-arching issuekstipulations of supervision create
problems in forming and maintaining ties to childré=or example, drug offenses that result in
community supervision can bring about child abusestigations that lead to more intensive
supervision or imprisonment for an offender origiyndiverted to probation (Fagan, 1994). This
issue has been especially prevalent for women weebin the criminal justice system, as a
majority of them have drug charges, and more dftan male offenders have histories of
substance abuse (Boyd, 1999; Morash, 2010; Sajishian Voorhis, 2009). Compared to
men, women are more often the primary caregivetlef children, and this increased
involvement may contribute to their greater riskasing custody and facing charges concerning
child abuse and endangerment (Glaze & Marusch&8;2Mlumola, 2000). Disproportionate
criminalization for mothers compared to fathers élas been associated with punitive legal
policies for addressing drug use during pregnamtych has been found to lead to child abuse
cases, court ordered abortions, incarceration|@ssdof custody (Paltrow, 1990). In addition,
women more often than men report feelings of @l humiliation regarding their children’s
exposure to their criminal behavior; female offensdmay experience more parental stress
(Giordano, 2010), which has been associated witeased substance abuse, depression and

recidivism (Arditti & Few, 2006; Arditti & Few, 208 Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009).



The unique legal challenges that female offenddas are mothers face are often inflated
by social sanctions that further scrutinize themviolating gender roles stipulating that females
be lawful and nurturing to children (Clear, War&dcully, 2005; Heimer & DeCoster, 1999).
Assumptions about women bearing the brunt of casiagyresponsibilities for children have set
female offenders up for social ostracism by the momity and the justice system, as these
women have been generally viewed as out of contrept parents that threaten their children’s
well-being (Boyd, 1999). Some scholars have meeticthis gendered stressor as protective in
that it may deter maternal offending or motivatawen offenders to seek substance abuse
treatment (Riehman, Hser, & Zeller, 2000). On ttieephand, researchers have also argued that
in combination with legal sanctions, social sanwimay dissuade maternal or pregnant
offenders from seeking treatment for substanceeghndear that they may lose their parental
rights (Fagan, 1994).

The Importance of Identifying Influences on Women’sDesistance

abuse, and also that they In addition to the piteinfluence of bonds to children and
parenting stress on desistance, existing literdtaseidentified several other possible influences
for women (Giordano, 2010; Giordano et al., 200&isBury & Van Voorhis, 2009). Numerous
studies have found that female offenders more afterggle with substance abuse, mental
illness, sexual and physical are more often ecoocallgimarginalized than male offenders, and
these factors influence desistance (Messina 2@06; Richie, 2001; Salisbury & Van Voorhis,
2009). Scholars have also found that programmimgyén effectiveness across sexes and other
traits of offender groups depending on whether tgress relevant risks and needs (Moloney
& Moller, 2009). Program effectiveness must be aered given the enormous cost of

corrections and the expenses of increased fostercaaeloads (Mumola, 2000; White, 2012), in



addition to the future expenses related to childrfenffenders’ future criminal justice
involvement (Murray & Farrington, 2008; Giordan®1D). Research on women offenders must
be increased due to the over-reliance of researchale offenders’ risks, needs and pathways in
and out of crime (Giordano, 2010; Salisbury & Vaoovhis, 2009).

In order to fill gaps in theory development, canporary research has integrated gender
relevant factors with concepts from traditionah@nology to better explain recidivism
(Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009; Giordano, 2010)sBarch on female offenders has found that
mothers’ commonly mentioned their concern and gatgrding their offending and the
subsequent circumstances for their children (Gilood2010; Arditti & Few 2008). For example,
incarcerated women have expressed concern abauchiidren’s well-being while apart and
their regret over the exposure their criminal addionay have had on their children (Arditti &
Few, 2008). Maternal offenders in the communityenalso expressed concerns and distress for
their children’s well-being, especially if they veemo longer their children’s primary caregiver
and were suspicious of their child’s well-being dnthg circumstances (Giordano, 2010). To
examine maternal offenders, several researcheesused life-course perspectives, especially
the version of life course scholarship inspiredSaynpson and Laub’s (1993, 2003) theory of
age-graded informal social control (Edin & Kafala8p5; Giordano, 2010; Giordano et al.,
2002; Kreager, Matuesda & Erosheva, 2010;Michal2éh]l; Thompson & Petrovic,
2009).These studies used this theory to examinethgpized gender specific variables related to
stability and change in criminal behaviors of maoshe

Age-graded informal social control theory is supediby research that has
methodological strength gained through using boimndjtative data and the qualitative, in-depth

narratives that are arguably required to reveairttieeate nature of behavioral shifts throughout



the life course (Giordano, 2010; Laub & Sampsoi®32Michalsen, 2010). Like many
longitudinal research endeavors, the framework ssigghe use of a research design involving
the collection of quantitative measures of demalgicgy contextual factors and criminal
behaviors though self-report surveys and officéglords at different time periods (Laub &
Sampson, 2003). Especially distinctive to this apph is the supplement of quantitative data
with life narratives based on interviews with offiens. Narratives help reveal the subjective
perceptions of the offender regarding their expeés leading to desistance and persistence
(Giordano, 2010; Laub & Sampson, 2003). The cursardy contributed to this line of research
as the subject of motherhood and desistance faalB=non community supervision has never

been approached longitudinally using quantitative qualitative measures on a large sample.



Chapter 2: Review of Existing Literature
In order to contribute to knowledge on desistdocenaternal offenders under

community supervision, the current study examineyg\kariables supported by existing life
course studies and feminist research. This chéeigins with an overview of Sampson and
Laub’s age-graded informal social control theor®93), as the current study examined maternal
motivations and stressors using a gendered adapi@ttithis model. After the model is
described, the theories and politics that influeinte evolution of age-graded informal social
control theory are explored. This section is fokmlwwith a description of prominent studies and
general findings across existing literature regagdige-graded informal social control theory
applied to examining women and mothers. Overalljiss that considered heterogeneous
populations, situational contexts and historicaddibons found differences in desistance
between individuals who varied in the quality ofisd bonds to their children. The majority of
studies provide support for the significance of neohood and increased attachment to children
as turning points for female offenders (Edin & Kafa 2005; Kreager, Matuesda & Erosheva,
2010; Michalsen, 2011; Thompson & Petrovic, 2009).

After the review of literature connecting materatéienders’ bonds to children with
desistance, a brief review of alternative factasmonly found to influence criminal
involvement of women is presented. Several vargathlat are alternative explanations were
incorporated in this analysis. Variables that westin the available data set are identified, and
this limitation is noted in the Discussion sectioRelatedly, those factors found to clarify the
nature of female offending and social bonds todehit as a turning point but that this analysis is
unable to address were also mentioned as limiwtiOrerall, this review justifies the design of

the study, which the next chapter on methodologgidees.



Literature on Life Course Theories and Age-Graded 8cial Control
For more than twenty years, criminal behavior dierlife course has been examined by

studying the continuation of criminality for inddaals and subgroups of individuals (Laub &
Sampson, 2003). Sampson and Laub (1993) madeificaghshift in criminological focus to
include the desistance processes for individuads their life course. They discovered it was
necessary to investigate desistance of formerlgigtent offenders when they re-examined and
extended Glueck and Glueck’s data collected betw889-1963 for 500 delinquent and 500
non-delinquent boys recruited for study betweenrathes of 10 and 17. Equipped with extensive
data on this large sample of delinquents, LaubSardpson (2003) were compelled to explore a
prevailing controversy in the field of criminologggarding career criminals.

On one side of this controversy, findings fromwdsgtof a Philadelphia birth cohort
(1945-1963) inspired researchers’ to fixate on olroffenders. The specific finding was that a
small percentage of their sample (6%) was resptnBb the majority of crimes committed by
the entire cohort (52%) (Wolfgang, Figilio, & Selli1972). In the 1980’s, developmental
criminologists also took interest in career cringh&rajectories, and created typologies that
identified the etiological characteristics of chimaffenders and other groups. These studies
popularized the notion that a small percent ofpgbeulation would become chronic offenders,
and they could be recognized at a young age basadkofactors such as low IQ, low SES, and
early and serious delinquency (Blumstein et al86t Moffitt, 1993; Wolfgang, Figilio, &

Sellin, 1972).

Although Laub and Sampson (2003) mentioned thatlogpes may provide benefits in
terms of categorizing risk factors and suggestiagtinent methods for groups of offenders, they
warned of several policy implications that coultarf assumptions were made regarding career

criminals. They mentioned potential policy issueshsas the labeling of children as future
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chronic offenders and discriminatory incarceratibthose with childhood risk factors
(Greenwood, 1982). They also raised questionstaheloperationalization of variables
gualifying individuals as chronic offenders in rasgh. In order to address these concerns, Laub
and Sampson (2003) carried out empirical studyxayrening the criminal careers of the
Gluecks’ sample over the participants’ life course.

To address criticisms of the career criminal apgho&aub and Sampson (2003) tried to
identify the chronic offenders in the Gluecks’ sénghey attempted to categorize chronic
offenders based on childhood risk factors suppdrtetiofitt (1993), one of the most influential
developmental criminologists of the time. Afterdireg the participants’ criminal records up to
age 70, they found that offending behaviors ofglisistent group varied substantially by age
and crime type in adulthood (Sampson & Laub, 198Ryeover, Laub and Sampson (2003)
found that childhood risk factors could not beedlon to prospectively identify persistent
offenders. This finding motivated them to expldie variations in desistance for formerly
persistent offenders in their study. In order ttedmine the causes of this variability, they sdt ou
to interview at least five participants from eadhhe different criminal career trajectories they
found based on official records of the subjectsharal histories and supplemented by the
Gluecks’ original data.

The narratives collected through interviews wité then in the different trajectories
revealed common trends in life events of those ddwisted earlier, especially in comparison to
those that persisted in crime into late adultho8dmpson and Laub (1993) found that despite
cumulative risk factors indicative of persistenoe ghe occurrence of antisocial behaviors in
early life and through early adulthood, those whseisted more frequently mentioned the

formation of quality pro-social bonds. The researsitoncluded that variations in informal



social control were the primary causes for crimg @esistance. They described bonds as
creating inter-reliant systems of responsibilitg aastraint which carried related costs and
rewards for the participants bringing them closeoit away from criminal behavior (Sampson &
Laub, 1993). More specifically, they found life et® during adulthood — such as employment,
marriage, military commitment, and neighborhoodngjes — increased quality attachments and
reduced the criminal behaviors of previously p¢esisoffenders in the sample (Sampson &
Laub, 1993; Laub & Sampson, 2003).

Noting the narrow scope of informal social contiaory, they revised their theoretical
framework to include additional concepts that theyued were of equal significance to other
parts of the theory. They incorporated personahagesituated choice, routine activities, age,
the macro level historical events of the time, laxdture, and community context (Laub &
Sampson, 2003). They found these components helgedin the variation in bond formation
and desistance across their groupings of persistéartders (Laub & Sampson, 2003). With the
expanded theory, the authors still concluded tmatost influential types of informal social
control for the men were employment, marriage,tamyi commitment, and neighborhood
changes (Laub & Sampson, 2003). Laub and Samp&003) development and revision of
age-graded informal social control theory provitlegl field of criminology with a
methodological approach that incorporated subjeatarratives of offenders with quantitative
evaluations and official criminal histories.

Despite the in-depth nature of the theory, manyifieshscholars have mentioned that
their findings neglected the potential variabilifydesistance processes for females (Edin &
Kafalas, 2005; Giordano et al., 2002; Kreager, Matia & Erosheva, 2010; Michalsen, 2011,

Thompson & Petrovic, 2009). Laub and Sampson (R@@8ned of this, writing that their
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findings lacked generalizability across gender geoand historical context. They suggested that
examinations should be conducted on females tdifglehe applicability of the framework and
the significance of the turning points they foundthe Gluecks’ sample of men (Laub &
Sampson, 2003).

Prior research that provided insight into femalsistance has also been criticized
(Giordano et al., 2002) for having deficient nunsbef delinquent females in their samples
(Elliott, Huizinga, & Menard, 1989; Osgood et 41988). As women are more often processed
through the criminal justice system, gendered erations grounded in research on large
samples of women offenders have more recently elgganrThis more recent research on women
has found that their desistance was not explaigezl/bnts associated with men’s desistance
(Edin & Kafalas, 2005; Giordano et al., 2002; KreadViatuesda & Erosheva, 2010; Michalsen,
2011; Thompson & Petrovic, 2009). For example, ior@&no and colleagues (2002) study,
education and employment were not found to be ptigdilife events in explaining desistance
for the women, as those that desisted from crinre waemployed or had low paying jobs,
which prompted the authors to question the inflesman these women'’s desistance (Giordano et
al., 2002).

Additionally, as women have been increasingly exeaiusing life course propositions
and age-graded informal social control theory. Ehssdies have consistently reported that life
events found to influence women'’s transitions id aat of crime are significantly different from
influences on men’s transitions found in Laub aachBson’s (2003) work, and transitions of
men from more current research (Thompson & Pert@d09). Most notable is the influence of
parenting on women'’s desistance from criminal bedrgedin & Kafalas, 2005; Kreager,

Matuesda & Erosheva, 2010; Michalsen, 2011; Thom@s®etrovic, 2009); on the other hand,
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parenting has not been found to have a signifioaas strong of a role for male desistance

(Sampson & Laub, 1993; Giordano et al., 2002; Gioaj 2010; Thompson & Petrovic, 2009).

Life Course Examinations of Female Offenders

Qualitative Research Using Age-Graded Informal Soeil Control Theory
Life course scholars applying age-graded inforsealal control theory have regularly

made use of qualitative narratives to provide insigto the thought-provoking perceptions of
offenders regarding their personal struggles amurig points (Edin & Kafalas, 2005; Kreager,
Matuesda & Erosheva; Giordano, 2010; Michalsen1204lthough the present research did not
use data from complete life narratives, it used e qualitative accounts of their thoughts
about motherhood and their interactions with cleitdr Such qualitative accounts are useful for
studying underrepresented topics and populatioesisting research (Arditti & Few, 2008). In
addition, the qualitative data made it possiblalemtify the subjects’ perceptions of their own
parental motivations as triggers for cognitive aetiavioral shifts away from crime (Giordano et
al., 2002).

Giordano and colleagues (2002) expanded on agkedrsocial control to include more
deliberate processes of change that they foundatyzing their interview data on a follow up
sample of serious male and female delinquents. dhdined four transformative stages
required for cognitive transformations, which assemntial in the facilitation of change beyond
the source of social control. First of all, theqmar needs to be open to change, and then they
need to be exposed to a hook for change. Hookshimmge vary for individuals, but usually an
opportunity is presented for the person to craage br strengthen ties with another person,
activity, or cause. This is followed by an abilityimagine their replacement self, which may be
displayed by their planning process to change.llyintheir views on deviant behavior, or the

lifestyle that accompanies deviant behavior, areveded and replaced with a new identity
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(Giordano et al., 2002). These components wereaittezbto form mental filters based on
cognitive reinforcements which are held stablel®yriew identity. Meaning, the new identity
would be a stronger internal filter, providing mg@ermanent change that would last upon
separation from their control source (Giordanol e2802).

In a follow up of the same cohorts of 127 girls &2d boys, Giordano (2010) found that
female narratives were similar but more optimighi@n those of males, especially concerning
children (Giordano, 2010). The prevalence of mathieat mentioned children in Giordano’s
study is consistent with other qualitative assesgsn@rditti & Few, 2008; Edin & Kefelas,
2005). Qualitative assessments have found thatléeaff@nders maintain prominent expressions
of guilt and concern regarding their behavior’s aojpon their children (Arditti & Few, 2008;
Giordano, 2010). Even female offenders that hastdostody of their children were found to
mention them as motivational in their self-reportiedistance processes (Michalsen, 2011).
Relatedly, women have mentioned their love forrtbkildren as the reason they did not seek
custody. These women talked about their fearsrabreng their children from stable living
situations only to be unable to properly care fmm. Mothers also spoke of these deficiencies
as incentives for change, as they saw their cugteitities to support children as inadequate and
mentioned changes they needed to make to be & h&enodel and to provide more suitable
care for their children (Arditti & Few, 2008; Miclsan, 2011).

Examples of content mentioned by mother offendarshg qualitative interviews have
been described asending relationshipsnaking up for lost timeandproviding guardianship
for their existing or newborn childrefiedin & Kafalas, 2005; Michalsen, 2011). Qualiati

accounts also reveal the daily routines that inedlavomen through new activity, pro-social
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bonds and priorities (Edin & Kafalas, 2005; Humte-Laider, & MacKenzie, 2005; Fleisher &
Krienert, 2004; Michalsen, 2011).

