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Introduction

Recent movements targeted at the differential treatment of minorities by the
criminal justice system in the United States rest on the reality that Black and
Latinx youths are treated more harshly both during and after an arrest by the
American criminal justice system.' Much of these racial biases in policing have
been fueled by the racialized policies of the War on Drugs, which have given legal
grounds for controversial racial profiling and aggressive policing tactics (e.g.,
unwarranted “stop and frisk” searches, pretextual car stops, zero-tolerance
policies, etc.) focused mainly on minority youths.” What are the consequences of
racial bias and aggressive drug enforcement on the lives of youths in America?
This study builds on prior work to consider the racialized effects of juvenile drug
arrests on high school completion and examines whether these racialized effects
exist for college enrollment—a significant steppingstone in the transition to
adulthood that impacts lifelong earnings and unemployment.’

Over the last three decades, drug enforcement has become synonymous with
racial profiling and selective policing. These racial biases in drug enforcement
mean that Black and Latinx youths face an ever-constant risk of being randomly
stopped and searched, without any probable cause. Conversely, white youths are
targeted far less by law enforcement and run a significantly lower risk of getting
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caught with drugs and subsequently arrested.* One consequence of this increased
and unequal surveillance is the well-documented gap in drug arrests. Between
1980 and 2010, the rate of drug arrests for Black youths were more than double
the rate of drug arrests for white youths, with the rate for Latinx youths not far
behind their Black peers.’ Unlike other types of arrest, these racial disparities in
juvenile drug arrests do not correspond to actual drug activity as white youths are
actually slightly more likely to use or sell drugs than Black or Latinx youths.’

In this study, I argue that the well-documented prevalence of racial profiling in
drug enforcement leads to a unique selection process among drug arrestees. Since
Black and darker-phenotype Latinx youths run a significantly higher risk of being
randomly stopped and subsequently arrested for low-level drug offenses, the “net”
of arrests is cast widely for them. Therefore, arrested youths are more likely to
include youths who do not otherwise engage in serious criminal and delinquent
behavior. In contrast, since white youths are targeted less and rarely subjected to
random searches, the “net” of arrests is cast more narrowly for these youths.’
Therefore, white youths who are arrested are more likely to be youths who engage
in criminal and delinquent behaviors serious enough to garner police attention.
While I cannot test whether racial profiling directly causes this selection process
in this study, I will assess whether Black and Latinx drug arrestees represent a
more heterogenous group with lower levels of delinquency than white drug
arrestees as Ashtiani found in her study.’

Prior research finds that the negative impact of a juvenile arrest, regardless of
arrest type, on educational attainment is more pronounced for less delinquent
youths, and that a juvenile drug arrest has more detrimental effects on the high
school completion outcomes of Black and phenotypically darker Latinx youths.’
Building on this research, this study first replicates previous findings to confirm
whether Black and Latinx youths arrested on drug-related charges are less
delinquent than white youths who have been arrested for drugs. Next, I examine
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whether the detrimental effects of a juvenile arrest extend to college attendance
outcomes for those Black and Latinx youths who were able to complete high
school. As I will show, the distribution of prior delinquency or criminality differs
across race for drug offenses (but not for other types of arrest) and this leads to
more detrimental consequences for Black and darker-phenotype Latinx youths,
but a drug arrest has no impact on the likelihood of college enrollment for white
and lighter-phenotype Latinx youths. Therefore, while most white and lighter-
phenotype Latinx youths who are arrested for drugs are already on the path to
educational failure, Black and darker-phenotype Latinx youths who are arrested
for drugs are often not on such a path, and the arrest itself significantly derails
their chances of attending college.

I: Previous Research

College enrollment serves as an important “turning point” in the lives of youths
that can alter their life trajectories in several arenas.'’ Most research on the
educational consequences of juvenile justice contact focuses on earlier educational
outcomes (e.g., high school completion)." These studies find that youths with a
juvenile arrest are significantly more likely to drop out of high school. However,
the negative impact of a juvenile arrest may also extend beyond high school,
especially for those youths who do not drop out. Youths who attend even some
college courses have higher lifelong earnings, and are less likely to experience
unemployment, job instability, poverty, and incarceration in adulthood.” Given
the importance of a college education for future employment and earnings, it is
imperative to understand to what extent an arrest influences this aspect of the
transition to adulthood, and whether this influence is more pronounced for racially
disadvantaged youths who need the advantages of a college education the most.

Only three studies to date have examined the relationship between juvenile
arrest and college enrollment. All three found a significant gap in four-year
college enrollment between youths who have been arrested and youths who have
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not."” While these studies are informative, they do not look at differences across
race and arrest type. Given the historical trend of the mistreatment of Black, and
to some extent Latinx youths, both during and after an arrest by police officers,
judges, schools, and community members, it is important to examine whether the
effect of a juvenile arrest on educational attainment is more detrimental for
minority youths.'* Several scholars have called for such research; however, the
majority of studies that answered this call focus on high school dropouts and
conclude that the effect of a juvenile arrest does not vary across racial groups."
According to these studies, all types of juvenile arrest similarly impact all youths.
However, in her 2021 study, Ashtiani finds that aggregate measures of arrest used
by prior studies mask racial differences that exist for one particular type of arrest:
drug arrests.'® Ashtiani finds that the impact of a juvenile drug arrest had
significantly more damaging effects on the likelihood of dropping out of high
school for Black and phenotypically darker Latinx youths than their white peers.
The current study builds on this research to see if the racially disparate
consequences of a drug arrest extend beyond high school and also impact the
likelihood of enrolling in college.