Although convincing evidence of cognitive transfations and motivations have
frequently been found in interview data of matewfénders, in some cases, they are not
associated with desistance (Giordano, 2010). Inptlomgy alternative explanations based on
survey responses and interview content, scholasritbed risk factors that may have impeded
these and similar motivational accounts for desstaSeveral terms have been used to describe
these barriers. In research on juvenile offendedstheir relations with parents, Schroeder and
colleagues (2011) mentioned cumulative risks fartiomance or cumulative continuity, which
was described as events that snowball into moreuseoutcomes due to the impacts of prior
criminal behavior paving the way for additionalatisantages (p. 67). In addition, qualitative
accounts of mothers reentering the community hdertified factors such as depression,
violence and addiction to comprise the “triple &tfevhich in combination, were hypothesized
to increase harmful stressors for maternal offendeth health problems, dysfunctional
relationships, trauma related to loss, and conardhguilt regarding children (Arditti & Few,
2008, p. 304). Relatedly, Giordano (2010) foundlitptave evidence for a “respectable person
package” which comprised of marriage, and a joln wiaible income. She theorized that women,
who expressed cognitive shifts and identity tramsfitions away from criminal behavior to
assume parenting responsibilities, but that ®dldivated, lacked traits necessary in the
respectability package (Giordano, 2010). To additess$ack of available longitudinal qualitative
research on mothers under community supervisiqgreaeslly probation, the current study will
provide unique information on the moderating effgfictariation in risk for recidivism on the

association of mothering-related variables to rie@d in a follow-up assessment (Edin &
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Kafalas, 2005; Kreager, Matuesda & Erosheva, 2Miéhalsen, 2011; Thompson & Petrovic,

2009).

Quantitative Research Using Age-Graded Informal Saal Control Theory

Conceptualizations of Recidivism for Mothers
As previously mentioned, Laub and Sampson (2008chseveral implications for the

operationalization of variables used by scholargHe identification of chronic offenders. Based
on their assessment, they promoted the use ofegsading multiple offending behaviors from
several sources such as self-report surveys, istermontent with participants, information from
associates of the participant, and the use ofiaffrecords (Laub & Sampson, 2003).
Researchers who have studied maternal offendirmguesisd a variety of measures of desistance.
For example, Michelson (2011) only considered tloenen’s yes or no responses regarding
reduction in their offending behaviors at the tiof¢he interview compared to their behavior
prior to their last incarceration. Although the reg@ was simple and did not necessarily capture
the termination of offending behavior (Michelsof]12), the study sheds light on the gradual
progression often found in quality social bond fation and the actual processes of desistance
(Elder, 1985; Giordano, 2010; Laub & Sampson, 2003)

Due to the high expense and the rigorous natulieeafourse longitudinal assessments,
many scholars have made use of existing data seth Wmit their ability to measure variables
of interest and usually do not allow for follow-ugth participants (Kreager, Matsueda, &
Erosheva, 2010; Laub & Sampson, 2003; Warr, 199&) example, Thompson and Petrovic
(2009) measured the dichotomous response to ssbgett-reported illicit substance abuse and
their responses for recurrent or single use owegraéinterviews. The authors explained that
their use of an existing data set inhibited thbility to triangulate their measure (Thompson &

Petrovic, 2009). On the other hand, they arguetitkizaexisting dataset provided a timely
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dependent variable through examining illicit us@lnfgs other than marijuana; this design
feature is important in light of recent policiesand the country that have decriminalized
marijuana (Thompson & Petrovic, 2009). This exampleals some negative and positive
aspects of utilizing existing data on the operati@mation of dependent variables.

Another issue is the term desistance broadly enessgs the termination of all criminal
behavior, which is problematic when broad and dmecieasures are compared without
consideration of their vast differences (Kreageatdieda, & Erosheva, 2010). As the scope of
criminal behavior has evolved, scholars also begaxamine more specific behaviors for
particular groups of maternal offenders. For exanpéhavioral shifts such as self-reported
disaffiliations with gangs (Hunt, Joe-Laider, & M&mzie, 2005) and reductions in self-reported
underage alcohol consumption (see example withlsaalple, Fleisher & Krienert, 2004) have
been examined and found to be common form of desistfor female gang members during
their transition to motherhood. Although these grspecific measures, and other single
measures reviewed in this section provide sperifight into particular types of desistance, the
findings must be taken with skepticism, as they matybe as telling for other groups of people,
or for alternative behavioral changes. Studiesubkatl age-graded social control theory and
provided several measures provide insight intantitere of cessation for maternal offenders
regarding multiple behaviors reported from varyaggencies (Edin & Kafalas, 2005; Kreager,
Matuesda & Erosheva; Giordano, 2010; Warr, 1998 dependent variables used to measure
desistance in these studies along with suggestionsLaub and Sampson (2003) were used to

formulate the current study’s dependent variableEkvwill be elaborated in the next chapter.

Conceptualizations of Informal Social Control footers
This section will review literature regarding sddands to children and stress from

parenting. These factors have been found as pyimdependent variables from prior research
16



on maternal desistance. Many of the recent stumhasomen using a life course approach
obtained sample sizes that permit quantitativessssents to be generalizable across the
populations sampled (Edin & Kafalas, 2005; Krealatuesda & Erosheva, 2010; Michalsen,
2011; Thompson & Petrovic, 2009). The large numbégsarticipants allowed researchers to
assess quantitative survey measures and to qugoafitative data for empirical analysis.
Surveys mainly have been used to provide a sensat@rnal circumstances thought to serve as
supports or barriers for desistance (Giordano, 2Bit€ager, Matuesda & Erosheva, 2010;

Michalsen, 2011; Thompson & Petrovic, 2009).

Social Bonds to Children
As social bond formation is central to age-gradddrimal social control theory,

attachment to children has been a dominant foaustéiolies on turning points for maternal
offenders (Giordano, 2010; Graham & Bowling, 19Rfeager, Matsueda & Erosheva, 2010).
These measures of attachment have often been fatedubased on situational dispositions and
characteristics of the maternal populations of eonor interest to researchers and policy
makers. For example, several criminological studiegseyed maternal offenders’ on their
maintenance of relationships with children duringarceration. The types of communication
examined have included self-report measures foatasregarding: pre-imprisonment co-
habitation with children; inmate mothers’ self-regsoof caregiver relations; self-reported mail
contact, phone contact, and visitation during isgmment (Barnes & Stringer, 2014);
comprehensive prison records of visitation (Coch2&i 3); and the frequency and timing of
visitation throughout subjects’ imprisonment (BafeMears, 2008). One of the studies found
support for social bonds theory for inmate mothmrsed on correlations between increased
communication with children, expectations of futah#éld custody, and close ties to caregivers as

they related to more salient maternal identitiesrugeentry (Barnes & Stringer, 2014). However,
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studies that measured recidivism rates in relabachild visitation have provided mixed
evidence of correlations for inmate mothers up@mtiy. For example, one study found more
child visitation was related to decreased recidivisr women (Cochran, 2013), while another
examination found increased frequency and the groifirchild visitation nearing the end
women’s incarceration to be associated with ina@eascidivism (Bales & Mears, 2008).
Mothers on community supervision that have not egpeed imprisonment may have
stronger relations with their children (Leverer@06), and therefore attachment measures can
address more specific parent-child involvemente€&hndicators of attachments have been
suggested as important in desistance processesvsipn, involvement and maternal agency
(Giordano, et al., 2002; Giordano, 2010). Stude®ffenders in the community have measured
amount of mothers’ supervision of their childrenr Example, through follow-up surveys on a
sample of serious delinquents, Giordano (2010)dcbkkev often women called their children per
day for updates on their whereabouts. Another nreasfusocial bonds to children has been the
extent of involvement parents’ maintain in childeelives, in areas such as health behaviors,
school-related activities, and their children’siabtives. For example, items that assessed
involvement have included inquiries about how ofta@nents assisted children with school work
(Miller et al., 2011), and to what extent they maet their children’s friends and the parents of
their friends (Giordano, 2010). Finally, measuseparental preparedness have also been
examined as influencing the effects of bonds wititdeen (Giordano et al., 2002). These
measures provide detailed portrayals of parenticttachment in the community while
touching on other theoretical components associaiigdlLaub and Sampson’s (2003) revised

theory, such as routine activities, situated chaoel personal agency.
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Although several studies of female desistance pexl/survey measures of attachment
that assessed specific types of involvement, thenarelied on more general measures such as
pregnancy and child-birth (Edin & Kefalas, 2005gKger, Matsueda, & Erosheva, 2010
Thompson & Petrovic, 2011; Wakefield & Uggen, 2004j)s possible that this is attributable to
the salience of the transition into motherhooddmparison to specific measures of attachment
such as those noted in the previous paragraph. Haweroader factors may not provide insight
into definitive transitions like measures of comtach children, custody of children, and
residency with children. Next, the mixed findinggarding parent-related motivations,
attachment to children, and desistance will beudised, as the variations in populations
examined and measurements of parent-child reldtipagertainly contribute to the inconsistent
findings (Giordano et al., 2002; Kreager, Matsu&l&rosheva, 2010; Thompson & Petrovic,
2011).

In all, theoretical assumptions from age-gradedrmfl social control theory suggest
that increased attachment to children results anedesed criminal activity (Giordano, 2010;
Thompson & Petrovic, 2011). However, prior resedrab provided mixed findings regarding
the relation of this theoretic concept with desistg some scholars found attachment to children
to be protective against criminality (Edin & KefaJ&2005; Kreager, Matsueda, & Erosheva,
2010; Thompson & Petrovic, 2011) while others haot(Blokland & Nieuwbeerta, 2005;
Giordano et al., 2002; Varriale, 2008). In orded&ermine the nature of this disjunction,
scholars have continued to re-examine more genaasures of attachment for heterogeneous
populations (Kreager, Matsueda, & Erosheva, 20b@nipson & Petrovic, 2011), and have also
made use of unique measures, like the “wantedra#sdiildren (Giordano et al., 2011) to better

explain the variations in results. Although knovwgedabout attachment has been extended in
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studies of diverse samples, no study has focusgunt-child attachments and desistance
processes for a general population of women offenidiethe community, with varying parental
circumstances. By using secondary data for a saafgleug-involved women on community

supervision, it was possible to examine motherk watrying types of relations with children.

Stress from Parenting
Parenting has often been mentioned as a strdsstarduld lead to criminal involvement,

especially for at-risk populations (Arditti & Fe®008). Stressors from parenting have been
linked to depressive symptoms, mental illness, taulee abuse, and criminal behavior (Arditti &
Few, 2008). Some have found criminal behavior sadvantaged populations, due to economic
stressors experienced while trying to provide fatdren (Giordano, 2010; Thompson &
Petrovic, 2009). In addition, parental stress hemntassociated with risks for those with present
and past criminal justice involvement. Stress ffmarenting may exasperate or be exasperated
by negative feelings surrounding formal criminaiiaa and the challenges of meeting
requirements of probation and parole (Arditti & F&008; Giordano, 2010). Giordano (2010)
used quantitative instruments to compare respamséise parental disposition of subjects that
were institutionalized as juveniles compared tortiol sample non-institutionalized
delinquents. The survey measures she used to gesessal stress included questions like
“Raising my child can be a nerve wracking job” ¢d‘like to be able to do a better job at
communicating with my child.” She found subjectshaprior juvenile institutionalization
reported higher levels of depression and stress frarenting (Giordano, 2010).

Parental stress has been measured with manyrimestits expected to be related to mental
health issues and recidivism (Giordano, 2010; Theong Petrovic, 2009). For example, prior
research has measured stress experienced dugitagviafluences such as: parenting efficacy;

family, partner, or parental support; financi@rgling; perceptions of difficulty of parenting;
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community conditions for raising children; and aeioral variations in reactivity of children
(Arditti & Few, 2008; Giordano, 2010). Guilt regard criminal activity and time spent
incarcerated or away from children has been quedtfbr male and female offenders, and was
found to be more prevalent for females (Giorda®d,(. These stressors have been correlated
with increased depression, substance abuse, andesidivism (Salisbury & Van Voorhis,
2009) Transitions into motherhood have also besaa@ated with vulnerabilities for harmful
stressors that prompt negative coping and crinaofvity. New mothers may experience more
stress causing them to turn to criminal outletsegative coping more often than experienced
mothers (Thompson & Petrovic, 2009).

Although stress from parenting and transition miatherhood has often been associated
with risk, prior research has also found these tnagar overwhelming emotions to be
associated with pro-active behavioral shifts (Etlikefelas, 2005; Thompson & Petrovic,
2009). For example, the majority of new mothera pool of gang affiliated young women with
prior heavy-alcohol use were found to abstain fadoohol consumption during pregnancy. Even
though the majority reported drinking after chilitiy, the amounts were considerably lower,
and the subjects’ reported drinking alone andHergdurpose of winding down after a busy and
stressful day rather than for social reasons (Hdat;Kenzie, and Joe-Laidler, 2005). Other
research has found young women’s’ transition imtgle motherhood in disadvantaged
neighborhoods to be more strongly correlated wathuctions in offending behaviors than for
their counterparts transitioning into motherhoothve marital partner or significant other
(Kreager, Matuesda & Erosheva, 2010; Thompson &Rt 2009). Though this could be
explained by criminally-involved partners’ influeson the continuation of criminality

(Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009), the absence ofmarsupport has been consistently
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recognized as a stressor in research, yet singkateod has been described as protective based
in some research (Edin & Kafalas, 2005; Kreagertuglsda & Erosheva, 2010).

In the face of stress due to limited assistancehers may experience more pressure to
assume sole responsibility over children, whickumm creates incentives for identity
transformation and behavioral changes (Kreagerubtata & Erosheva, 2010). Stressors
experienced by these women may also influence thtieach to pro-social networks in the
community, such as other single mothers (Ander$980; Edin & Kafalas, 2005; Kreager,

Matuesda & Erosheva, 2010).

Relevant Variables in Research on Women'’s Crintynalnd Recidivism
Quantitative surveys have also identified varialthed promote or inhibit the effects of

traditional pro-social events like child-bearingassuming responsibilities for children
(Sampson & Laub, 1993; Giordano, 2010). Even ircdeisg the operationalization of social
bonds to children and stress from parenting, effetalternative variables were mentioned due
to the mixed findings across samples and the iddais in the samples. It is therefore important
to identify other major predictors of recidivismatitould account for relationships of
independent and dependent variables. This sesfibdetail the use of control variables from
prior research to help determine the directionfdat$é these measures will posed on the current

sample and to justify their incorporation into therent study’s methodology.

Risks for Recidivism

Age
One of the characteristic findings from Sampsonailh (1993) research is that with age

most people eventually desists from crime, whetlesistance was brought on by cognitive
shifts, routine activity changes or barriers targnal activity. They disentangled the age-crime

curve based on crime types and found that lessaesy such as property offenses, better fit with
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Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) model which id&etl property and violent crime peaks
during early teenage years between 16 and 18. édth&ampson and Laub (1993) found
support for this model while considering lesseenffes for men, they found more serious
offenses to have later peaks and more prolongesilspence through adulthood than suggested
by the age-crime curve. Scholars who included womeheir samples have found mixed results
as well, with some finding that females’ criminatigity peaks in earlier years than do males
(Fergusson & Horwood 2002), and others finding thatnen have a late onset in offending -
starting after age 30 (Chung, Hill, Hawkins, Gilistr& Nagin, 2002), and that they commit

different types of crimes (Salisbury & Van Voorhz€09).

Demographics, Neighborhood Contexts, Relationslaipd,Peers
Prior research has indicated criminal justice imealent is positively associated with

neighborhood disadvantages such as depleted resoamd service limitations (Visher & Travis,
2003). These areas have also been associatediglitheliels of racial minorities, mainly
African Americans, and single mother householdspie these commonly documented
correlations, research on maternal desistancerbaglpd mixed results of their effects
(Giordano et al., 2011). For example, several swtiave indicated these traits decrease the
likelihood for mothers to form quality bonds to lclien, which is associated with their continued
persistence in crime (Blokland & Nieuwbeerta, 20B%rdano et al., 2002; Varriale, 2008).
Extensions on research have found this effect teebersed for those in disadvantaged areas for
mothers who expressed “wantedness” for their alilidmeaning women planned their
pregnancy, or accepted it and held positive agisuabout being pregnant (Giordano et al.,
2011).

Other life course research found the transitiomtdherhood increased desistance for

women in disadvantaged neighborhoods (Edin & Kafe2@05; Kreager, Matuesda & Erosheva,
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2010; Thompson & Petrovic, 2009). Some of thesdissucited support from Anderson’s (1999)
ethnographic study on an urban neighborhood iraB&iphia (Edin & Kafalas, 2005; Kreager,
Matuesda & Erosheva, 2010). Anderson (1999) fohatlwomen in these disadvantaged
neighborhoods were more likely to mature out aheriand create social bonds based on
children, through connections with other single neos. He postulated that the effect of
motherhood was more influential on the maturatibthese women due to their bleak likelihood
of forming traditional relationships or marriageghamen in their communities (Anderson,
1999). These mixed findings indicate that singleepaing is associated with increased
desistance for those in disadvantaged neighborhi@&xtis & Kefalas, 2005; Kreager, Matsueda,
& Erosheva, 2010; Thompson & Petrovic, 2011), hudies on other populations have found no
effect (Blokland & Nieuwbeerta, 2005; Giordano ket 2002; Varriale, 2008) or the opposite
effect (Bales & Mears, 2008).

Although several studies have noted reductionsna spent with criminal peers upon
transition into motherhood (Edin & Kefelas, 200%igher & Krienert, 2004), others studies
found parenting to be insignificant regarding cheso peers without marriage commitments
(Warr, 1998). In expanding on age-graded inforroala control theory, Giordano (2010)
describes the need to focus more attention on paetbey were not found to be of importance
in Sampson and Laub’s (1993) original model, whigdied on a sample recruited during a time
when marriage was more customary (1940) than ibkas in more recent years (see also Warr,

1998).

Educational and Occupational History
Another variable that has been found to influerexeptal stressors and recidivism

outcomes is socio-economic status. Despite sonearmasers’ findings that disadvantage

provides incentive for maternal offenders, as nogr@d in the prior section (Edin & Kefalas,
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2005; Kreager, Matsueda, & Erosheva, 2010; ThomgsBetrovic, 2011), many studies have
found debilitating stressors to be created or iatldbased on level of resources (Arditti & Few,
2008; Giordano, 2010). In order to control for #gnesonomic issues, researchers have used
simple measures such as income-level (Giordanb, &04.1) or status as a single parent in the
household (Thompson & Petrovic, 2009). In contresine studies used more complex measures
that assessed the financial and occupational pctspéoffenders (Cobbina et al., 2014).
Complex measures were created to further refine¢baomic risk factors of marginalized
populations. Questions about previous employmealleriiges, current employment and

financial situation have been included in this tgpeneasure. Measures of educational
attainment have also been factored in employmeshfiaancial related controls to provide for

future prospects of the offender.

Criminal History, Substance Abuse, Mental Healt®t, and Exposure to Abuse
As mentioned in the above discussion of risk fiescidentified by developmental

criminologists, criminal history has been founchttve strong effects on persistence of criminal
behavior. In addition to early onset of offendisgholars have shown that the seriousness of
criminal acts contribute to persistence in crimanison & Laub, 1993; Giordano, 2010;
Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). Additional predictakcontinued illegal behavior are history of
sexual and physical abuse, current abuse, melmaéd substance abuse, anger, hostility, and
anti-social attitudes (Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 200
Conclusion

The review of the existing literature on the kifeurse provides justification for the
current study. Prior findings suggest that indiabdifferences and variations in heterogeneous
populations alter the effects of life events, Iga@enting, on desistance (Giordano et al., 2002).

In addition, unlike findings based on male offersjéemale offenders’ more often fare better
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over their life course upon establishing qualityée to children. Contemporary findings
surrounding this proposition have been especialppsrted for African American females
residing in disadvantaged neighborhoods as thegitran into parenthood (Edin & Kafalas,
2005; Kreager, Matuesda & Erosheva, 2010; ThomgsBetrovic, 2009).

Although prior research has found that stress fpanenting can be debilitating on those
reestablishing connections with children, thosdisgecustody of children and those estranged
from their children through incarceration or legaimination of rights, females continue to
mention their children as primary reasons for cleaf#gditti & Few, 2008; Michalsen, 2011).
An important extension this study provided to presearch was to determine if motivations
associated with motherhood were related to desisthtonm crime for women on community
supervision. In addition, follow up research using current study’s findings and data, will shed
light on those mothers with motivations, yet whmagned in conditions that inhibited these
motivations from having an effect on cessatiofs ftossible that such identified barriers could
be targeted for interventions, providing bettercountes for mothers with desires to embrace their
parenting role, but who struggle with desistance.

Hypotheses
1. Women’s mention of maternal motivations during matews will be negatively
associated with measures of recidivism.
2. The frequency with which women mention maternalivadions during interviews will
be negatively associated with measures of recialivis
3. Higher levels of involvement with children basedapscale administered at the first

interview will be negatively associated with measuof recidivism.
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4. Higher levels of stress from parenting based otadesneasure administered at the first

interview will be positively associated with meassiof recidivism.
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Chapter 3: Methodology of the Current Study

The data for the current subsample was collectedsitudy that examined 402 drug-
involved women on probation and parole. From Noven#®11 to November 2012, three
interviews were conducted in urban and rural ciéie®ss 17 counties in Michigan, including
major cities such as Detroit, Lansing and Grandid&aExtending understanding of female
offenders using the current data set based on wameer supervision in Michigan is of special
importance because the state established womeifispaseloads. The Department of
Corrections provides probation and parole agerits these specialized caseloads with training
on the use of female offender risk assessment tomlsalso provides them with supervision
methods to address unique challenges women offetadae been found to experience
(MacKenzie, 2013). Given that information, the nesthin this study may fare better than those
under traditional supervision, because their gendéjue challenges can be more specifically
identified and addressed under women-specific sigien (MacKenzie, 2013; Salisbury & Van
Voorhis, 2009).

Recruitment of the female offenders was based ein #ssignment to one of the 73
probation and parole agents that agreed to paatiiip the study. Three methods were used to
recruit the female offenders: the agent introdubedresearcher to interested participants at the
office, the agents forwarded contact informatiotht researcher when permitted by their
clients, or the agents’ displayed and handed gatdlallowing their clients to contact the
researcher (Cobbina et al., 2014). Once recrygadicipating female offenders were informed
that their participation was voluntary and that itifermation they provided would be
confidential. The female offenders were compensitgift cards to their choice of stores in the

amount of $30 for the first, $50 for the second] &5 for the third interview. The one-on-one
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structured interviews were conducted by trainedrinéwers at various locations of convenience
for the participants such as supervision officks,fdarticipants’ homes, or in public places.
Responses to the quantitative measures were ernttoea computerized database, while open-

ended responses to questions were audio-recordetlaanscribed (Cobbina et al., 2014).

Sample
The selection of the subset of the sample for thieeat analysis was based on responses

to the question “Do you have kids?” First, thosa tleported, “I have children who | have
contact with” were included. Then those that resigoh “| do not have children under 18” were
omitted because the current study seeks to uncoatarnal challenges regarding
responsibilities, custody and contact with minaitdrien. Lastly, respondents that responded
“children adopted out and thus no contact” were alsitted. Four mothers were excluded
because they permanently lost parental rights, wmay alter the presence of maternal
motivations and its association with desistandéediuded in the current analysis. Based on this
selection process, 194 mothers that indicated hlaglycontact with their minor children that they
did not lose parental rights for were includedhia initial study sample. During the coding of the
interviews, the researchers found one of the wodngmot have minor children, or custody of
any minor children, reducing the sample to 193 wonairing analysis, several women were
also excluded because they did not respond t@st tae of the questions used to form the
variables, reducing the sample to 162 for the qtaive analysis.

In addition to selection variables, the womenhiis subset can be described using an
array of quantitative survey measures. This sammhsists predominantly of white (44.1%),
black (36.6%), and multi-racial women (17%) in tH&0’s (X = 33,SD= 8.65), on probation
(82.5%), with no prior prison sentences (76.3%gt tkeported being unmarried (89.2%), single

mothers (69.6%) that had or sought custody of tm&nor children (91.8%). In addition, the
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majority of the subsample reported the offenseldwhto their existing supervision term as drug-
involved (61.9%), and that their income was belo&8Q0 per year (77.8%). These variable
percentages provide insight into the risks andgatote factors the majority of the women in the
study experienced.

Quantitative Data
Dependent Variables

Six measures of recidivism were used as dependeiailes in the current study. The
measures were from the women'’s self-reported snbstabuse at first interview, the supervising
agents’ case notes on the women'’s probation aradepaiolations, the agents’ case notes on the
women'’s substance abuse, the agents’ case noths mmen’s substance abuse, the agents’
case notes on the women’s substance abuse vidaticial police reports on the women'’s
arrests, and official court reports on the womeasvictions.

Self-reported substance abuse was examined dineniiy$t interview. The 7-item scale
combined the yes=1 or no=0 responses. The scale&iqns include: “Have you had any recent
(past 6 months) conduct violations, law violatiooistechnical violations related to drugs or
alcohol use?” “During the last 6 months have yaeieed a drug screen that was rated positive
or diluted?” “Do you associate with individuals wtonk heavily or use?” “In the past six
months, have you missed treatment appointment®ppead participating in support groups?”
“Does anyone in your home use drugs or alcohol?&“pou currently using?” “Do you
currently have any feelings that you need to usgglfirst thing in the morning?”

The total number of supervision officer’s reportshee women'’s violations, alcohol use,
and drug use in 18 months was based on three falfmsthat were adjusted for the number of

months the women were under supervision. This wae ¢lo adjust for periods when detection

30



was not possible because supervision was revokeddsd. In addition, women’s recidivism
was measured by the number of arrests and convictieey had, which were taken from official

police records, beginning from the time women beggrervision.

Independent Variables

Maternal Motivations
The primary independent variables reflect therhas ¢aptured women'’s different types

of maternal motivations. These themes were coard the qualitative data for the 181 women
who took part in all three interviews. The categsragreed upon and the coding process for the

transcripts will be explained later, in the Codthg Qualitative Data section.

Social Bonds to Children
Attachment to children was measured by a scata fte original data set that comprised

of the sum of yes=1 or no=0 responses to threetignes The questions included “Do any
children 18 or younger live with you? Or do you éat least monthly contact with a child 18 or
younger? If no, skip to next section.” “Are you @ived in important decisions regarding your
children (e.g., school-related, health, outsidevaies)?” “Do you feel prepared to be a good
parent?” The higher numbers from this scale weeated to reflect greater levels of parental

involvement.

Stress from Parenting
Stress from parenting was measured through atableascale that combined four

reversed responses for the following questionsjsiRg children is a nerve-wracking job.”
“Raising children is harder than | expected.” “vearouble keeping my kids from
misbehaving.” “My children are difficult to contr6IThe possible responses for these questions
included: O=strongly agree, 1=agree, 2=disagres 3astrongly agree. In this existing scale, the

numerical values of the responses were reversdthsthe larger values represented respondents
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stress from parenting. The responses culminateeifidllowing groupings zero representing the
lowest level of stress (0 thru 14=0), 1 represeniimd-range parental stress (15 thru 24=1), and

2 representing the highest level of parental stf@sshru Highest=2).

Control Variables
There are several factors that prior research stgdelternative explanations of

recidivism to the independent variables of intere$hose variables available in the existing data
set include: age, race, supervision status (paroteobation), relationship status, anti-social
peers, neighborhood context, educational needdogmpnt and financial needs, criminal
history, substance abuse history, mental healtlegsseexposure to abuse as a child, exposure to
abuse as an adult, and family support. Many ofeivesiables are from an assessment measure
for women'’s risk for recidivism that provides a qoosite score of items known to predict
women’s recidivism (Van Voorhis, Bauhman & Brush2@13). The composite index was
created by adding together risk scores and subtgaitte women'’s strengths scores.

The description that follows includes the titletioé subscale and one or two examples of the
guestions. In addition, some of the variables endtailable scales were reversed so the
cumulative sum of the responses would provide @ \eadd consistent measure of the control
variable, similar to those mentioned in the Indejet Variable section. The control variables
that include reversed responses include anti-speials, neighborhood context, educational

needs, employment and financial needs, and famppart.

Women's Total Needs
Predictive Risks

Employment and Financial Needs
To control for employment and financial issues,theent analysis made use of the

available 10-item scale that comprises of questiegarding employment and financial needs.
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The first question, “Are you currently employed?byides three possible responses, fulltime=0,
part-time or unable to work because of child/fancdye, poor health, student, etc. =1, and
unemployed but able to work=2. An example of aalale that's numerical response was
reversed in this scale is question 10, “Do youldtbn have medical insurance? If not
responsible for children, score N/A” The applicatdsponses include yes=1 or no=0 and these
values were swapped so the higher value indicagesater disadvantage when compiled with

the other responses.

Anti-Social Peers
Association with anti-social peers was measurdtd am 8-item scale comprising of

guestions questions regarding their friends’ cratitg. For example, the first two questions
asked “Have any of your close friends been in tlewth the law?” “Have any of you close
friends done prison time?” The composite variablponses for the questions in this scale were

operationalized as 1=yes and 0=no.

Criminal History
In order to measure the participants’ criminal dmgt a 6-item scale was used from the

available data set. The first three questions weleged to arrests. For example, the second
guestion asked “What is the number of prior felsnjieu were convicted of? Was this the only
one? Were there one or two others? Were there thne@re?” The responses included only
one=0, one or two others=1, three of more=2, damiw=7, or refused=9. The next three
guestions asked about the participant’s criminstidny related to supervision. For example,
guestion 7 asked “Were you ever revoked on a cuareprior term of probation or parole?” The

possible answers include yes=1 and no=0.
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Substance Abuse History
The substance abuse history of the subjects wasurezhusing an 8-item scale from the

available data set using yes=1 or no=0 responses ekamples of these questions are, “Have
drugs or alcohol ever made it difficult for yougerform at work or in school?” “Have you ever

experiences health or emotional problems resuftimm alcohol or drug use?”

Mental Health Disorders
The existing data set provided several scaless@suore participants’ mental health issues

including Mental lliness, History of Depression ahakiety, Current Depression and Anxiety,

History of Psychosis, and Current Psychosis.

1. Mental lliness
A 5-item scale was made available through thetiegjslata set to measure mental

illness. The scale included the five questions wébk=1 or no=0 responses. For example one of
the questions asked, “Have you ever taken any pbescmedication to help you feel better

emotionally?”

2. Current Depression and Anxiety
The participants’ history of depression and aryxve¢re measured based on yes=1 or

no=0 responses to 6 questions from the availalibesda For example one the questions asked,
“Worrying so much about things that you have treuipttting going and getting things done?”
Current depression and anxiety was measured usinggime question, but also included a
supplemental yes=1 or no=0 question for each wasis, “If yes, has this happened in the last

several days?”

3. Current Psychosis
Two items from the available dataset were usaddasure the participants’ history of

psychosis. This scale combined subjects’ yes=lebmesponses to, “Have many thoughts that
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others are out to harm you?” “Seeing things oringaroices that are not really present?” The
current measure of psychosis comprised of the sanméems but each item was supplemented
by an additional yes=1 or no=0 question that askégles, has this happened in the last several
days?”

Interviewer’s indication of Women'’s Anger and Hitsti

The indicator for women’s anger and hostility wiasasured through a scale that
combined the subjects’ yes=1 or no-0 responsestamé asked at the first interview. Examples
of questions include, “Would you describe yoursalhaving a strong temper?” and “Do you
have trouble controlling your temper when you getei?” The responses were summed, so that

7 would be the highest score for anger and hgstiihile O would be the lowest.

Interviewer’s Indication of Women’s Anti-Socialiitle
Following the first interview, the interview conagpéd a 6 item scale of yes=1 and no=0

guestions regarding the offender’s attitude abeutchime during the interview. Two questions
asked whether the offender attributed the offens#tiers, one focused on the women’s mention
of co-defendants, and the other question focusedhmther the offender blamed victims or
others. The final question appraised whether thearodisplayed feelings of remorse for the
offense, not including remorse for apprehensiore Whmen’s antisocial attitude was measured
by the sum of these responses, with the 6 beinbigtest and most indicative of women’s anti-

social attitude during the first interview.

Women Residing in Un-Safe Homes
A four item scale was administered to determimevibmen’s thoughts about the safety

of her residence, the certainty of her residencd ithere was violence and substance abuse at

the residence. The score was summed and servedasune whether the home was un-safe.
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Predictive Strengths

Educational Strengths
An available scale from the existing dataset wseslito measure women'’s educational

attainment. The items in this scale capture theyes no =0 responses regarding education. For
example, the one of the questions asked, “Havegyaduated from high school or received a

G.E.D.?”

Self-Efficacy
A 17 item scale was used to measure the womenargeself-efficacy based. The

responses to these items included often=2, som&tilmeand seldom/never=0. Some examples
of questions asked include, “When you make plamesyau fairly certain that you can make
them work?” and “Does failure just make you trydeaf?” When the items scale items were

summed, larger numbers indicated higher level®atal self-efficacy.

Family Support
The measure for family support comprised of 3 g¢hat measured women'’s responses

regarding general family life. In addition, yes=1no=0 responses to 3 items that measured
family support, and 2 items that measured familyflict. The questions regarding conflict were
reverse coded when combined with family supportsuess, so that a higher number would
reflect increased family support. The first quastiocorporated into this scale asked, “How is
your relationship with your parents (parent figgrasd/or siblings (check the option that best
applies)?” and provided the responses: Good, justmeonflicts=3, Conflictual some of the
time(mixed)=2, Conflictual most of the time=1, arkily, no contact=0. An example of one of
the items that were reverse coded to measure famggort asked, “Do your parents or any

siblings tend to be critical of you when they conmcate with you?”
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Age and Race
Women in the study were asked to provide theiradbe first interview, and the average

the women was 33 years old. Although the curramdystvas unable to rigorously examine
trajectory changes of participants’ during childd@nd their recidivism beyond 18 months after
the first interview, the wide age range of the il§$9-59) provides insight into age-crime
relationships for mothers of varying ages, riskdes, and recidivism scores. In addition, Race
was operationalized based on a scale that commmbnses as “White only” “Black only”

“Multiracial woman of color include Hispanic” “Asmaonly” “Unclear” “Native American.”