In addition to methodological gaps in the literature, this study also addresses
theoretical gaps in the existing literature. There is a debate among scholars
concerning fow a juvenile arrest impacts the educational trajectories of youths.
While most research finds that a juvenile arrest has a direct detrimental impact on
the educational trajectories of youths, other scholars argue for propensity theories,
which contend that this effect is in fact spurious, that both arrest and not attending
college are explained by prior behavior (e.g., high rate of delinquency and low
self-control). For example, Gottfredson and Hirschi argue that external events,
such as an arrest, do not impact educational attainment because they are both the
product of a delinquent propensity established earlier in life."” According to these
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propensity theories, youths who get arrested were never on the path to college,
regardless of an arrest. This study adjudicates among these competing hypotheses
by examining racial differences in the ways different types of juvenile arrest
hinder the prospects of college enrollment.

II: Why Arrest Type Matters

There are several reasons to expect racial differences in the effect of a drug
arrest on college enrollment and not for other types of arrest. First, unlike
violence and property crimes,'® most drug arrests are for low-level victimless
offenses like drug possession."” Regardless of race or class, recreational drug use
is relatively common among youths.”® As a result, compared to violence and
property offenders, youths arrested for drug related charges more often have
limited prior delinquent and criminal behavior, and are not necessarily on a path
of subsequent criminal offending.”’ However, who is arrested for drug charges is
strongly influenced by race.”

The decision to stop, question, and arrest someone for drugs is often left to the
discretion of police officers, who are more likely to make a drug arrest, net of
other factors, when the suspect looks black or phenotypically darker.”> Over-
policing in Black and Latinx neighborhoods and discriminatory stops and arrests
have led to significant racial disparities in drug arrests.”* White youths report
higher rates of drug use and sale, yet Black youths are five times and Latinx
youths three times more likely to get arrested.”

This ever-present risk of (often unwarranted) stops, searches, and arrests for
minor offenses (i.e., drug possession) among Black and phenotypically darker
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Latinx youths means that even youths with minimal delinquent involvement run
the risk of getting arrested.”® In contrast, white youths are targeted less and
arrested only if their behaviors are serious and obvious enough to garner police
attention. Even when caught with drugs, white youths are more likely to get a
“pass” from police officers.” Therefore, white drug arrestees are more likely to be
youths who are highly involved in prior delinquent behavior and may already
perform poorly in school and have lower educational goals and expectations. In
her 2021 study, Ashtiani finds significant differences between white, Black, and
Latinx youths with drug arrests, with white drug arrestees having higher rates of
delinquent behavior and lower levels of college expectations and academic
indicators than Black and Latinx drug arrestees. 1 will replicate the findings here
and expect to find similar characteristic differences.

Ashtiani’s 2021 study goes on to find that, in terms of high school completion,
a juvenile drug arrest is less damaging for white youths, compared to their Black
and Latinx peers, because the white arrestees had early predictors of educational
failure and many were already on a pathway to dropout. Building on this, I ask if
the effect of a drug arrest on college enrollment similarly has little to no effect for
white youths who may not be on a college-bound pathway, regardless of an arrest.
This falls in line with the predictions of propensity theories, where early behavior
traits, like delinquency, explain the effect a juvenile arrest has on educational
attainment, because the youths arrested were already on the path to educational
failure. Accordingly, I expect that for white youths, any effects of a drug arrest on
college enrollment is explained by delinquency and academic performance, but
not for Black or Latinx youths.

Other theoretical frameworks may explain the relationship between an arrest
and college enrollment for Black and Latinx youths. Some scholars challenge
propensity theories and argue that a juvenile arrest imposes a direct negative
impact on the educational trajectories of youths, even after taking prior
delinquency and academic indicators into account. These scholars point to the
stigma or label imposed on youths after arrest and argue that this criminalization
can lead to the development of low self-esteem and blocked opportunities, like
exclusion from school and in youth communities.”® For example, counselors and
teachers may avoid spending any institutional resources preparing and supporting
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students who they may view as criminally inclined and not “college material.”
Labeled youths may also experience a loss of support from family networks and
peers, which may make the dream of attending college seem less tangible.”” An
arrest can also serve as a key trajectory in shaping youths’ expectations of future
educational opportunities and achievement.” These factors can lead to increased
delinquency, truancy, poor school performance, and disengagement from school,
which decrease the likelihood of college enrollment.”’ Arrested youths may also
opt out of the college path simply because they may not be able to compete
against their non-arrested peers for college admissions. Given that more and more
colleges and universities are performing criminal background checks, arrested
youths may have significant disadvantages in the application process.