Supervision Status
To determine supervision status, the participamsevasked, “Are you on probation or on

parole?” The responses included “probation” or belt. The measure of supervision status for
the women found that 82.5% of the mothers weretsarez to probation, 16.5% were
sanctioned to parole, and 1% selected both resppimgicating they were under both forms of
supervision. The current study considered 17.5@aaslees in consideration of the unique
disadvantages associated with imprisonment andryenat may provide different outcomes for

them compared females’ on probation alone (Lever&@o6).

Neighborhood Context
The available data set included an 8-item scafedasure issues of neighborhood safety.

A few examples of questions from this scale inclt@ie there drugs in your neighborhood?”
and “Do the police come into your neighborhoodt&’lo
Coding the Qualitative Data

Audio recordings were transcribed, formatted interglsoft Word documents and then
read into NVivo software for qualitative data arsady After being placed into NVivo, two
trained coders unitized and coded all transcrifgrmation from the interviews the women in the
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sample participated in. The units of analysis wen@ments indicating involvement or
motivation related to being a mother. During thiggess of unitization, the coders agreed that
one of the women in the original sample did notehewrstody or contact with minor children
based on transcript content, and this participaag @xcluded from the analysis, leaving 193
women in this study’s sample. Based on 20 casestz&ow’s U (Guetzkow, 1950) was
calculated to determine if agreement on the uritsalysis was acceptable, and U = .056,
which met an acceptable level of agreement.

After unitizing the data, the coders agreed upweise categories based on informal
social control that reoccurred for women in the ginon topics of motherhood during
unitization. The coding scheme was created indaltisased on the content of the data, but was
influenced by variables and trends found in premearch on the theory of informal social
control (Giordano, 2010; Michalsen, 2011; Sampsdra&b, 2003). The categories included
attachment to children, being a good parent, baibgtter parent than before, proving to be a
good parent, parental role assertion, custody ratdim, and routine activities with children.
Once the categories were determined, the two codemned to the data and coded 20
transcripts in order to establish initial codingateility as well as to assess discrepancies that
might exist between coders. Once adequate rebahlihs established and all discrepancies were
resolved, the remaining transcripts were codedpgaddently by the first coder. Acceptable
levels of reliability (Cohen, 1960) were obtained the themes relevant to motherhood (k =
.913).

Analysis of the Quantitative Data
After all of the interviews were coded for the M8men in the sample, the categories

were exported to SPSS software as both dichotomod£ontinuous variables. Retaining those
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two variables for each category allowed the presd€ne., mentioned, not mentioned) and
frequency (number of times mentioned) of these matdactors to both be compared and tested
as correlates and predictors of the dependentblasaln addition to these variables, parental
involvement and parental stress, both based oncodiction at the first interview, were
included as independent variables from the existatg set. The dependent variable measures
also came from the existing data set and includedvwomen’s self-reported substance abuse at
the first interview, alcohol use based on the suipem officer's case notes, drug use based on
the supervision officer's case notes, violationsdabon the supervision officer’'s case notes,
arrests based on official police reports, and odions based on official court reports. Several
control variables were also found in the existiatpdset and included in the regressions (e.qg.,
age, a measure for bad neighborhood conditionsgleesingle parent, and supervision status).
The two remaining controls used in the regressi@atyaes, race and needs, were created based
on variables from the available dataset. Dummyaldeis for race were generated based on an
existing measure and indicated whether women wlak omulti-racial or other. The other
category was the omitted category in regressiotyaasa. As mentioned earlier, in order to
reduce the complexity of the regression analysigeearls measure was created through the
combination of theoretically relevant variablesiaading risk for recidivism, minus those
strengths expected to aid in desistance. The aslables included employment and financial
needs; family conflict; anti-social friends; crimailrhistory; substance abuse history; current
depression/anxiety; current psychosis, living iruarsafe home; the interviewer’s indication that
the woman exhibited anger or hostility at the thingrview; and the interviewer’s indication

that the woman exhibited an anti-social attitudenatthird interview. The support variables

included educational strengths, family support, selfiefficacy.
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In order to address the research questions, sestatetical tests were conducted. First,
bivariate analyses were generated between theendept variables, between the dependent
variables, and between the dichotomous independeiatoles and dependent variables to
determine the extent of association between eathbla. Correlations were also generated for
the continuous independent variables that indicdtechumber of times the women expressed
each parental behavior or motivation over the time=rviews. The continuous independent
variables were also correlated with the dependanébles to determine the relationship between
the frequency of parental behaviors and motivatang the dependent variables.

Next, regression diagnostics were carried out terdene whether there were problems
with multicollinearity or outliers. Although mosf VIF scores were under 4, and the
historgrams and scatterplots were distributed ntyyntae large number of control variables
prompted the creation of a needs measure, whicltpreasously explained. Multiple regression
analyses were then conducted for all of the dependeiables to determine if the independent
variables explained significant variance beyondtvdoatrol variables explained. In this process,
linear regressions were conducted between eacimdepevariable, with the control variables
entered in step 1, and the independent variabkesezhin step 2. First the full regression model
R?was tested for significance, then thedRange with the addition of the independent véeimb
to the model with just control variables was exasdin Then tests were conducted for the
significance of Betas for each variable. Regressior each dependent variable were generated
this way for the grouping of both the dichotomound aontinuous independent variables with the

controls.
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Chapter 4: Results

Qualitative Findings

Maternal Motivations
Based on concepts from prior research on age-griafiemal social control, and

interview content from the sample, seven categaviexe created to classify the ways women in
the current study talked about their parent-relatetivations and behaviors. The coding
process is detailed in the Codebook, which is katat the Appendix. As stated in the
Codebook, statements that fit with the definitidrseveral categories were coded for all relevant
motivations. Exceptions for multiple coding procesiwere limited to the three categories
where women talk about properly parenting theitdzken, asProving to be a Good Parerand
Being a Better Parent than Beforgould not also be coded Being a Good Parenfhe logic

of this was that the definitions for being a go@degmt overlapped for the three areas, but the
reasoning for the motivation and behavior differétext, an overview of the qualitative findings
highlight the number of women and the frequencwoinen’s statements coded for each

category. In addition, explanations and example=ach category are detailed.

Attachment to Children

Table 1 — Attachment to Children

AithT ier ﬁ]s{eTrSi”e(\?\,ds 1|1 2| 3| 4| 5| 6| 7| 12 Total Number of Women that
Talked About

Number of —
Women 67| 22| 16| 8 3 2 1 2 Attachment = 121

Above, Table 1 shows 121 women in the samplenedeio bonds between them and
their children as making their lives better or kegghem away from criminal activity. This
table also displays the number of women and trgu&ecy with which they talked about
attachment to their children. For example, 67 womadired about attachment once, 22 women

talked about it twice, and so forth.
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Inspection of message content revealed that womtte sample spoke about attachment
in a variety of ways, and in some cases talkecekafitly about how bonds served as forces in
their lives. For example, several women attributesir driving force being their transition into
motherhood during their current criminal justiceatvement and mentioned their attachment to
their first child as facilitating their life chang@nd motivations. Relatedly, some women with
existing children mentioned that their bonds tddrlen became stronger after they experienced
an event that facilitated a realization of theintds, or increased bonds to children. Some
examples of events that brought about changesamwareness to these attachments included
separation from children, sobriety, and even chamg@teractions that caused their children to
display increased connection to the mother. Iretteerpt, below, a woman was asked how her
personal message to be positive and abstain fragmube, helped her do something she was
proud of. This excerpt detailed the women'’s resppas she attributed her continued positivity
and abstinence from drugs to her subsequent stremed relationship with her daughter and the
realization that, as a single mother, she and &eglater only had each other.

Q: Has the message helped you to do somethingvgoel proud of?

A: Staying home more often with my daughter, graywip. | mean being able to

stay home and not ... today when | went to parok, gaying bye to my daughter was

like, “ don’t want to leave you.” | mean we’ve gva a bond closer. | mean | thought we
had before, but we didn’t and now me being homeraadeing clear minded just ... it

helps a lot.

Q: Mhmm (yes), like you said you've developed@sel bond with your daughter
too.

A: Definitely.

Q: Like you thought you had that before, but naw yeally see that you do have
it.

A: Right.

Q: How is that really helping you?

A: It's making me feel better as a person, andintakne, you know ... not look

back. I'm a mom, single mom, not married who doekave a father in her I|fe for her
daughter. I'm doing well, I'm doing fine, and stwvés me. And | can feel the love, | can
feel the way she looks at me, she knows that,vié lmy mom, she’s doing good.” You
know what | mean. It's just ... | don’t know, it’s tthto explain.
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Similar to the excerpt above, many women in threa also talked about their new or
existing children as being all they had, or asraim their life. For some women, and in the

example below, the thought of being removed frododn caused anxiety.

Q: And has this message helped you stop from deangething you would later
regret?
A: Oh, absolutely, you know ... he does all the tis@mnetimes when | have a

stressed out day, it's like, “God, you know, | wdlbve to smoke a joint,” and | just look
at him, you know, the just the thought of doing stimmg ... to risk him not being with
me every day, that’s pretty much all it takes.

Being a Good Parent

Table 2 — Being a Good Parent

# of Times Talked
About in Interviews

1 2 3 4 5 6 71 12 14 11 Total Number of Women that

Talked About

Number of : _
Women 45| 44 16| 14| 6 8 1 1 1 ] Being a Good Parent = 137

Based on Table 2, above, 137 mothers in the saspplee about being a good parent
during the interviews. This table also displaysoffhe women in the sample mentioned actions
they'd taken or motivations related to this topnce, 44 spoke of this topic two times during the

interviews, and so on.

A review of the statements coded into this theewealed that there were numerous ways
women talked about being, or being motivated tgdad parents. Many women talked about
their need to be and the actions they've takeriteesas a financial support for their children.
Women also talked about many ways they protectedeoe motivated to safeguard against
threats to their children. Common issues that #mepde mentioned were physical harm, mental
illness, neighborhood dangers, and even theirtsflmrmotivations to protect their children from
following a criminal lifestyle. Some of the ways men talked about protecting their children
included teaching them safety measures, knowing wieereabouts, watching them enter school
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or while they were outside, keeping them away ftiad influences, and even confronting those
that posed a threat. An interesting example of emamthat spoke of protecting her daughter due

to dangerous housing conditions is referenced helow

Q: So you said that your neighborhood isn't, litkes safest

A: Like 12 houses on my block is abandoned ... 1@yTknocked two down.

Q Did they? Are they going to knock the rest afrthdown?

A: | have no idea. | think I'm going to have toldaland start complaining because

the house next door to mine was boarded up all dtains ... front door and everything.
Now | come out ... last night ... and noticed thatwhedow across from my daughter’s
room ... the board they knocked off from the insifi¢he house and the doors is wide
open on the house. So I'm like, “Okay no.” I'm ggito have to go to sleep, because |
ain’t been to sleep since | noticed that the baereh knocked off and the window is
right directly across from her room. So | ain’'t hee sleep.

Some women talked about raising their childrdfecently than the way they were
raised to prevent their children from experienaiygilar negative experiences and trauma. An

example of this can be seen in the statement below.

Q: Has the message helped you to do something go& proud of?

A: Yeah, because I, I look at it like me being enager and going through all the
stuff that 1 went through — being molested, beinglougs, being on the streets, and stuff
like that — that, listening to my mom, that helped in raising my kids. Because | don’t
have those problems, | don't have ... like my momnitaere for me to talk to her, she
wasn'’t that ear that | needed as a teenage gl eeittain stuff that you need to know,
she wasn’t that mom, you know. Me learning the veagt which | had to be removed
from my mom’s home and put with somebody else. déerling that way — that ... that’s
not how | want to raise my kids. So everything timgtmom didn’t do, I'm doing, you
know, everything she didn’t teach me, | taught myughters so there will never be a
repeat of what happened to me, you know what | m&ad I, | think the stuff that | went
through in my life made me the person that | anabee I’'m way stronger than anybody
that | know, you know, some people can’t deal whth fact of losing somebody and then
trying to start over or raising five kids and nat/ing no help for half of the time that you
been raising these five kids. My daughter is gunma8, her baby dad got killed when |
was five months pregnant so | never really had thahe beginning, nobody to help me
out, nobody to get up and make bottles with mepdglio change a diaper or none of
that. | did that on my own and I'm proud of thetfttat my daughter is a great student
and about to go to college, you know, so | feat likearned from my mom.
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Several other ways that women talked about beiggpa parent include providing their

children with motivation or support in school andra-curricular activities. In addition, women

who said they were motivated to take parentingselgasor said parenting classes helped them

were also included in this category.

Being a Better Parent than Before

Table 3 — Being a Better Parent than Before

# of Times Talked

About in Interviews | < 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Number of
Women 42 1 28| 9 S) 2 1 2 1

Total Number of Women that Talked
About
Being a Better Parent = 90

Table 3, above, indicates that 90 women menti@nstatement related to being a better

parent than before. Additionally, this table shdiis topic was mentioned by 42 women just

once, 28 women twice, and so forth.

As mentioned earlier, women that talked aboutdpbktter parents than they were before

were categorized separately from those that didmesttion prior guilt or reference to poor

parenting in the past. A common theme that appaarégese statements was the women'’s

desire, or compensatory actions they've made, tkerna for lost time, and the damage

experienced by their children. A few examples ef plast behaviors women talked about making

up for included being incarcerated, emotionallytahs, physically distant, and even negligent to

their children. Below is an example of a mothet 8poke of being more emotionally available

for her son after becoming sober.

Q:
A:

And how do you feel about this whole situati@mwnlooking back on it?
I never really thought of like the danger thaut my son in making the choices

that | made. I've learned a lot, like them sendimgto CPI. I've learned a lot in ways to
deal with things better — tools to stay clean, Nl &A meetings. | don’t know; it's
changed me, like | know | hate the idea of beingerovery court because | get scared
sometimes. What if | fail, like what would the ceqgsiences be? But, it's made me a
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better person and clean. And a mother ... | mearslawaother before, but it's made me

a better mom and actually being there for my sbecause before | was there, but not

mentally or emotionally there.

Another example exhibits the effect their childsdmehaviors were capable of having on
a mother’s new ideals on parenting and stayingpdtrouble with the law. In the example
below, a woman said she stays out of trouble becslus thinks about the pain her son

experienced while she was incarcerated, and hovohignued to wake up in the middle of the

night to check if she was still there.

Q: What about ... how do you not get caught up ke, lthe drugs, or just the
drama, like how do you not get mixed into it?

A: Kids. | see my kids’ faces.

Q: Yeah?

A: | think about all the tears they cried, andthét stuff while | was gone. So it

makes it a lot easier to stay away and say no. dbyltoming home and saying,
“Mommy, don’t leave no more.” He woke up ... we wambed at ... he went to bed at,
like, two something. | stayed up until, like, 7:@0a.. 7:30am. But at like 5:30am | got in
the bathtub and get all this stuff off me, shaalthat stuff. And he wakes up; | thought
he was asleep. He still does it to come make sorstlll home. So that’s ... he shouldn’t
have to be ... they should haven't to go through. tBat, like, they say that when I'm —
when your family member is locked up; you do timeetiwith them.

While many women spoke of the effects incarcenatio their children, women also
mentioned being better parents in that they chatigedoles they held with their children. For
example, instead of acting like a friend, women lddalk about how they started serving a

parental role, which was different from their princonsistent or lenient parenting style.

Proving to be a Good Parent

Table 4 — Proving to be a Good Parent

# of Times Talked 1 3

About in Interviews Total Number of Women that Talked

About
Proving to be a Good Parent = 7

Number of
Women 6 1
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Above, Table 4 shows that 7 women spoke aboutipgdhemselves as a good parent.
The table also displays the information that 6 wortadked about this once, and one woman

spoke of this three times throughout the interviews

This variable was created based on women’s menofipnoving themselves as good
parents as something that was important to thenm¥van the sample spoke of a few types of
people they wanted to prove themselves to, inctytheir parents, the criminal justice system,
governmental programs, their children’s father igrgarents, their children, and even
themselves. The women also spoke about a varietyays they would prove themselves, and
these areas mainly comprised of supporting childreshabstaining from drug use. Below, is an
excerpt of a woman that talked about her needdweepto everyone that she was a good parent,
and especially better than her boyfriend’s sisterthe participant found her to be a bad mother.
She also mentioned that she received praise frarmbther for proving everyone wrong by

being a good mother.

Q: Soit'sjust ... it's a different thing for anyon€s just a little message that like
you think about someone saying it and it changes ehavior kind of.
A: | don’t think it's ... | don’t think it's a messa&gthat someone has given me but

everybody kind of, like people that | ... besides lmyfriend and my grandparents ...
everybody seemed like | was gunna fail and notlgetn and not be a good mother. And
I've had my mom tell me ... completely showed mek#,iyou’'ve proved me wrong. |
really thought that you weren’t gunna be a good mi@&uo | guess you could say that and
it just, when | had the baby I just wanted to proveverybody that, you know, | can do
this, | can be the greatest mom ever. And the Walrmy boyfriend’s sister is, she’s the
worst mom I've ever seen and we live with his ptésemd she still lives there. And | just
wanted to show everybody ... especially that | cdaddetter than her. Cause it like, it
breaks my heart, she’s got three kids and we wegnant at the same time, pretty

much. Her baby will be one July like 101 think.

Q: Okay so only, like, what three months?

A: Yep.

Q: Three months age difference.

A: Yeah, which is crazy and | swear ... when you lvith someone, | think

getting pregnant is like contagious. Like, when sone’s already pregnant in the house
... cause |l just ... | ... that was weird cause | triagtihg a baby for the longest time with
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my ex-fiancé and it just never worked. And thastfitouple times with my new
boyfriend, it was just like, “Whoa, I'm pregnant.”

Q: So has thinking about this, kind of, you knowydetermination to show
people that you can be a good mom and thinking taymmur mom saying that she didn’t
think that you were gunna do it. Has that helpedl tpodo something that you were really

proud of?

A: Oh yeah definitely.

Q: Like what?

A: My daughter for example.

Q: Yeah?

A: Yeah, I'm proud of myself because | didn’t thihkould do it. | was scared.
And when | was doing drugs, | didn’t think | waseegunna be clean. | always just said,
“I'm just gunna do ... | like doing drugs, I'm gunkaep doing it. | don’t have to stop.

And | definitely proved myself.
The example below is of a woman that talked apooning to her supervising officer

that she could be a good parent to her childrerrafndin from drinking and drunk driving.

Q: Do you have any message that has become melmtoajmu that you received
since you went on probation or parole?

A: Just basically she don’t think | can do it aildhave to prove to her | can,
basically.

Q: What is that message word for word?

Q: Okay, what was that message word for word?

A: It was just about my children. About, you knaWwey’re better off because |

violated my probation six times now and | can’t @awy children in a home where |
drink and just to let... give up custody, basically.

Q: And that message was from the PO?

A: Yes.

Q: Has the message, like, helped you in any wéaerit...?

A: Yeah, just because I'm very prideful and | h&wehow her now that, you

know | can get her back.

Has the message helped you stop from doing $ongeyou would later regret?
Yes.

Okay, what did it stop you from doing?

Going out and drinking and driving.

Has the message come to mind when you did samgeybu were not proud of?
Yes.

And how did it come to mind?

| drank a couple of beers and I'm like “now I'going to show her, you know,
she s right.” And so | just stopped drinking.

J?cQ 2O20 20
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Parental Role Assertion

Table 5 — Parental Role Assertion

# of Times Talked 1

About in Interviews Total Number of Women that Talked

About
Parental Role Assertion = 8

Number of 8
Women

Table 5 displays the finding that 8 women talkbdwt asserting their parenting role one
time during the interviews. This category includeaimen that spoke of their need to or their
actions taken to display maternal role or authanitgr their children. Two women talked about
issues they had with the step-mother, or the padhthe child’s father telling the participants’
children call them, “Mom”. In addition, women tatkabout difficulties parenting due to
inconsistencies in how they wanted to raise th@idoen compared to their children’s prior or
current caregiver. Women also mentioned childrengoeon-compliant, and of their need to
convey themselves as an authority figure to thaideen. In the example below, the woman
talked about her difficulty and need to serve asahithority figure in her daughter’s life, because
her daughter would call her grandmother when thiggg@ant would not allow her to stay at a
friends, as her grandmother served as her carefgivéwur years while the participant was in

prison.

Q: [Multiple Choice] And so you said that situatisngetting better or worse?

A: [Multiple Choice] That ... with my kids?

Q: [Multiple Choice] Yeah, so you guys are startingind of figure out what
you’re going to do?

A: [Multiple Choice] Well the thing is that is ptgtmuch | just want my 12 year
old with me but she’s been with my mom for so loingt she basically needs re-
programmed is how I've been putting it. But with mpm in the background, what
happens is like my mom went to see my grandma wherwas dying. And | would say,
“No Cameron, I'm not letting you do this.” “Well ngrandma let’'s me do it.” “Well 'm
not your grandma, you’re not letting your frienagesd the night on a school night, when
you didn’t get your homework done and you lefttisehool. And then you want a friend
to spend the night.” “Well then I'll call my granai And then my grandma says,
“Alright, let her have her friend stay.” Okay satls where my issues come in, like we
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need severe counseling because if this child isg@ver have any respect and have any
rules, she’s gunna have to stay out of it. And’'shiadrd for her to on her defense because
she’s raised her on her own for four years urgdrhe back in the picture, so. We're
having a lot of issues with that and we don’t htheemoney for counseling and right

now | don’t even have my own home to get her ifanted her, so I'm working on it
though.

The criminal justice system and the public asesdocations were also mentioned by
women as targets for their attempts to assert gaggntal roles, because they felt their role as
parents were discounted. In the example belowwtitean talks about how it bothered her that
government agencies assessing applicants for cagtance would say she wasn’t a parent

because she didn’t have full custody of her chiidre

A: It doesn't, it really doesn’t. And to the fattt they tell me I'm not a parent. |
carried two children inside of me for nine monttig;not tell me that I'm not a parent
because | do not live under the safe roof as mg. kidm a parent. | parent my children,
you know, | may not live with them but I'm stilléir mom. I'll always be their mom.
That's not a fair thing for them to do, you know.

Custody Motivation

Table 6 — Custody Motivation

# of Times Talked 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

About in Interviews Total Number of Women that

Talked About

Number of ; ; —
Women 36| 16| 8 6 4 1 3 Custody Motivation = 74

Table 6, above indicates that 74 women talked aimativations or actions they took
regarding the custody of their children. This tadlko shows that during the interviews, 36
women mentioned this topic once, 16 women mentigndce, and so forth. Several themes
emerged for actions women made or were motivatedaice. One of the most common themes
was women complying with the terms of their sup&on to gain support in custody hearings.
The example below shows a woman that talked ahaying out of trouble with the law because

she didn’'t want to pass up her chance on gainisgpdy of her children.
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Q: And what sort of strategies have you used irr¢lsent months to keep yourself
from getting in trouble with the law and stayingagwirom drug activity?

A: | just work for my children ...

Q: Did they work? Why?

Q How’s that helping ... why is that working?

A: Because | believe deep in my heart | will tak®at another six months to a

year, probably more towards the year and | wilbheny way very close to either having

them back or getting them back. And if | get intty anore trouble than it's not gunna

look good for the courts for me trying to get thekéddren back. And | still have a

chance and I'm not gunna pass that up.

In addition, women talked about how they took@tsiwith Child Protective Services, or
took parenting classes in order to improve theandes of gaining custody. Women also spoke
of hiring lawyers and even just speaking to thepesvising officer to safeguard against having
accusations from their families, their childreréshfers, and others putting them at risk of losing
custody or reducing their chances of gaining custdtlis category also included women that
spoke of their happiness and thankfulness for neggicustody of children despite great odds. In

the example below a woman described her pride fzartkfulness in gaining custody of her

children, and explained how that kept her out ofiltie and provided her incentive to take care

of her kids.
Q: Is there a message you can remember in thévpastr three months you
received from anyone that stuck with you at all?
A: It might have been a little over three monthg, the probate judge gave me

custody back, my kids, and told me | should belygabud of myself because a lot of
people don’t get their kids back ... so that stucthve.

Has the message helped you to do something go& proud of?

Just taking care of my kids.

Has the message helped you stop from doing $amgeyou would later regret?
Definitely, every daylpughg.

Can you tell me a little about that?

Well, 'm an addict so ... but | remember whao$t and have back now and |
can still hear the judge saying that he would ngwe them back twicddughg. You
know that message also sticks with me every day.

202020
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Routine Activities with Children

Table 7 — Routine Activities with Children

# of T_imes Ta_Iked 1 2 3
About in Interviews Total Number of Women that Talked About
Number of Routine Activities with Children = 59
Women 42 | 12 5

Table 7, above, indicates 59 of the mothers irsdmaple talked about their children
occupying their time. In addition, this table shaWat 42 women talked about this once, 12
talked about it twice, and three spoke of it fiveds over the interviews. Some women
mentioned time spent on children as a distractiomfcriminal behaviors, while others said time
spent with their children was all they had time farall they had time for among other pro-
social or probation stipulated activities. Some wonwould reference the number of children
and their ages to be especially time consumingoBels an example of a woman that said her

toddler age children expended her time, keepinghtof trouble with the law.

Q: So what about from keeping yourself from getiimgrouble. Like, how do you
av0|d just, like, the drama and the drugs andgshirke that?

| got kids. | keep busy with my kids.

Did they work? Why?

Just staying busy with your kids. And that woldsyou?

Yeah.

Why do you think that works?

Because they three and four. They need my altithe Jaughg.

2O200 2

Although some women simply described their chitdas being time consuming, others
recognized the pattern change in their daily ragjrand some attributed living a normal life
with their children as contributing to obediencehathe law. In the example below a woman
talked about how her patterns changed since stari®a mother, because the party lifestyle did

not align with raising children.
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Do these strategies generally work for you thug

Yeah.

How specifically like..?

Because if you keep doing it, it gets easieruXaow, | used to always drink

and party like every Thursday, Saturday, maybe Syngbu know what | mean? In the
beginning of my life, when | was in high schooiméan we drank every weekend. | mean
how can you drink every weekend with a kid? It jdsésn’t happen. So my patterns have
changed.

>0 >0

Women in the current study also mentioned havimiglien as influencing shifts in their
social networks, however, only one woman in thegarmrmentioned becoming a mother as
influential in her formation of a new pro-socialtwerk with other mothers in her community.
This issue will be mentioned in the Discussion isectas research on mothers has found that
women commonly replaced their negative social nete/aith pro-social networks of mothers
after becoming parents (Anderson, 1999; Edin & kela?005; Kreager, Matuesda & Erosheva,

2010).

Stress from Parenting
While coding interviews for maternal motivationsany illustrations of parental stress

were observed and noted. However, since the foctieaualitative analysis was on motivation,
and a quantitative measure of parenting stresauged, the stressors were not coded.
Nonetheless, several trends were still recogniaesvbmen’s experiences with parent-related
stress in the sample. For instance, some womeedalkout how difficult it was to make
community supervision a priority, when their chddrwere their main concern. Many spoke of
struggles experienced in trying to support theildcan financially, and some mentioned being a
single mother as increasing this challenge. Thengk&below provides insight into the common
occurrence for women in the sample that mentiomatlenges in legally supporting children

due to poverty. In this example the woman was sge&dvice from others in jail on how to
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avoid criminal activity when her kids were hungndashe didn’t have resources to support
them.

A: | was in jail, wondering, like, “What am | gun@i® when | got home? | ain’'t got

no money, | ain’'t got this.” And talking to peopfemy pod, like, “How do you keep

from not doing something illegal with your kid’dtsag there looking at you ...

“Mommy, I’'m hungry,” and you can’t feed them?”

Relatedly, some women spoke of stress from pangais causing them to become
involved in the law in the first place due to th@ability to provide support in a lawful manner,
or as reducing their abilities to comply with prtba orders. Challenges for complying with
supervision due to parenthood and challenges einpiag children while on supervision were
both common for the sample. Mothers also notedamgés in finding child care, and some
mentioned that their stipulations on probation bee@verwhelming due to their inability to
trust others for child care in their area or sonitlwork. Several women even mentioned the
inconvenience resulting from rules that prohibiteking their children with them when they
reported to their supervising officer. Other exagspdf these trials include mother’s speaking of
being prohibited to have contact with their childesfather due to the father’s criminal
involvement, women being unable to secure beneéitause they did not want to go to court
against their children’s father for child suppamnd women lacking the time to commit to work,
school and parenting children.

Children were also described by the women as vitmtheir offenses, which many
mentioned as a continuing source of guilt. In saaes, the women explained this victimization
and guilt was related to the separation from tbleildren due to sanctions, their own life
choices, or their prior mental detachment fromdreih. In one case a mother mentioned that she

involved her children in her criminal activity atftht this provided her with a great deal of

stress, but that she wanted to do better for rerdphildren because of this. Although the
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current study did not systematically code the @atstress, this example was coded as Be Better
than Before. In the example below, another mothtr parent-related stressors spoke of being a
better mother than before, as she stayed cleanthé@leath of her children’s father, because she

became her children’s only source of support.

A: It's like MDOC rehab. So | violated and went teand that's when he passed
away but, like, I'm glad | was there when it happen

Q: So was it a brutal passing away, how'd it happen

A: Yeah, he got shot.

Q: Did he?

A: Yeah, but | think it would’ve been way worsd iivould’ve been out because

that would’ve just escalated a whole other issukedrmking would’ve been a really big
option and—but that | was there and that, you kniaseuld think about it and | dealt
with it without any substances, at all, like | dig for three days though but um...
Typically you turn to the substance, naturally.

Yeah, that's what | do or used to do.

Now how long has it been since he’s...?

July.

This year?

Yes.

So how long did you have to stay in there ditexvas killed?

| didn’t get out until September.

So that really gave you time to grieve. Were gble to go to the funeral?

Oh yeah.

So that really gave you some good time.

Yeah, and like it just, like, with that happegijtike, that’'s just more of an
msplratlon for me not to want to do anything, hessmnow my son doesn’t have anyone
else but me so like it's a good and a bad. | keping that there and | was like, “You
know, | probably—this doesn’t sound right. It soarite it's mean but I'm not trying to
be mean.” That's... | don't know.

Q: It keeps you on track.

A: Yeah, like a reality check for real, serioudlike, “Wow, what are you really
doing, you know, doing with yourself?” You know,dif | continue to drink and live
that kind of lifestyle then | won’t be around muolmger to be with my son either, so.

| know that my kid needs me more now than evet, that just makes it to where | don’t
do anything stupid. Because then he wouldn’t haay@iae. Who would take care of my
son, if I'm sitting in jail? So | think about thdike before | didn’t think, and I think that
the in-patient helped me a lot with that becaudien’t think at all. 1 went to a Cognitive
Behavioral Therapy.

ZOZOEOZQZORO

Stressors were frequently mixed in with motheratesnents in Be a Better Parent than

Before category, and others, including ProvingeéalGood Parent, Parental Role Assertion,
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Attachment to Children, and Custody Motivationsthdlugh many statements within these
categories reflected anxiety and stress, the methere still motivated in some way to reduce
their parenting-related stress or guilt. Thesargtas shed light on how parental stress can

become an incentive for change.

Quantitative Findings
Bivariate Analysis

Correlations among Independent Variables
There were several statistically significant ctatiens among the independent variables

based on Table 8, below. Looking first at the wolmexpression of maternal motivations that
were coded from the qualitative data as presenob(i.e., yes/no), there are significant
associations of women’s expressions of attachneetieir children with motivations to be a
better parent, gain or maintain custody of childeerd desire to be a good parent in general.
Mention of being a better parent was also signifilyeassociated with speaking of being a good
parent in general. In addition, parental role ggsewas significantly associated with women’s
mention of maintaining or gaining custody and pngvihemselves as a good parent. Women
who spoke of being a good parent in general alsatioreed spending time with their children on
routine activities. There were significant corredas for the measures of parenting involvement
as well. Both motivation to be a good parent aakpt-related routine activities had a positive
association with parental involvement scores afiteeinterview. The final significant
association among the independent variables ihéwomen’s mention of being a better parent
which displays a significant negative associatidtithe parental stress scores from the first

interview.
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Table 8 — Correlations among Dichotmous Independenfariables

Involvem | Stress
ent in from
Parenting | Parenting
Assert Prove based on | based on
Parental Better than Good Good Routine |PV Scale|PV Scale
Role |Attachment| Before Custody Parent Parent |Activities| atTl at Tl
Assert Parental P
ket e 107 ~038] 264 076|238 031 057 -104
Role Correlation
Sig. (2-
Sig-( 140 599 000 296 001 666 433 152
tailed)
N 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 192
Hamces Beusn 107 163 146k 215w 092 o0 053]  -034
Correlation
Sig. (2- -4
140 024 043 003 202 333 466 638
tailed)
N 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 192
Better th P
e e S -038 163* 17| 200%* 041 056 080 -177*
Before Correlation
Sig. (2-
5 2 . 572 ; 2 -
- 599 024 104 004 572 439 m 014
N 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 192
Custody Pears
- sy 264%% 146 117 082 132 o8| -o043]  -020
Correlation
Sig. (2- =
000 043 104 260 067 280 549 783
tailed)
N 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 192
Reee U oeem o76| 215  209% 082 124 a76%|  232%% 026
Correlation
S 296 003 004 260 086 014 001 21
tailed) e : : - . . . i
N 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 192
Prove Good Pears
o o] 23gH 092 041 132 124 02| —o] 029
Parent Correlation
3 2=
Sig. 2 001 202 572 067 086 475 789 686
tailed)
N 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 192
Boutne Actvilics: Femion 031 070 056 078 176 052 145% 014
Correlation
Sig. (2- o
666 333 439 280 014 475 044 843
tailed)
N 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 192
ey T 057 053 oso|  -043|  232%|  _o19| 145 116
Parenting based  Correlation
on PV Scale at T1 Sig_ (2-
> 433 466 271 549 001 789 o044 108
tailed)
N 193 193 193 193 193 193 193 192
B oy *ediion 104 034 177% 020 026 029 014 116
Parenting based  Correlation = C " Em i - ’ )
on PV Scale at T1 Sig_(2-
152 638 014 783 721 686 843 108
tailed}
N 192 192 192 192 192 192 192 192