The negative stigma or labeling after an arrest may matter more for Black and
Latinx youths with drug arrests for several reasons. Prior studies find that the
negative impact of labeling after an arrest on educational attainment is contingent
on prior delinquency and criminal behavior, where less delinquent youths suffer
the more damaging effects of a criminal stigma after arrest.’” Other scholars argue
that Black and Latinx youths have fewer resources to shield them from the
negative educational consequences of an arrest, compared to more advantaged
white youths.” For example, white youths may have greater access to the
knowledge and resources necessary to expunge their juvenile records. However,
there are some scholars who suggest that white arrestees are more vulnerable to
the stigma after an arrest, because they are more advantaged and have more to
lose.* These scholars argue that Black and Latinx youths face more structural
barriers to educational attainment, so there is less of an educational penalty after
an arrest. Furthermore, since Black and Latinx youths are more likely to have
frequent police encounters in their schools and neighborhoods, an arrest is
normalized for them, and less impactful. Despite these latter arguments, there is
greater evidence for the more detrimental impact among racially disadvantaged
youths. Black and Latinx youths may also experience higher levels of anxiety and
trauma after an arrest since they are more likely to experience more frequent
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police contact and police brutality.”” Taken together, I hypothesize that the effect
of a drug arrest on college enrollment will be more damaging for Black and Latinx
youths.

There may also be differences in the impact of an arrest among Latinx youths,
given that they are a racially heterogeneous group, including youths who are
racialized as Black, white, and “other.” Skin tone (phenotype) impacts racial
profiling for Latinx youths, where darker-phenotype Latinx youths are stopped
and arrested more often than lighter-phenotype members of the same group.”® In
his study of Oakland youths, Rios finds that after an arrest, lighter-phenotype
Latinx youths were afforded second chances more often and gained respect from
teachers and police once they changed their behavior and dress style. Black
youths and darker phenotype Latinx youths, however, still faced criminalization,
even after they changed their behavior and dressed more formally.” Therefore, in
this study, I break down Latinx respondents by phenotype, and I hypothesize that
the effect of an arrest for lighter-phenotype Latinx youths may be more similar to
white youths, while the effect for darker-phenotype Latinx youths may be more
akin to the effect for Black youths.

There are other possible mechanisms that may explain why Black and Latinx
youths may also be less likely to attend college after a drug arrest beyond
mechanisms discussed here. Racial biases in sentencing may be one explanation
given that Black and Latinx youths have a higher likelihood of being convicted
and experience harsher sentencing.” If the perceived negative effect of an arrest is
actually the result of biases in conviction rather than the result of the arrest itself,
then accounting for the effect of conviction should explain any racial differences
in the negative impact of a drug arrest on college enrollment.

Scholars also argue that low-income youths suffer greater educational
consequences after an arrest because they have less access to the necessary
financial and social resources to avoid the negative labeling of an arrest.” This is
especially relevant since federal financial aid is denied to only one type of juvenile
offense: a drug offense.” Given that drug enforcement is concentrated in low-
income Black and Latinx neighborhoods, and Black and Latinx youths are more
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likely to report college costs and financial aid offers as a decisive factor for
attending college, then lack of financial aid may be more of a deterrent for Black
and Latinx youths when applying to or attending college." By accounting for the
effects of a low-income background, I can conclude that any remaining racial
differences in the effects of a drug arrest are not simply a result of class
differences among youths.

In sum, there are several possible mechanisms that may be driving racial
differences in the impact of a drug arrest that do not exist for other types of
juvenile arrest. While I cannot test every mechanism (e.g., labeling theory, racial
profiling), the findings of this study can decipher whether a drug arrest derails the
college trajectories of white, Black, and Latinx youths differently. The hypotheses
of the study are as follows:

Hypothesis 1: I expect significant characteristic differences between white, Black,
and Latinx youths with drug arrests, where white drug arrestees have higher
rates of delinquent behavior and lower levels of academic performance than
Black and Latinx drug arrestees.

Hypothesis 2: For white youths, any effect of a drug arrest on college enrollment
is explained by delinquency and academic performance, but not for Black or
Latinx youths.

Hypothesis 3: The effect of a drug arrest on college enrollment will be more
damaging for Black and Latinx youths compared to white youths.

Hypothesis 4: The effect of a drug arrest for Latinx youths will vary by phenotype,
where the effects of a drug arrest are more damaging for darker-phenotype
Latinx youths compared to lighter-phenotype Latinx youths.

Hypothesis 5: Any racial differences in the effect of a drug arrest on college
enrollment are explained by racial biases in post-arrest processing/conviction
or class differences, rather than racial biases in drug arrests and characteristic
differences among youths.

ITI: Methods
1. Data and Sample

This research uses data from three waves of the National Longitudinal Study of
Adolescent to Adult Health (Add Health), a nationally representative study of
American adolescents from a multistage stratified sample of 134 middle and high
schools in eighty communities. The first in-home survey was in 1994-1995
(Wave 1, N=20,745, 7-12th-grade students). I use data from the initial survey as
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well as the third follow-up, conducted in 2001-2002 (N=15,197), and the latest
follow-up, conducted in 2007-2008 (N=15,701). This study also uses data from
the Adolescent Health and Academic Achievement Study (AHAA), which
contains official transcript information for 12,160 respondents. To provide
nationally representative estimates, I limit the data to respondents who were
assigned sample weights. Respondents who were not part of the nationally
representative data were excluded (29.4 percent of sample). The final sample
consists of 9,421 respondents, but this study only presents the findings for white,
Black, and Latinx youths (N=8,563).