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tafled).
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In Table 9, below, correlations were also generéfdethe continuous independent
variables that indicated the number of times thenem expressed each parental behavior or
motivation over the three interviews. Results fribvi continuous independent variable
correlations indicated that the number of times wortalked about parental role assertion was
significantly associated with the numbers of worsestatements surrounding child custody
attainment or maintenance, being a good parentpeonng to be a good parent. The number of
women’s expressions of attachment to their childvas also significantly associated with
number of comments about custody motivations amghbee better parent. Mentions of being a
better parent had significant negative associatratts parental stress scores at the first
interview. Lastly, continuous independent variaiierelations showed that statements of routine
activities with children were significantly assaeid with parenting involvement scores for the

first interview.
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Table 9 — Correlations among Continuous Independeriariables

Involvem | Stress
ent in from
Parenting | Parenting
Assert Prove based on | based on
Parental Better than Good Good Routine |PV Scale |PV Scale
Role |Attachment| Before Custody Parent Parent |Actvities| atTl at Tl
Assert P tal P .
T R -.001 005  235%|  3s5es 154¢  -013) 057 -104
Role Correlation
Sig. (2- " “ @
987 945 0m 000 033 839 433 152
tailed)
N 193 153 153 153 193 193 193 192
Ftactag Pearson. -.001 535%* 159* 0.133 092 {018 030 -035
Correlation
Sig. (Z- J
987 000 027 065 204 801 681 629
tailed)
N 193 153 153 153 153 183 153 152
Betteriion Pearson. 005 X i 035 0.135 004 {038 - 014 - 145%
Before Correlation
Sig. (2- ; e
945 (000 630 059 9535 603 842 044
tailed)
N 183 193 153 1593 153 193 193 152
Custody Pearson. 235> 159* 035 100 (044 42 -115 -.060
Correlation
s (0
5.2 001 027 630 166 545 562 111 410
tailed)
N 193 153 153 153 153 183 153 152
Guoll Parent Pearson. Jo5** 0133 0135 _HG 080 0111 0,136 - (a2
Correlation
Sig. (2- . .
000 J0as 059 _166 266 121 038 392
tailed)
N 193 193 153 153 193 193 193 192
i Pearson. 54 092 004 (044 080 -.020 003 064
Parent Correlation
Sig. (2- = -
033 204 955 545 266 780 S68 381
tailed)
N 193 193 153 153 153 183 153 152
Pamier Ao Pearson. -013 018 038 042 0111 - 020 _142* 053
Correlation
Sig. (2- : :
839 B0t 603 562 121 T80 49 448
tailed)
N 183 193 153 153 193 153 193 152
e i M s 057 030 o4 115 0136 003 _140% 116
Parenting based  Correlation
on PV Seale at T1 Sig. (2-
5 433 681 JB42 111 (058 968 049 108
tailed)
N 193 193 193 193 193 153 193 152
s oy Fe 104 035 145% 060 062 064 055 116
Parenting based  Correlation = ealid s = N i = i
on PV Scale at T1 8z (2-
152 629 044 A10 392 2381 448 108
tailed}
N 192 192 152 152 152 152 192 192

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {(2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tafled).

59




Correlations among Dependent Variables
Several significant correlations among the dependariables are displayed below in

Table 10. The bivariate correlations for the demedariables indicate that women'’s self-
reported substance abuse at the first interviewsigasficantly associated with their supervising
officer’s case notes regarding their drug use pantmwhile on supervision. Supervising
officer’'s notes on violations were related to the@Ese notes on alcohol and drug use, in addition
to official reports from the state police of themen’s total number of arrests during the 18
month period following the first interview. Thestical arrest reports were also associated with
official court records of the women'’s total numieéiconvictions throughout the 18 months

following the first interview.

60



Table 10 — Correlations among the Dependent Variabb

Self-
Reported | Supervising | Supervising | Supervising
Substance | Officer's Officer's | Officer's
Abuse | Case Motes |Case Notes Case Official Official
from PV | on Alcohol | onDrug | Noteson |  Arrest |Conviction
Scale at T1 Use TUse Violations | Records | Records
Self-Reported Pearzon A
. 047 3 (088 - 004 -.010
Substance Abuse Correlation 48
from PV Scale at Sig_ (2- 519 000 173 959 205
T1 tailed) E ’ o At oo
N 193 193 193 193 193
Supervising Pearson i
£ kY : 47 -.071 5 2 060
Officer's Case Correlation f s "
I\_crtes on Alcohol Sig. (2- T g i i s
Use tailed)
N 193 193 193 193 193
Supervising Pearson i o
; -.071 : il 073
Officer's Case Correlation 28 o
Notes on Drug Sig. (2-
= R 326 000 (125 314
Use tafled)
N 193 193 193 193 193
Supervising Pearson = v -
2 ; {0838 45 2 5 136
Officer's Case Correlation 145 482 185
MNotes on Sig. (2- 2293 (4 A000 010 059
Viclations N 193 193 193 193 193
Official Arrest FPearson i o
; - 004 02 (111 g
Records Correlation 183 830
Sig. (2-
959 273 25 010 000
tailed) ? i
N 193 193 193 193 193
Cfficial Pearson o
i L - 010 060 073 136
Conviction Correlation f 530
Records Sig_ (2-
895 A06 314 059 000
taled)
N 193 193 193 193 193

**_Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
*_Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Correlations of Independent with Dependent Variable
Significant findings were also found in correlatsoof the both the dichotomous and

continuous independent variables with the dependsbles. Table 11, below, displays
bivariate correlations of the dichotomous indepenaeéth the dependent variables, which
indicate that self-reported substance abuse dirthénterview, had a significant negative
association with both parental involvement andsstid the first interview. In addition, parenting
involvement scores from the first interview wergatvely associated with the supervising
officer’s case notes on the women'’s alcohol usdemmder supervision. Lastly, the
dichotomous independent correlations with the ddpetvariables showed that the PO’s case
notes on women'’s violations per month while undgresvision were negatively associated with
women’s mention of routine activities with childreand their parental involvement scores at the

first interview.
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Table 11 — Correlations of Dichotomous Independerifariables with Dependent Variables

Self-
Reported | Supervising | Supervising | Supervising
Substance | Officer's Officer's | Officer's
Abuse |Case Notes |Case Notes Case Official Official
from PV | on Alcohol | onDrug | Woteson | Arrest |Conviction
Scale at T1 Use Use Violations | Records | Records
Assert Parental Pears
i Pl 025 058 043 _019 13| —om
Role Correlation
Sig. (2-
728 422 551 795 118 320
taled) 55 795
N 193 193 193 123 193 193
Hitachnent Fuin _118 —073 067 o1 054 o7
Correlation
Sig. (2-
b 101 310 353 BT 459 315
tailed) a g
N 193 193 193 193 193 193
Better than Pearson
021 030 -.042 050 096 322
Before Correlation - .
Sig. (2-
T72 493 56l 486 186 091
tailed) =
N 193 193 193 193 193 193
astoty pis i 040 021 019 074 016 036
Correlation
Sig_ (2-
577 T77 792 2305 827 623
tailed) 2 :
N 193 193 193 193 193 193
Good P, t Pears
SRR PR -086 051 028 _009 044 110
Correlation
Sig. (2-
232 483 it am 540 129
tailed) i
N 193 193 193 193 193 193
e i Fenmy 007 136 _019 085 070 054
Parent Correlation
Sig- (2- 918 059 798 238 336 458
tailed) ’ i : = ’ e
N 193 193 193 123 193 193
Routine Activities P
e s -109 063 oss|  -a7¢*|  -0%0  -110
Correlation
Sig. (2-
A3Z 382 219 014 211 128
tatled)
N 193 193 193 193 193 193
Involvement in Pearson i : 5
] A =3 = -.083 _15 -.114 -.080
parenting based  Correlation 219 440 5
PV Scale at T1 Sig. (2-
e S 003 043 253 036 115 269
tailed)
N 193 193 123 123 193 193
Stress from Pearson
= g 016 -.108 -.127 -103 -.113
Parenting based  Correlation 25
on PV Scale at T1 Sig (2- 000 _E21 -135 079 135 118
N 192 192 192 192 192 192
*_ Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Bivariate correlations of the continuous independeeasures with the dependent
variable are displayed below, in Table 12. Simitathe bivariate correlation between the
dichotomous independent variables and the dependeables, the correlation including the
continuous independent variables indicated a sggmf relationship between the supervising
officer’s notes of the women'’s violations while @mcgupervision and the number of times they
talked about routine activities with children. Censely, the inclusion of the continuous
independent variables illustrates several othedehat did not appear in the correlation of
dichotomous independent variables. One of the fsogmit correlations showed the number of
times women mentioned being a better parent wasiyeyg associated with the supervising
officer’s case notes of women'’s alcohol use anthatians while under supervision. The last
trend found upon continuous independent varialdkigion showed the number of times women
expressed attachment to children had a signifipasitive association with the PO’s case notes

on drug use during supervision.
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Table 12 - Correlations of Continuous Independent ®riables with Dependent Variables

Self-Reported | Supervising | Supervising | Supervising
Substance Officer's | Officer's | Officer's
Abuse from |Case Notes|Case Notes|Case Notes| Official Official
PV Scale at | on Alcohol | on Drug ofl Arrest | Conviction
Tl Use Use Violations | Records Records
Assert Pearson
25 - 058 043 - 018 -.113 -072
Parental Correlation A i
Role Sig. (2-
g1 728 422 551 795 118 320
tailed)
N 193 193 193 193 193 193
Attachme Pears
R S 008 109 151* 133 -.064 -.003
nt Correlation
Sig. (2-
2 7 5 37 967
taled) 90 133 36 0o 374 86
I 193 193 193 193 193 193
Better Pearson
2 Hi 7 I TER 4 5
i — 028 194 D87 20 (048 051
Before  Sig. (2- = _ .
tailed) 696 007 230 004 A1 483
N 193 193 193 193 193 193
Custody  Pears
e SR 025 093 016 093] -023 021
Correlation
Sig. (2-
7 7 2 ; 75 o]
taled) 728 199 820 199 53 77
N 193 193 193 193 193 193
e Pearsun. - 073 - 030 -076 - 037 - 074 001
Parent Correlation
jo. (2-
Sig. (2 316 490 291 609 306 984
tailed)
N 193 193 193 193 193 193
Prove Pearson
(002 {082 -39 034 27 017
Good Correlation
Parent  Sig. {2-
= 974 256 592 638 711 816
tailed) ' i
N 193 193 193 193 193 193
Routine Pearson
Activities Correlation 086 081 -.084 -.182%* -.116 -.122
Sig. (2-
= 233 263 243 011 108 09
tafled)
N 193 193 193 193 193 193
*_Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Regression Analysis
Multiple regression analyses were conducted fasfahe dependent variables to

determine if the independent variables explaingdicant variance beyond what control
variables explained. For each dependent variablexplanation for the regression is provided.
As mentioned in the Method section, the analysisriporated analyses for the dichotomous
variables for maternal motivations and behaviotsictvindicate that the woman had any code
for the theme, and the continuous variables, widicate the frequency with each topic was
mentioned during all three interviews. Below, regiens of the dependent variables on control
variables and independent variables that includedtbhotomous, yes/no codes for presence of a
theme are referred to as dichotomous regressiBegressions of the dependent variables on
control variables and independent variables thdude the frequency with which themes were
coded in the interview transcript are referred¢@antinuous regressions.

For each regression, the test or significance®htlodel that includes control and
independent variables, referred to as the whofalbmodel, is presented first. This test
determined the predictive validity of the regreasihen both the control and independent
variables were included. Then most relevant toghisly, the significance of thé Rhange was
reported to indicate whether the inclusion of ingleghent variables explained more variance in
the dependent variable than just the control vieg@bVhen the Rchange was significant, the
results of tests of significance of each indepehdanable were also examined and reported
based on the beta values found in the column edfitbn the two tables presented below each
description of findings. In the tables, one astemdicates that the test or variable was
significant at .10, two asterisks indicate theee# were significant at .05, and those with no
asterisk were significant at a level above .1@hi&description, the level of significance for

betas between .05 and .10 were reported, and diageater significance, below .05, were just
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described as significant. The direction of eaclasnee’s relation was based on the positive or
negative values in the column titled B on the regi@n tables.

In cases where the’Rhanges were not significant at .05, meaningridependent
variables did not explain more variance in the deleat variables than the control variables
alone, the independent variables with significaethb were mentioned. However it was noted
that those betas should be considered with cau®findings for those independent variables
were not as reliable as when there were signififdmhanges. A final paragraph will outline the
significant findings for the control measures amel betas of significance. Theoretical and policy
implications relevant to the findings from the @ations and the regressions are presented in

the Discussion section.

Alcohol Use Based on Supervising Officer Case Notes
Based on Tables 13 and 14, below, the F valueth#otull model are significant,

meaning the entire model has statistically sigaificpredictive validity in both regressions. The
change in Rwas also significant, meaning the independent blesaexplained significantly
more variation than the controls alone for supéngiefficer case note reports of women’s
alcohol use while under supervision in both thddiomous (Rchange = .061 df =16,162, p =
.013) and continuous (Rhange = .077 df = 16, 162 p = .005) regressionasidering both
regressions, parenting involvement measured witteée administered at the first interview was
the only independent variable to have a significalationship with the dependent variable, and
this relationship was negative. In other words, wais high parenting involvement was related
to their low levels of alcohol use as indicatedhia case notes. In the continuous regression,
there was also a significant positive relationdiepveen women speaking of being a better
parent and their supervising officer’'s notes onvileenen’s alcohol use while under supervision.

In the dichotomous regression, the variable indigathat women talked about proving
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themselves as a good parent was also positivedjekto the dependent variable, but this

association was only significant at the level &800verall, women speaking of being better

parent in the continuous regression, and speaKipgowing to be a good parent in the

dichotomous regression were both related to higvals of alcohol use being noted in the case

notes.

Table 13 - Regression of Supervising Officer's Cadéotes of Women’s Alcohol Use while under
Supervision on Control Variables and the Dichotomos Independent Variables

| B Std. Error B
Control Variable
Black 0.003 0.005 0.045
Multi/Other Race -9.62E-05 0.006 -0.001
Age 2.86E-05 0 0.008
Supervision Status -0.004 0.005 -0.057
Total Needs 7.47E-05 0 0.023
Bad Neighborhood -0.002 0.001 -0.183**
Single Parent 0.001 0.005 0.02
Independent Variables
Assert Parental Role -0.007 0.011 -0.053
Attachment -0.005 0.005 -0.087
Better than Before 0.004 0.004 0.066
Custody -0.003 0.005 -0.05
Good Parent -0.005 0.005 -0.085
Prove Good Parent 0.021 0.011 0.15*
Routine Activities 0.004 0.005 0.073
Involvement in Parenting -0.018 0.005 -0.264**
based on PV Scale at T1
Stress from Parenting based 0 0 0.045
on PV Scale at T1
R* 145
Adjusted R® .061
F 1.718**
df 16, 162
R? Change 116
F Change 2.432**
df 9, 162

**p <05 *p=.10

Note: The B? changereflects the B2 difference between a model with just control varables and a model
with control vanables and independent varnahbles.
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Table 14 - Regression of Supervising Officer's Cadéotes of Women’s Alcohol Use while under

Supervision on Control Variables and the Continuougndependent Variables

| B | Std. Error | B

Control Variable
Black .003 .005 .059
Multi/Other Race -.001 .006 -.010
Age 7.799E-05 .000 .023
Supervision Status -.004 .005 -.054
Total Needs 1.616E-05 .000 .005
Bad Neighborhood -.002 .001 -.195**
Single Parent .002 .005 .028
Independent Variables
Assert Parental Role -.004 .011 -.028
Attachment .000 .002 -.011
Better than Before .003 .002 .186**
Custody .000 .002 .020
Good Parent -.001 .001 -.097
Prove Good Parent .010 .007 .098
Routine Activities .004 .003 114
Involvement in Parenting -.019 .005 - 275%*
based on PV Scale at T1
Stress from Parenting based .000 .000 .051
on PV Scale at T1
R’ .160
Adjusted R 077
F 1.922**
df 16, 162
R’ Change 130
F Change 2.785**
df 9, 162

**p <05 *p<.10

Note: The B? change reflects the B? difference between a model with just control variables and a model
with control vanables and mdependent vanables.