2. Variables
Dependent Variable

College Enrollment. The binomial outcome for this study, college enrollment (vs.
never attended college), was constructed from a self-report question at Wave 4
(2007-2008), when respondents are between the ages of twenty-four and thirty-
two, asking respondents to indicate the highest level of education they had
completed. Respondents who report attending any college at all (two-year or
four-year) were coded as having enrolled in college. Respondents who marked
any other response (less than high school degree, high school diploma/GED,
vocational training) were coded as never enrolling in college.

Main Dependent Variables

Arrest Type. A categorical variable for youths’ first juvenile arrest is constructed
based on a series of Wave 4 questions where respondents are asked to report
whether they had ever been arrested, and the age and charge(s) of their first arrest.
The charges were ranked based on severity, with violent arrests ranked as the most
serious, followed by property arrests, drug arrests, and finally other minor
offenses. Respondents who reported no arrest before the age of eighteen are
coded as having no juvenile arrest. Respondents who reported a first-time arrest
that occurred before age eighteen, and who were charged with a drug offense as
their most serious charge, are coded as having a juvenile drug arrest. Respondents
who reported a property, violent, or other charge as their most serious offense
were coded in the other arrest category. (See Appendix D for descriptive statistics
of drug arrests by race.)

Race. The Wave 1 in-home questionnaire asked two separate questions for race
and ethnicity; one question asked respondents if they are ethnically Latinx, while
another question asked respondents to mark one or more races they identify with
(white, Black, Native American, Asian, other). In a third question, respondents
who marked more than one race were asked to mark one race they “best” identify
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with. Combining the three above questions creates an overall race variable, with
mutually exclusive categories: Latinx, White, Black, Native American, Asian, and
other. Asians, Native Americans, and others were aggregated into one “other”
category because of small cell counts for drugs and are not presented in the tables
or discussed in this study.

Other Variables

Several control variables are included in the regression models. Descriptive
statistics for all variables are displayed in Appendix A. I include two demographic
controls: age and sex. Sex is measured with a dummy variable equal to 1 for
females. I also include the respondent’s phenotype, based on a question Add
Health provide in the interviewer questionnaire from Wave 3, where interviewers
were asked to note the phenotype of the respondent based on their own assessment
on a skin color scale (1=light/white, 5=dark/black).

Family background variables are also included since youths from
disadvantaged households have a lower propensity to attend college. An ordinal
measure of parental education is included, representing the highest level of
completed schooling of the respondent’s mother and/or father. The educational
attainment categories are “less than a high school diploma,” “a high school
diploma or equivalent,” those who attended “some college” but did not achieve at
least a bachelor’s degree, and a “bachelor’s degree or higher” category. A Wave 1
assessment of family income relative to the poverty level is included. This
measure is adjusted for household size. A dummy variable indicating if youths
lived with both parents at Wave 1 is also included.

Several early measures of school performance and sanctions are also included
in the regression models since students with poor academics are also less likely to
attend college. First, using official transcript information, student grade point
averages in the ninth grade (four-point scale) are included as a measure of early
school performance. A dummy variable for educational expectations is included
in the model (“On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is low and 5 is high, how likely is it
that you will go to college?””). Respondents who reported a 4 or 5 on the scale
were coded as “likely to attend college” (vs. respondents who reported a 1, 2, or 3,
who were coded as “unlikely to attend college”). Two dummy variables for
school sanctions are also included, one dummy indicating any suspensions, Wave
1 (vs. no suspensions), and another dummy indicating any school expulsions prior
to respondent’s first arrest (vs. no expulsions before first arrest). However, school
sanctions may not necessarily be accurate indicators of delinquent behavior, since
Black and Latinx youths are more likely to get reprimanded and punished in
school than white youths for similar behavior. Regardless, these variables help
shed light on the path that youths may be on prior to arrest.

Four measures of delinquency and criminal proclivity (behavioral variables)
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are also included from Wave 1 (before arrest). Youths who had their first arrest
before Wave 1 (18 percent of total arrestees) were excluded to ensure that the
behavior variables measured at Wave 1 are pre-arrest characteristics. In addition
to family background and school performance, inclusion of prior delinquency or
criminal proclivity is crucial, since labeling arguments imply that an arrest affects
dropout beyond the impact of prior delinquency/criminal behavior. First, the
delinquency measure from Add Health is included, created from adolescents’
responses to fourteen items that included subscales of delinquency (see Appendix
E for delinquency scale questions). Mean scores were calculated with at least
eight non-missing responses and recomputed to the original 0—3 scale with an
alpha reliability score of 0.82. In addition, two measures of self-reported drug
involvement are included: first, whether the respondent has ever used any illicit
drug; and second, whether the respondent has ever sold illicit drugs.

Finally, I include two dummy variables indicating whether respondents had a
juvenile conviction, and whether they had any subsequent juvenile arrests. Given
that Black Americans are more likely to be convicted and potentially
institutionalized, this measure accounts for the possibility that an arrest may
disproportionately impact their likelihood of attending college simply because
Black youths are punished more harshly.

IV: Analysis Plan

Preliminary analyses include ¥2 and t-tests® to examine differences in college
enrollment as well as characteristic differences between youths across arrest types
and racial groups (hypothesis 1). To test whether the effects of a first-time drug
arrest on college enrollment vary for white, Latinx, and Black youths, I ran a
weighted logistic regression and include interaction terms for race and arrest, as
well as predicted probabilities (hypothesis 3). A significant interaction for Black
or Latinx youths would indicate that a drug arrest has a greater impact on the odds
of college enrollment for these groups compared to white youths with a drug
arrest. Third, separate logistic regression models were estimated for each racial/
ethnic group to determine whether the effect of a drug arrest on college enrollment
is mediated by different factors. The variable blocks are included in successive
steps to parse out which block or domain mediates the effect of drug arrests on
college enrollment for each group. The order in which variables are added was
based on my specific questions. First, I wanted to know whether a drug arrest
affects the likelihood of college enrollment for each group, accounting only for
demographics and family background. Next, I wanted to account for propensity

42. An y2 test is a statistical test used to examine the differences between categorical
variables from a random sample to judge goodness of fit between expected and observed
results. A t-test is a statistical test that is used to compare the means of two groups.
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theories and determine the extent to which the effect of a drug arrest on college
enrollment is explained by prior delinquency or academic performance
(hypothesis 2). In the final model, I include juvenile convictions and subsequent
arrests to account for post-arrest mechanisms and the effect of repeated contact
with the criminal justice system (hypotheses 5). Finally, separate logistic
regression analyses were conducted for Latinx youths only. These analyses
include interactions for phenotype and drug arrest to examine the nuanced
differential impacts that may exist for this racially and phenotypically
heterogeneous group (hypothesis 4).

V: Results

Table 1 shows the percentages or means of the key outcome variable (college
enrollment) and the individual characteristic variables, by race and arrest type,
with chi-square and t-test results.” First, we see among all arrested youths, Black
youths with drug arrests have the lowest rate of college attendance (37%)
compared to Black youths arrested for other reasons (44%). For white and Latinx
youths, the rates of enrollment are similarly low across arrest types (47%/48% for
white youths, 41% for Latinx youths). Descriptively, this suggests that while the
impact of a juvenile arrest on college enrollment may not vary by arrest type for
white and Latinx youths, a drug arrest may be more damaging for Black youths.

VI: Characteristic Differences Among Arrested Youths

Next, I turn to the individual characteristics of arrested and non-arrested youths
to address the first research question: whether Black and Latinx youths with drug
arrests are characteristically different than white youths with a drug arrest, as well
as youths arrested for other crimes. In terms of school performance, there are
more significant racial differences among drug arrestees than youths arrested for
drug offenses. Black youths who were arrested for drug offenses express higher
college expectations (3.891) than white and Latinx drug arrestees prior to their
arrest (Wave 1). Although white drug arrestees appear to have the highest ninth
grade GPA (2.289) among all arrestees, it’s important to compare their GPA to
white youths without an arrest. The GPA of white drug arrestees is 0.48 points
lower than white non-arrestees. For Latinx youths this difference is only 0.24
points, and for Black arrestees the difference is 0.14. These smaller differences
highlight how Black and Latinx youths with a drug arrest are more like their non-
arrested peers compared to White youths. This also highlights how Black—and to
some extent Latinx—drug arrestees may not be on the same educational pathways
as white youths prior to their arrest. Furthermore, these racial gaps are not as

43. All of the following tabular material is taken from the author’s data.
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obvious for other types of arrest, highlighting a unique selection process for drug
arrests.

It is striking that although white youths with drug arrests report lower rates of
suspension and expulsion (50% and 15% respectively) than Latinx (54% and
17%) and Black youths (58% and 21%), white drug arrestees also have the highest
rates of delinquency (0.58), drug use (62.7%), and selling drugs (30.3) in
adolescence. Conversely, Black youths with a drug arrest have one of the higher
rates of suspension and expulsion, yet they report the lowest delinquency rates
(0.41) among all arrested youths, followed by Latinx youths (0.51). These
findings lend support to Hypothesis 1, where Black, and to some extent Latinx
youths, arrested for drug offenses have lower rates of prior delinquent behaviors
than white youths. That a much smaller proportion of Black youths arrested for
drugs reported drug use (52%) or selling drugs (28%) compared to white (63%
and 30%) and Latinx youths (57% and 31%) underscores how Black youths bear
the disproportionate brunt of drug enforcement. These findings are consistent
with prior research that Black youths face harsher school sanctions than white and
some Latinx youths, even after considering delinquent behavior. It also supports
the notion that white youths must exhibit behaviors that are more noticeably
delinquent to get sanctioned, either by the criminal justice system, or by school
officials.

We also see in Table 1 that white drug arrestees have a higher conviction rate
(40%) than Latinx (31%) and Black (37%) drug arrestees. This is surprising given
prior research suggesting racial biases after an arrest result in higher convictions
for Black and Latinx youths. However, prior research also shows that Black
youths are more likely to be incarcerated and sent to adult prisons, which is not
captured in this measure. The higher conviction rates for white youths may also
be driven by the fact that White youths who are arrested for drug offenses are
more likely to have committed a drug offense than Black and Latino youths in this
study. White drug arrestees also have higher rates of subsequent juvenile arrests.
Since white drug arrestees have higher college enrollment rates, conviction and
subsequent arrest may not be driving the racial differences in enrollment. It may
be that white youths have more access to information and resources to expunge
their records after a conviction so that this has no impact on college enrollment.