Number of Violations Based on Supervising Offices€CNotes
In both the dichotomous and continuous regressionBables 15 and 16, the F values

were significant, indicating the whole model haatistically significant predictive validity.
However, based on the significance of tHelRange, only for the continuous regression did the
independent variables explain significant variaiiothe dependent variable beyond what was
explained by the control variables (adjustéd=-R136 df = 16, 162 p =.021). In this continuous

regression, there was a significant positive retethip between the number of violations and the
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measure indicating women spoke of being a bettemnpaln both regressions, the independent
variables for involvement based on a scale valaesa®d in the first interview and the measure
indicating that a woman spoke of routine activitigth children had significant negative
associations with number of violations. Howeveis finding should be taken with caution for

the dichotomous regression, because thel@nge was not significant.
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Table - 15 Regression of Supervising Officer's Cadéotes of Women's Violations while under
Supervision on Control Variables and the Dichotomos Independent Variables

| B Std. Error B
Control Variable
Black -.003 .018 -.012
Multi/Other Race .024 .024 .080
Age -.001 .001 -.101
Supervision Status .034 .019 .136*
Total Needs .002 .001 .158*
Bad Neighborhood -.002 .003 -.050
Single Parent -.026 .018 -.108
Independent Variables
Assert Parental Role -.032 .040 -.062
Attachment -.005 .017 -.022
Better than Before .003 .016 .013
Custody .005 .017 .022
Good Parent .002 .019 .010
Prove Good Parent .027 .042 .051
Routine Activities -.036 .017 -.161**
Involvement in Parenting -.045 .020 - 173**
based on PV Scale at T1
Stress from Parenting based -.001 .002 -.065
on PV Scale at T1
R’ 179
Adjusted R .098
F 2.205**
df 16, 162
R’ Change .064
F Change 1.405
df 9, 162

**p <05 *p<.10

Note: The B? change reflects the B? difference between a model with just control variables and a model
with control vanables and mdependent vanables.
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Table 16 — Regression of Supervising Officer's Cad¢otes of Violations while under Supervision
on Control Variables and the Continuous Independen¥ariables
| B | Std. Error | B
Control Variable
Black -.006 .017 -.029
Multi/Other Race .015 .023 .052
Age -.002 .001 -.136*
Supervision Status .038 .018 .150**
Total Needs .002 .001 121
Bad Neighborhood -.002 .003 -.034
Single Parent -.020 .018 -.084
Independent Variables
Assert Parental Role -.022 .040 -.043
Attachment -.003 .006 -.041
Better than Before .016 .006 .229**
Custody .000 .006 .002
Good Parent -.001 .003 -.020
Prove Good Parent .001 027 .003
Routine Activities -.023 .011 -.160**
Involvement in Parenting -.049 .020 -.187**
based on PV Scale at T1
Stress from Parenting based -.001 .002 -.030
on PV Scale at T1
R’ 214
Adjusted R 136
F 2.749**
df 16, 162
R’ Change .099
F Change 2.260**
df 9, 162
®Ep 2 05 *p= 10

Note: The B? change reflects the B? difference between a model with just control variables and a model
with control vanables and mdependent vanables.

Women'’s Self-reported Substance Abuse at the IRbestview

Below, Tables 17 and 18, show that the F valuethi®full models for both the

dichotomous and continuous regressions are signifitiowever the Rchange when the

independent variables were added was only signifiaa.099 for the continuous regression, and
was not significant for the dichotomous regressibwomen’s self-reported substance abuse at
the first interview. In the continuous regressicmstody motivations, parenting stress scores, and

parenting involvement scores all displayed sigaiiicnegative relationships to self-reported
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substance abuse at the first interview. Based @ditthotomous regression results, the only
independent variable that significantly explain@diance was parenting stress measured with a
scale during the first interview, which exhibitedignificant negative relation to self-reported
drug use. Parenting involvement scores measur ditst interview also had a negative
relation with self-reported drug use in the dicmotas regression, but the association only met
significance at .075. As previously mentioned, iifg$ about individual variables when there
was not a significant Rechange should be considered with caution, bedieseare less reliable

than those findings when there was a significanttnge.
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Table 17 — Regression of Self-Reported Substance gz at the First Interview on Control
Variables and the Dichotomous Independent Variables

| B | Std. Error | B
Control Variable
Black 464 .196 .181**
Multi/Other Race .296 .263 .085
Age -.007 .011 -.045
Supervision Status .024 .209 .008
Total Needs .051 .012 342**
Bad Neighborhood .049 .038 .092
Single Parent -.209 .203 -.073
Independent Variables
Assert Parental Role 247 .440 .041
Attachment -.230 .186 -.089
Better than Before -.023 177 -.009
Custody -.131 .188 -.051
Good Parent -.067 .206 -.024
Prove Good Parent -.142 462 -.022
Routine Activities -.261 191 -.097
Involvement in Parenting -.402 .225 -.129*
based on PV Scale at T1
Stress from Parenting based -.039 .019 -.151%*
on PV Scale at T1
R’ 282
Adjusted R 211
F 3.973**
df 16, 162
R’ Change .062
F Change 1.562
df 9, 162

**p <05 *p<.10

Note: The B? change reflects the B? difference between a model with just control variables and a model
with control vanables and mdependent vanables.
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Table 18 — Regression of Self-Reported Substance gz at the First Interview on Control
Variables and the Continuous Independent Variables
| B | Std. Error | B

Control Variable
Black 435 .195 .170**
Multi/Other Race .395 261 113
Age -.005 .011 -.031
Supervision Status -.002 .209 -.001
Total Needs .052 .012 347**
Bad Neighborhood .044 .038 .083
Single Parent -.197 .201 -.068
Independent Variables
Assert Parental Role 454 A57 .075
Attachment .066 .066 .086
Better than Before -.071 .071 -.084
Custody -.138 .066 -.158**
Good Parent -.036 .039 -.067
Prove Good Parent -.178 .307 -.041
Routine Activities -.077 .120 -.046
Involvement in Parenting -.459 .224 -.148**
based on PV Scale at T1
Stress from Parenting based -.040 .019 =157
on PV Scale at T1
R’ 286
Adjusted R 215
F 4.055**
df 16, 162
R’ Change .066
F Change 1.676*
df 9, 162

**p <05 *p<.10

Note: The B? change reflects the B? difference between a model with just control variables and a model
with control vanables and mdependent vanables.

Drug Use Based on the Supervising Officer's Casie®No
Below, Tables 19 and 20 indicate that F valueswsanificant for both full-model

regressions. However, thé Bhanges were not significant for either regressicexplaining
variation in supervising officer’'s case notes om plarticipant’s drug use during supervision.
Also, none of the independent variables had bétssignificantly explained the variance of this

dependent variable.
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Table 19 — Regression of Supervising Officer's Caddotes of Drug Use while under Supervision
on Control Variables and the Dichotomous Independenvariables

| B | Std. Error | B
Control Variable
Black .005 .009 .048
Multi/Other Race -.018 .012 -.119
Age -.001 .000 -137*
Supervision Status .035 .010 .259%*
Total Needs .002 .001 .280**
Bad Neighborhood .000 .002 .009
Single Parent -.022 .009 - 167**
Independent Variables
Assert Parental Role .010 .021 .038
Attachment .005 .009 .042
Better than Before -.011 .008 -.100
Custody -.004 .009 -.039
Good Parent .000 .010 -.002
Prove Good Parent -.019 .022 -.067
Routine Activities -.002 .009 -.017
Involvement in Parenting -.005 011 -.036
based on PV Scale at T1
Stress from Parenting based .000 .001 -.040
on PV Scale at T1
R’ 192
Adjusted R® 133
F 2.709**
df 16, 162
R? Change 019
F Change 426
df 9, 162

**p <05 *p<.10

Note: The B? change reflects the B? difference between a model with just control variables and a model
with control vanables and mdependent vanables.

76



Table 20 — Regression of Supervising Officer's Cad¢otes of Drug Use while under Supervision

on Control Variables and the Continuous Independen¥ariables

| B | Std. Error | B

Control Variable
Black .005 .009 .044
Multi/Other Race -.020 .012 -.126
Age -.001 .000 -.146**
Supervision Status .032 .010 .238**
Total Needs .002 .001 .269**
Bad Neighborhood .000 .002 .016
Single Parent -.019 .009 - 147
Independent Variables
Assert Parental Role .025 .021 .094
Attachment .004 .003 123
Better than Before .001 .003 .029
Custody -.003 .003 -.088
Good Parent -.002 .002 -.092
Prove Good Parent -.018 .014 -.092
Routine Activities .000 .006 -.005
Involvement in Parenting -.004 .010 -.032
based on PV Scale at T1
Stress from Parenting based .000 .001 -.016
on PV Scale at T1
R’ 192
Adjusted R? 159
F 2.967**
df 16, 162
R? Change .034
F Change .796
df 9, 162

**p < 05 *p<.10

Note: The B? change reflects the B? difference between a model with just control variables and a model
with control vanables and mdependent vanables.

Official Arrest Records
Tables 21 and 22 indicate that the F value dichmet significance, meaning the whole

model was not significant for this regression. didiion, the R change was not significant at .05
or .10 in explaining the variance in the womencadl arrests. However, based on the beta
values, several of the variables significantly exptd variation independently. The continuous

regression showed a negative relationship betw#mmbarrests and the independent variable
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measures indicating how often women spoke of attact to children at a significance of .058
and how often they spoke of asserting their paleoka at a significance of .076. In the
dichotomous regression, women that spoke abouttexggtheir parental role also had a negative
relation to arrests based on police records walgaificance of .058. Despite these findings for
single variables, there is very limited evidencat iny of the variables explain a significant

amount of the variation in official arrests.
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Table 21 — Regression of Official Arrest Records o ontrol Variables and the Dichotomous

Independent Variables

| B | Std. Error | B
Control Variable
Black -.029 .130 -.019
Multi/Other Race .062 174 .030
Age -.010 .007 -.113
Supervision Status 274 .139 155**
Total Needs .005 .008 .059
Bad Neighborhood -.015 .025 -.049
Single Parent .035 135 .021
Independent Variables
Assert Parental Role -.557 .292 -.156*
Attachment -.032 124 -.021
Better than Before .089 .118 .061
Custody -.058 125 -.038
Good Parent .044 137 .026
Prove Good Parent 416 .307 110
Routine Activities -.079 127 -.050
Involvement in Parenting .140 .149 .077
based on PV Scale at T1
Stress from Parenting based -.011 .013 -.072
on PV Scale at T1
R? .089
Adjusted R® -.001
F .987
df 16, 162
R? Change 044
F Change .875
df 9, 162

**p <05 *p<.10

Note: The B? change reflects the B? difference between a model with just control variables and a model
with control vanables and mdependent vanables.
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Table 22 - Regression of Official Arrest Records oontrol Variables and the Continuous
Independent Variables
| B | Std. Error | B
Control Variable
Black -.035 129 -.023
Multi/Other Race .047 172 .023
Age -.013 .007 -.145*
Supervision Status .325 138 .183**
Total Needs .003 .008 .034
Bad Neighborhood -.012 .025 -.039
Single Parent .023 133 .014
Independent Variables
Assert Parental Role -.540 .302 -.152*
Attachment -.083 .043 -.181*
Better than Before .064 .047 129
Custody -.008 .043 -.016
Good Parent -.001 .026 -.004
Prove Good Parent 146 .203 .056
Routine Activities -.081 .080 -.082
Involvement in Parenting .087 .148 .048
based on PV Scale at T1
Stress from Parenting based -.011 .013 -.074
on PV Scale at T1
R’ 102
Adjusted R? 013
F 1.152
df 16, 162
R? Change .058
F Change 1.154
df 9, 162

**p < 05 *p<.10

Note: The B? change reflects the B? difference between a model with just control variables and a model
with control vanables and mdependent vanables.

Official Conviction Records
Below, in Tables 23 and 24, the F values for thlerhodels were not significant for

either regression. Similar to the dependent vagiatasuring official arrest, the variance in
official convictions of the women based on polieparts could not be significantly explained by
the grouping of the controls before or after indefEnt variable inclusion based ohAdhanges.

Although, none of the independent variables expldiconviction at a level of significance, in
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the continuous regression, parental stress basadorvey at the first interview was significant
at .084 and the number of times women talked adsserting their parental role was significant
at .096. Both of these variables were negativetp@sated with convictions, and explained more
variation in conviction than the other independariables. These significant betas, and those

for official arrest records, are both less relidideause thehanges were not significant.
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Table 23 - Regression of Official Conviction Recorslon the Control and the Dichotomous

Independent Variables

| B | Std. Error | B
Control Variable
Black -.028 121 -.019
Multi/Other Race -.102 162 -.052
Age -.006 .007 -.069
Supervision Status .380 129 227
Total Needs .000 .007 -.004
Bad Neighborhood -.015 .023 -.051
Single Parent -.092 125 -.057
Independent Variables
Assert Parental Role -.402 272 -.119
Attachment -.020 115 -.014
Better than Before .088 .110 .063
Custody .009 116 .007
Good Parent .190 127 .120
Prove Good Parent 278 .285 .077
Routine Activities -113 118 -.075
Involvement in Parenting 157 .139 .090
based on PV Scale at T1
Stress from Parenting based -.021 .012 -.143*
on PV Scale at T1
R’ 118
Adjusted R® .031
F 1.359
df 16, 162
R? Change .059
F Change 1.208
df 9, 162

**p <05 *p<.10

Note: The B? change reflects the B? difference between a model with just control variables and a model
with control vanables and mdependent vanables.
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Table 24 - Regression of Official Conviction Recorslon the Control and the Continuous

Independent Variables

| B | Std. Error | B
Control Variable
Black -.030 122 -.021
Multi/Other Race -.133 163 -.069
Age -.009 .007 -.106
Supervision Status 401 .130 .240**
Total Needs -.002 .008 -.024
Bad Neighborhood -.014 .024 -.048
Single Parent -.084 125 -.052
Independent Variables
Assert Parental Role -.476 .285 -.141*
Attachment -.048 .041 -111
Better than Before .040 .044 .086
Custody .026 .041 .053
Good Parent .018 .024 .061
Prove Good Parent 116 191 .047
Routine Activities -.078 .075 -.082
Involvement in Parenting 142 139 .082
based on PV Scale at T1
Stress from Parenting based -.021 .012 -147*
on PV Scale at T1
R’ 107
Adjusted R® .019
F 1.216
df 16, 162
R? Change .048
F Change .969
df 9, 162

**p <05 *p<.10

Note: The B? change reflects the B? difference between a model with just control variables and a model
with control vanables and mdependent vanables.
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Findings for the Control Variables

Table 25 - Findings of Significance for Controls irDichotomous and Continuous
Regressions

Dichotomous Continuous
Dependent Variables Control / - or + Control / - or +
relationship with DV relationship with DV
Alcohol Use from Case Notes Bad Neighborhood / - Bad Neighborhood / -
Violations from Case Notes Supervision Status / + Supervision Status / +
Age/ - Age/ -
Needs/ + Needs / +
Self-Report Substance Abuse Black / + Black / +
Needs / + Needs / +
Drug Use from Case Notes Supervision Status / + Supervision Status / +
Age / - Age / -
Arrests based on Police Records Supervision Status/ + Supervision Status/ +
Age/ - Age/ -
Convictions Based on Court Records Supervision Status / + Supervision Status / 4

Note: Control Variables that meet significance bel65 are colored black, while those that meetiSggmce below
.10 are coloredyray.

Although not the focus of the present study, ibfsrmative to examine all the
relationships of control variables to various degeart variables, net of the effects of other
variables (condensed above in Table 25). Basedsuits in Tables 13 and 14, in the
dichotomous and continuous regressions, the soadesumne for bad neighborhood conditions had
a significant negative relationship with women’saddol use indicated by supervising officer’s
case notes on the . Specifically, living in a batjhborhood was significantly associated with
fewer case notes indicating alcohol use.

In addition, Tables 15 and 16 display violationsdzhon case notes of supervising
officers as having a significant positive relatibipsto women'’s supervision status, which
indicated that parole status was significantly esged with more violations while on

supervision. The control measure for age was negjgtielated to the dependent variable, but
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this association was only significant at the .084l. Older age was associated with fewer
violations noted in the case notes.

A few of the control variables in Tables 17 andré&ched significant levels in
explaining the variation in the women'’s self-regdrsubstance abuse at the first interview. In
both the dichotomous and continuous regressiopangmsure for the women'’s total needs and
the indicator of women being black had significaasitive relationships with self-reported
substance use at the first interview. In other wpvaomen with higher needs, indicated by risk
for recidivism minus strengths, and being blackensoth associated with higher scores on self-
reported substance abuse based on a scale adneidiatehe first interview.

In Tables 19 and 20, supervision status and thesure of the women’s needs both had
significant positive relations to the dependentalade, so those women on parole and those with
higher needs scores were both associated with imdications of drug use based on their
supervising officer’s case notes. On the other htdrelcase note indicator for drug use was
significantly negatively associated with age anth@single parents. However, age was only
significant at the .097 level in the dichotomougression, and the .065 level in the continuous
regression.