Taken together, the descriptive findings reveal (1) higher levels of racial
differences in both academic performance and behavior variables among drug
arrestees compared to other arrestees, and (2) based on their background variables,
Black youths with drug arrests should be more likely to enroll in college than
other drug arrestees since they have higher college expectations, exhibit better
academic indicators, and report lower rates of delinquent behavior overall.
Therefore, their lower rates of college enrollment suggest that the arrest itself may
be derailing their educational trajectories, whereas white youths with drug arrests
report lower academic indicators and higher rates of delinquency, suggesting they
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are not on a college-bound pathway. Next, I turn to logistic regression and
predicted probabilities to determine whether the consequences of an arrest are, in
fact, more pronounced for Black and Latinx drug arrestees than white youths
arrested for drugs.

VII: Racial Differences in the Impact of an Arrest

To test for racial differences in the impact of an arrest, I run regression models,
which include all controls, for the likelihood of attending college, and include
interaction effects for arrest type and race (see Appendix B). The results of this
analysis are summarized in Figure A, which looks only at the impact of drug
arrests on college enrollment, because I find no significant racial differences in the
effect of other arrest types. The results support Hypothesis 3, where the only
statistically significant interaction effects are for Black and Latinx youths with
drug arrests, who are significantly less likely to attend college compared to their
non-arrested same-race peers (Latinx youths 65% vs. 75%, Black youths 50% vs.
73% respectively). I also ran the same model (available upon request) with Latinx
youths as the reference group and found that Black drug arrestees are significantly
more impacted by a drug arrest than Latinx youths. Given that Black youths are
much more likely to experience the brunt of racial profiling in drug enforcement,
it would follow that they would also be more negatively impacted by a drug arrest.

Since Black drug arrestees had the lowest levels of delinquency among all
arrestees, these findings are consistent with previous research that finds an arrest
is more detrimental to youths with minimal prior delinquency. However, while
previous research has found this for high school dropouts, these findings extend
this relationship to college enrollment. The findings here also highlight how
disaggregating by arrest type unmasks important racial differences that only exist
for certain types of arrest.

While these results tell us that getting arrested for drugs is more detrimental to
the postsecondary educational trajectories of Black and Latinx youths, they do not
tell us why a drug arrest does not affect white drug arrestees in the full model. To
address this, I run separate models by race in Table 2 to examine whether certain
variables explain the effect of a drug arrest for white drug arrestees, as discussed
in the Analysis Plan above.

Model 1 for white youths shows that the effect of both a first-time drug and
other arrest significantly decreases the odds of attending college. Model 2 adds
the school and behavioral variables, and the effect of a drug arrest decreases and
loses significance. This means that the relationship between a drug arrest and
college enrollment is spurious for white drug offenders. This supports the
predictions of propensity theories and Hypothesis 2, that white drug offenders
have lower academic indicators and are more involved in delinquent and criminal
behaviors, and not bound for college, regardless of an arrest. Model 3 adds the
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Figure A. Predicted Probability of College Enrollment, by Race and Juvenile Drug Arrest (Full Model)
Note: Based on full models with significant interactions of race and drug arrest (see Appendix B).

N=28§,531

Significance Tests for Racial Differences: *p <.05 **p <.01 ***p < .001

remaining variables, and the effect of other arrest types remains significant for
white youths.

For Latinx youths, the effects of both arrest types significantly reduce the odds
of attending college in Model 1 and remain significant after introducing academic
and behavior variables in Model 2 and the remaining variables in Model 3.
Notably, in Model 2, phenotype explains some of the effect of a drug arrest on
college enrollment, where lighter-phenotype Latinx youths are more likely to
attend college than their darker-phenotype peers. To some extent, this supports
the prediction that Latinx youths comprise a racially mixed population with
varying experiences, driven to some degree by their racial phenotype. 1 explore
this further in the next section.

For Black youths, both arrest types on the likelihood of attending college are
also significant in Model 1. Comparing across models, we see that the effect of a
drug arrest is stronger (0.398) for Black youths than the effects of a drug arrest for
Latinx (0.590) and white youths (0.609). Furthermore, the effect of a drug arrest
remains significant, even when the remaining variables are introduced in Models
2 and 3. Low-income background is significant in all models and explains some
of the effect of a drug arrest on college enrollment, but not fully. This suggests
that the negative effect of a drug arrest on college enrollment is driven partially
by financial restrictions, and possibly by the fact that drug arrestees are banned
from receiving any type of financial aid for higher education. While conviction is
significant in the full model for Black youths, it does not explain away the effect
of either arrest variable, which highlights the damaging impact of an arrest, above
and beyond an actual conviction.