In the dichotomous and continuous regressionsatne® 21 and 22, supervision status
had a significant positive relationship to the srnaariable, meaning that parole status was
associated with more official arrests. In thetocarous regression, age had a significant
negative relationship with arrest, meaning oldex wgs associated with fewer arrests based on
official police records. The dichotomous regressitso revealed this negative relation between

age and arrests, but this was only significan®@5..
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In Tables 23 and 24, the only control variablsigmificantly explain variation in official
records of conviction was supervision status, aeaplained a significantly positive association
with conviction in both the regressions. This meidnas parole status was significantly

associated with more records of official conviction
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Chapter 5: Discussion

Several statistical tests were carried out to egilthe research hypotheses. First, the
explanatory power of the whole model and the sigaifce of change for the independent
measures was considered for dichotomous and caniswegressions, as these both differed for
each of the six measures of recidivism that weckided. Women'’s alcohol use based on their
supervising officer's case notes was the only meathat was explained significantly more by
the independent variables than the controls alonbdth the dichotomous and continuous
regressions. For the continuous regressions, faehwthe number of comments women made
about material motivations were the independeritilsbes, the variance in violations based on
case notes and women'’s self-reported substance abaees from the first interview were also
significantly explained by the inclusion of the @m&ndent measures. However, the relationship
for women'’s self-reported substance abuse wassighyficant at a level of .099. Therefore, the
independent variables were not able to explainifsigmt variance beyond the controls for the
dichotomous regressions of violations indicatead&ge notes and of women'’s self-reported
substance abuse, or for the dichotomous and cantsntegressions for drug use based on case

notes, official arrest records, and official corinn records.
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Table 26 - Findings of Significance for Vs in Dicbhtomous and Continuous Regressions

Dichotomous Continuous
Dependent Variables IV/ - or + relationship with IV/ - or + relationship with
DV DV
Alcohol Use from Case Notes Prove Good Parent/+ Be Better than Before/+
. . . o Routine Activities/ -
Violations from Case Notes Routine Activities/ - Be Better than Before/ +
Self-Report Substance Abuse Custody Motivations/ -

Drug Use from Case Notes

Arrests based on Police Records Attachment/ -

Convictions Based on Court Recordg Parental Role Assertion/ - Parental Role Assertion/

Note: Independent Variables that are more relidbketo R Significance changes are in black, while those aha
less reliable because the whole model did not atdia significant change beyond the controls al@etgray.

Second, each independent measure’s significartc8eata value were also considered to
determine each variable’s directional strengthxpl&ning women'’s recidivism. The
independent variables reflected seven types ofnmatenotivations coded from the qualitative
data and two quantitative measures from the int&rview, one an indication of parenting
involvement, and the other of parenting stresseBas the associations between the
independent variables and the measures of reandifresm the regressions in Tables 13-24
(condensed above in Table 26), several conclusi@ne made regarding the research questions.
First, a few of the parent-related motivations bBetlaviors found in the interview content were
associated with reduced recidivism, because thdyah®egative relationship to the dependent
variables based on Beta values. Most reliably, begnessions for women'’s talk of routine
activities with children were associated with fewerations based on case notes. In the
continuous regression, women'’s custody motivatiwese significantly associated with
decreased self-reported substance abuse at thfiiview. The other independent variables

based on interview content, and that had significagative Betas, were less supported as
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significant, because inclusion of the independaniables did not explain significant change in
the dependent measure beyond the controls. Thesedkable findings showed that fewer
arrests were related to attachment (for the coatisuegression) and parental role assertion (for
the dichotomous regression). Parental role assentas also less reliably related to fewer
convictions for both regressions.

A review of the Betas with significant positivédatonships with the dependent variable
shows that, contrary to the proposition of thet fiesearch question and second research
guestions, two parent-related motivations and bielnswere associated with increased
recidivism. In continuous regressions, the numlheéintes women spoke of being a better parent
than before was related to both increased alcad®mbnd increased violations based on
supervising officer’'s case notes. In addition, veors mention of trying to prove they were
good parents was also related to alcohol use b@assdpervising officers’ case notes, but only
in the dichotomous regression. These findings gdawith those linking women’s parent-related
motivations and behaviors to desistance, providesthresults for the first two hypotheses. In
some cases, the dichotomous and continuous regmesdentified significant associations of
different independent variables relations withtbeidivism measures. The different findings for
the dichotomous and continuous maternal motivatenmables suggest that whether a woman
spoke of a particular motivation and the numbeiroés she spoke of a motivation vary in what
they tell us about the motivation’s relation desmiste. This trend appeared for the motivation to
be a better mother than before, which was sigmficathe continuous regression and was
spoken of more often by more women than the medsupoving to be a good parent, which

was only significant in the dichotomous regression.
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Based on the quantitative scales included as et variables, parenting
involvement significantly explained fewer indicai®of alcohol use and violations based on the
case notes, and lower scores for women'’s self-teg@ubstance abuse at the first interview.
Higher levels of parenting stress also explain@&feviolations based on case notes, and fewer
convictions based on official records. Howeversiras an explanation for convictions is less
reliable due to the same issues mentioned befmies there was no significant change in
explained variance for convictions for the wholedaldbeyond the model with just controls.

In addition to providing insight to address thee&ch questions, the findings contribute
to the debate on the components necessary forfoomation to be effective in contributing to
desistance. As mentioned in the review of thedttee, Giordano and colleagues (2002)
proposed that cognitive shifts were necessaryno &irong bonds for desistance. In a later
study, Giordano (2010) investigated women'’s parelated motivations and labeled these as
indicators of a cognitive shift, but they were abte to statistically support this concept, and
concluded that barriers in other aspects of lifpaded the effect of motivations on reducing
recidivism. Sampson and Laub (2003) maintainetitiv@lvement with the source of bonds?
(e.q., children) would be sufficient in supportisdgsistance. The interesting findings were that
routine activities with children were significanthgsociated with fewer violations based on
supervising officer case notes. In addition, pangninvolvement was significantly associated
with fewer violations and fewer indications of ahob use based on supervision case notes, in
addition to reduced self-reported substance abigh.this finding, the second research
guestion was addressed, affirming that, parent@alvement was related to less recidivism

indicated by two different measures.
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Taken as a whole, these findings suggest routheitees and parental involvement were
more indicative of compliance with the law than ttleer motivations. This conclusion is
strengthened because it holds for indicators afinagesm based on both the women’s and their
supervising officers’ accounts. On the other handtivation to be a good parent had no
significant relationship to any dependent variabpesental role assertion had less reliable
relationships to desistance, and attachment alddelsa reliable relationships with desistance, or
in some cases was even positively related to ngsidi Most importantly, motivation to be a
better parent than before and to prove oneselfga®d parent were both significantly and
positively related to recidivism. These findingggest that informal social control through
bonds to children may be based more on spendirgiith children and on activities with
children than on comments about motivations to gead or better mother. This finding is in
line with Sampson and Laub’s (2003) propositiort thaolvement alone was sufficient in
forming bonds related to desistance. This providdser support that cognitive transformations
mentioned in the literature review may not be nsagg or effective in determining those that
will desist. Alternatively, motivation based onentiew content may not be sufficient in
capturing the process of cognitive transformation.

The hypothesis for the fourth research questios seatradicted by opposite results,
more specifically, stress from parenting was sigaiitly related to lower scores in women’s
self-reported substance abuse at the first intenamd less reliably related to fewer convictions.
In addition, custody motivations, which, based loa ¢ontent from the qualitative data caused
the women'’s anxiety and stress, were also sigmifigaelated to lower scores in women'’s self-
reported substance abuse at the first interviews@tindings provide support for prior research

suggesting that women may be motivated by theermiarelated stressors (Arditti & Few, 2008;
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Edin & Kefalas, 2005; Giordano, 2010; Kreager, Mat$a, & Erosheva, 2010; Thompson &
Petrovic, 2011). In addition, these findings als®ia line with the motivations found for many
of the women that experienced stress in the custemly’s qualitative data.

Limitations
In all, there were mixed findings across dependedtindependent measures for all four

research questions. There were two primary issagsdoon the hypotheses that contributed to
inconsistent findings. First, the hypotheses didaomsider the range and complexity of accounts
women would have regarding their parent-relatedvatbns and behaviors. A more thorough

or more specific investigation should be condudtetthe future to provide more conclusive
results for the hypotheses. The second issue edsyfhotheses did not predict the extent of
differences that would exist in the influence indegent measures would have on the six
recidivism variables. Although the limitations bdsm the hypotheses provide inconclusive
answers for the research questions, the analyseglpd a vivid portrayal of statements that
were related to a range of desistance and persestenan array of parent-related motivations
and behaviors.

Unfortunately, the current study was also not ablassess which control variables
affected women that persisted, but talked abowraelated motivations and behaviors. These
issues will be addressed in a follow-up study usimg data that will examine the interaction
effects between control variables of interest ampendent variables suggested by prior
research and the findings in the current studyh@lgh a follow-up study will provide more
insight into the control variable’s effects on mvations and desistance, abuse throughout the
women’s lives was not captured in the current steshgn though it is considered an important
factor in previous research on women’s criminal&glisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009). In

addition, the needs measures in the current stohpmed several risk factors and protective
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factors against recidivism, so the interaction@fsach of these measures present on their own
will not be uncovered if identical data is usedha follow-up.

In addition, as a secondary study of an existaig det, this examination was unable to
capture several parent-related variables that wlergified as significant mediating or
moderating factors in previous studies. First, shigly did not account for the transition into
motherhood, which was found as an important indicat women’s desistance in prior research
(Edin & Kefalas, 2005; Kreager, Matsueda, & Eroshe2010; Thompson & Petrovic, 2011).
Although the qualitative assessment provided sarsight into the maternal circumstances for
some of the women'’s transitions into motherhoodrgtwas no quantitative measure of this and
it was not uniformly detectable based on the inesvg because there were no questions to that
end. Similarly, there was no measure for women&amly transitions or whether they were
separated and reunited with children. Future rebeam parent-related motivations and
desistance should ask questions about these issusffne the conceptualization of bond

changes between women and their children.

Several other issues that were not addresseae icutiient study were the women’s
relationships with caregivers of their childrengithcontact with children while separated, either
during imprisonment or through other forms of sagian like residential treatment; the number
of and the age(s) of children (Barnes & Strin@éx4). In addition, the qualitative analyses only
discovered one woman that mentioned replacing ativegsocial network with a pro-social
network of other mothers. However this idea, inspiby Anderson’s (1999) concept of “baby
clubs”, was found to be related to women’s traasgiinto motherhood, and their desistance in
studies that used age-graded informal social cbtarexamine mothers in disadvantaged

neighborhoods (Edin & Kelalas, 2005; Kreager, Matlze& Erosheva, 2010). Mother’s social
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networks changes, and the other parent-relatedhlas that were not captured in the current
study should also be investigated in future studrematernal desistance to reveal the influence
more specific parental circumstances have on paetaied motivations and desistance over the
life course. Investigations of this nature will heincover unmet needs of maternal offenders,
and services that may help women live up to thaiept-related motivations and abandon

criminal lifestyles.

94



APPENDIX

95



APPENDIX

Codebook for Maternal Involvement and Motivation

Rules
1. Read over each passage originally coded as matnsatind stressors and code for the
motivations based on the themes on the next page.
2. Do not code in categories when questions are |gaathid the responses are close-
ended, yes or no responses. For example, you wadldode the following
statement:
-“Does having your kids around make your life g2t
“Yes.”

3. Statements that fit with the definition of severategories were coded for all relevant
motivations. Exceptions for multiple coding procestiwere limited to the three
categories where women talk about properly pargritieir children, a®roving to be
a Good ParentandBeing a Better Parent than Beforgould not also be coded in
Being a Good Parenihe logic of this was that the definitions foirea good
parent overlapped for the three areas, but th@n#as for the motivation and
behavior differed.

4. If children are in the content or are the sendéra@morable messages and the
women says these messages serve as motivatiopghbsl, or if the women says the
message helped her do something she was proudstdpped from doing something
she would later regret, then code in the suitdidenie. See example below with a
slight variation.

-“What is that message?”

“l just think about my children’s faces”

“Has that helped you do something you're proud of?

“Yes, | didn’'t use because | thought about them.Code a®ttachment to
Children

-“What is that message?”
“l just think about my children’s faces”
“Has that helped you do something you're proud of?
“Yes, | didn’t use because | thought about them lamat that would affect their
future.” > Code assood Parent
5. When unborn children, grandchildren or other cleifdthat are not the biological
child of the offender should still be coded in themes. These will hold the same

weight as codes for biological children, but wil teferenced as examples of how
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women are motivated by children in these categairadarly and differently than
motivations for biological children.

6. There are statements related to parental stressihia the unitizing document that
will be as examples, but not coded for becausejtiaatitative measures for stressors
are more reliable because they were uniformly posed

Themes

1. Attachment to children
Expresses children as being central in their thopgbcesses; expresses enjoyment in
spending time with their children; expresses tleandp away from kids is upsetting.
Expresses that she wants to keep children arounar lggve birth and/or care for child
despite challenges.

For examplein response to questions about what keeps them fara criminal activity
or what makes their life better:

-“It's about my kids now”

-“I spend more time with my kids because they heerhost important thing in my life”
-“| stay away from those activities because | takekids everywhere and | hate
spending time without them”

-“Everyone tried to persuade me to get an abofiErause it would be very difficult to
get through school, but | didn’t because | wantekigep the baby.”

For statements like

-“What are you doing to keep yourself out of traaijl

“I just hang out with my kids.*> Code afkoutine Activitiebecause this is not explicitly
attachment

-“I could never touch drugs again, because | renggrhbw difficult it was being away
from my kids while | was in prison and | would newveant to put them through that
again”-> Code a$3e Better Parent then Before

2. Routine Activities
Expresses involvement in children’s life and ati@a as occupying their time or being of
priority over other activities, especially crimiragtivities; kids serve as a distraction and
consume time.

For example, in response to questions about whegdskdhem away from criminal activity
or what makes them abide the law or change ways:

-“I just stay focused on my kids ...”

-“My kids and I go to the park”

-“My kids keep me busy”

-“I don’t have time to even think about criminatiaty because | am too busy doing
things with my kids”

-“Spending more time with my kids”
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If the above statements are in response to a quesbiout making life better, or the
woman expands and says more about enjoying thesgpent with children, or how
spending time with children makes their life bettarde ag\ttachment to Children
instead.

3. Good Parent
a. Good Parent
Serve as a positive role model (practice what yeagh, be strong for children
either through guarding against temptations oregking parental difficulties);
serve as financial support; serve as a guardiaegrchild from threats like
mental illness, physical harm, bad influences, Imetghood characteristics etc.

Pursues parenting classes due to challenges iiplthgtg children and says that
she needs or has benefited from parenting claBsesesses aspiration and
appreciation for parenting tips from PO or otharsrust also speak of this as
necessary to combat parental stress. Also codedoren that talk about things
that their partners or fathers could do to makedald benefit children.

-“| watch my kids as they walk to the bus.”

-“l won’t let my kids be raised the way | was, besa | don’t want them to end
up breaking the law like I did.”

-“My PO referred me to parenting classes and iterththgs better because | was
able to learn new ways to discipline my child cetetly.”

-“It would be better if my child’s father would taka parenting class, because he
has issues raising our child.”

Only code for parenting classes that the women imeifdr being better parent,
those that are mentioned to fulfill custody regoiemts should be coded in
Custody

b. Prove Good Parent
For new moms, or those that mentioned needingdeepself as good parent
without indication of prior parenting failures auify, prove to others that said you
would not be a good parent like her PO, her parenpartner, her children, and
even to herself.

-“When | was pregnant, everyone told me to getlaortaon, and it just made me
want to show them how good a mom | am going to be.”

-“My grandma keeps telling me that | don’t know htatake care of my kids,
this makes me mad every time and | just want tavsdfer how good of a mom |
am by taking even better care of my children.”

“I have to prove that | am a good parent to myseif] then | think the guilt will
go away.”

c. Be Better Parent than Before
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Motivated to spend time with children, make uplést time with children, or be
a better parent due to guilt brought on by pridicgs or criminal sanctions either
with the child that was effected, new children,ngtehildren.

-“l was out of their lives for two years, and | fse bad about that. Now | am
trying to be the best mother that | can for them.”

-“My daughter keeps trying to guilt me into beimgient on my rules. It's very
difficult to get past the guilt | have from beingjail and emotionally distant all
these years, but | am just trying to be a goodrgarew to make up for that.”
-“My kids are mostly grown and | didn’t do that gteof a job with them, so now
| am doing all | can to make sure | play a big roleaising [Granddaughter].”

4. Custody
Keep kids in custody, gain more custody or visitatior get kids back
This includes women who are motivated to be prgadh behavior or complying with
supervision stipulations (letting PO know of ansuss like people that may contact PO
with lies about female’s treatment of childrenhtaintain or gain legal parental rights.

-“I am seeking full custody of my child.”

-“I am fighting for my kids.”

-“The father of my child threatened to call my PQidell her lies about how I treat my
kids bad, because he doesn’t want me to get ttheee | showed [PO] the voicemail
just in case he was to contact her about this.”

5. Asserting Parental Role
The women talks about how she wants to or hadkddeher child, family members,
caregivers, and even the criminal justice systeautbow she is the parent to this child,
because she feels her parent status or her payestieing diminished, threatened, or
undermined.
For example:
-“No, no, the only problem that | ever have isiddo — family tends to be mother-hen-
ish. [Laughs] So, there are times | have to tellmgm or Grandma that “I'm the parent,
you're the grandparent. So, you know, | can’t gebtimem for this and then you guys go
behind my back and it's okay to, you know, do that of stuff.” Laughg Family drama

-“My ex-husbands wife called me and told me tha wlants [Son] to call her Mommy,
and | told her that wasn’t going to happen becaase the mother to this child.”
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