NANZAN REVIEW OF AMERICAN STUDIES 44 / 2022 95



100>d ,,, 10>d _, c0>d _ s150) 9oueoyIusIS 010N

L681 L681 L681 8911 8911 8911 91§ SIS SIS N
2060 S16°0 6880 1891y d[ruaAn( juenbosqng
€571 60T'1 LY6'0 UONOIAUOD) J[IUdAN
6260 Se0'1 £909°0 +C09°0 %x0€8°0 %% C0S°0 oreg SnIq
L0011 L6670 TLLO 18L°0 £0IL°0 «CLLO as() Sniq
6590 %%0€9°0 8180 9180 L09L°0 «x09L°0 (€-0) ore0g Aouanburpaq
S9[qeLIBA IOIABYDY
020°'T 686°0 LLOL0 L19L0 LLILO LCIL0 (s)uorsindxg
L91L°0 L91L°0 91L°0 ¥TL0 % x09L°0 % SLLO (s)uorsuadsng
e SLL'T s xSLLT wxxCCVL wxxSCVL wxxSST s C00T (+-0) VdD
e nlOST L P9STT ek LOVT 0971 e nOC8T LTI (5—0) suonejoadxy 232]10)
mﬂoﬁoﬂmm pue souewLIO)ISd ﬁooﬂom
0690 069°0 «8L9°0 «SLL'O «C8L°0 «88L°0 LESL0 «LLLO «xE9L0 QUIOdU]-MOT
LS80 G680 L¥8°0 608°0 908°0 1€8°0 L66°0 8160 106°0 QWIOH JudIed-0M],
s x7E0°E s xS0'€ w5 x000°€ = 7ECT %% 8VET % 15CT s %S00 s 1COE 5 x0C8°€ Q10w 10 92132 Ve
s xL80°T 5% 000°C s x0V0'T «xS9C'1 «x7V9T «x38YV'T x0TV w1 19°C s xVVST a39[0) ouwiog
%0091 L0081 L0091 LSETT LSYTL L0011 % £CCT wxILL'T e LELTT aao/ewoydiq SH
(ewordip SH ou :jaI) uoneonpy sjudired
QWOH/AJTure,{
LCITT «80T'1 LI8T°T «S8T°1 «xC1T T «x0LT T 1101 060°T SI0°'1 adKoudyq
£v6'0 8560 1760 0€0°1 0t6°0 616°0 9901 LS6°0 LO01T'1 o3y
wx VYL wxxlCVL «x0EV'L €0T'1 %% 0T A w111 s xSLET L01T1 (oewRy) X8
S9[qeLIeA [onuo)
«10L°0 L6970 «119°0 080 «L18°0 VL0 «LSL'0 LO0EL0 «x5SS0 Py0
0550 «x8CV0 %1170 <09L°0 «LSL'0 %% 0890 980 1280 8590 snuQg
odA] 1511y o[IuaAny
€ [9POIN T I9PON T TOPOIN € [9POIN T I9PON T [9PON € [9POIN T I9PON T [9PON
yoerg xune] ANYM

doe1 Aq sjopow djeredos yuow][oIud 939[[00 U0 S)saLIR SnIp o[IudAnN[ JO $109JJ9 Y JO UOISSAIZAI O1SISO] WO SONeI SPPO " d[qeL

NANZAN REVIEW OF AMERICAN STUDIES 44 / 2022

96



In the full models (Model 3) for each racial group, getting arrested for other
crimes significantly decreases the likelihood of college enrollment for all youths.
This finding supports Kirk and Sampson’s findings that aggregate measures of
juvenile arrest significantly decrease the likelihood of attending college after
accounting for a host of behavior and family factors.” However, contrary to Kirk
and Sampson, I find that not all arrest types impose a negative impact on college
enrollment. Unlike other arrest types, I find significant racial differences in the
impact of a drug arrest, which are a significant hindrance for college enrollment
among Black and Latinx youths only.

VIII: Phenotypical Differences Among Latinx Youths

Given that phenotype plays a significant role in the process of criminalization
and racialization, which are important components of racial profiling in law
enforcement, | provide a brief breakdown of ascribed phenotype for the Latinx
youths in the sample. The average phenotype classification of the Latinx sample
(1.72) was significantly darker than white youths with drug arrests (1.04), but
lighter than Black arrestees (3.69) (see Appendix A). This means that the effect |
find in the previous section for Latinx youths may be a result of the phenotypically
heterogeneous youths from a range of racial phenotypes who may be experiencing
different impacts from a drug arrest. Next, I break down the phenotype of Latinx
youths by arrest type and find that Latinx youths who had no arrest or other arrests
had the lightest phenotype, while Latinx youths with a drug arrest had the darkest
phenotype (results not shown here). This supports previous research that finds
darker-phenotype Latinx youths are stopped and arrested more often than lighter-
phenotype members of the same group.” This also speaks to the racialization of
drug enforcement in the United States and the significance of racial profiling for
this type of arrest.

To test whether the effect of a juvenile arrest varies for Latinx youths by their
racialized status, I present predicted probabilities of college enrollment in Figure
B (based on logistic regression models for college enrollment with interactions for
phenotype and arrest type; see Appendix C). In these models, I merge Latinx
youths who were ascribed brown or black skin into one category, because of the
small cell sizes within each phenotype category. The results show a significant
interaction for brown/black Latinx youths who had a drug arrest, net of all
controls. The results for lighter-phenotype Latinx youths resemble the results in
Figure A for white respondents, where I find little consequence for a drug arrest.
However, for Brown/Black Latinx youths, a drug arrest decreases their probability

44, Kirk and Sampson, “Juvenile Arrest and Collateral Educational Damage in the
Transition to Adulthood.”
45. White, “The Salience of Skin Tone.”
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Phenotype and Drug Arrest (Full Model)
Note: Based on full models with significant interactions of race and drug arrest (see Appendix C).
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Significance Tests for Racial Differences: *p <.05 **p <.01 ***p <.001

of attending college from 0.75 to 0.59. While the probability is not as small as the
probability of attending college for Black drug arrestees (0.50) in Figure A, they
still indicate that darker-phenotype youths experience a more detrimental impact
from a drug arrest compared to white and lighter-phenotype Latinx youths. This
finding lends further support to the predictions that the impact of a drug arrest is
uniquely negative for racialized and marginalized youths.

Discussion and Conclusion

Two broad conclusions can be drawn from this research. First, the findings
confirm previous studies that show there are significant racial differences in the
characteristics of juvenile drug arrestees that do not exist for other types of arrest.
Among drug arrestees, Black youths, and to a lesser extent Latinx youths, have
significantly lower rates of prior delinquency and criminal behavior than white
youths. The mechanisms driving these differences cannot be tested here; however,
numerous studies have shown that despite similar rates of drug use and sale, Black
youths, due to racial profiling, are more likely to be arrested for drug offenses than
white youths. As a result, it may be that Black youths who are arrested for drugs
are more likely to be youths with minimal prior delinquent and criminal behavior.
In contrast, white youths who are arrested for drugs are more likely to be youths
who engage in more criminal and delinquent behaviors.

Second, like previous research on the effect of a first-time drug arrest on high
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school dropouts,* this study finds that a juvenile drug arrest also hinders the
likelihood of attending college for Black youths more so than white youths. Drug
arrests have a weaker effect on Latinx youths than Black youths but are explained
to some extent by the heterogeneous racialized experiences among this group—
where darker-phenotype Latinx youths experience more damage from a drug
arrest than their lighter-phenotype Latinx peers. Surprisingly, being arrested for
drugs has no bearing on the likelihood of attending college for white youths, once
delinquent behaviors are considered. These findings suggest that most white
youths who are arrested for drugs were not bound for college. These findings also
address the theoretical debate regarding the spurious versus non-spurious effects
of a juvenile arrest on educational attainment. Based on the findings in this study,
I argue that these propensity theory predictions of a spurious effect are correct,
but only for white youths with drug arrests. These findings challenge long-held
assumptions that juvenile arrests negatively impact all white youths, when
surprisingly, drug arrests do not.

While the current study cannot address the exact mechanisms at work for Black
and Latinx drug arrestees, prior theorists have argued that an arrest can stigmatize
or mark youths, and the effect of this stigma matters more for racially
disadvantaged youths. These youths have less protective social, human, and
financial capital with which to bargain their way out of stigmatization (i.e.,
delinquent tracking in school, expunging/sealing their juvenile records, etc.).”’
Previous research also shows that the effect of this stigmatization is more
pronounced for youths who are less involved in delinquency.* Therefore, one
possible explanation for these findings is that Black and phenotypically darker
Latinx youths who are arrested for drugs are youths who are not on the same
pathway as white drug arrestees. These youths may have gone on to college, but
the road they were on to educational success was derailed by the negative stigma
or “mark” after an arrest.”” Future research should address more concretely why
drug arrests affect Black adolescents differently.

While prior research finds that juvenile arrests negatively impact the college
prospects of all youths, the findings here highlight how aggregate measures of
juvenile arrest mask important differences that exist for drug arrests.” Given the
level of discretion, racial profiling, and selective policing that exists for drug
enforcement in the United States, the findings highlight tangible consequences of

46. Ashtiani, “The Racially Disparate Effects.”

47. Sampson and Laub, “A Life-Course Theory of Cumulative Disadvantage and the
Stability of Delinquency.”

48. Sweeten, “Who Will Graduate?”

49. Rios, Punished: Policing the Lives of Black and Latino Boys.

50. Kirk and Sampson, “Juvenile Arrest and Collateral Educational Damage in the
Transition to Adulthood.”
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holding Black and Latinx youths to a different moral standard than white youths.
Given that Black and Latinx youths already have a lower likelihood of attending
college, it is especially important for them to be tied to institutions that can help
them succeed in high school and enroll in college. Instead, these youths are being
disproportionately policed and arrested, for crimes that white youths are more
likely to commit, and then derailed into pathways that are detrimental to their
future success. Furthermore, the results also show that racial differences in the
impact of a drug arrest on college enrollment are not explained by differences in
conviction, which highlights how an arrest itself can be more traumatic for Black
and darker-phenotype Latinx youths, who are more likely to experience police
brutality, excessive force, and consequently social stigma after an arrest. This is
concerning given that unwarranted stops and arrests are not an uncommon
occurrence in Black and Latinx communities in the United States.

These findings on the damaging impact of drug arrests on Black youths
underscore another way in which racial inequality is reproduced in America and
suggest that in terms of opportunities and obstacles, the pathway to achieving
success distinctly differs for Black Americans, who continuously remain the most
disadvantaged, given the nearly impermeable color line they have historically
confronted. The significantly stronger effect of a drug arrest on the educational
pathways of Black youths suggests that “Blackness” continues to constitute a
fundamental racial construction in American society.” Future research should
explore the effect of drug arrests on other important life outcomes (e.g.,
employment and criminal justice involvement), as well as the impact of drug
arrests in adulthood to see if similar patterns persist.

This study and the data used have several limitations, and notably most of the
measures are self-reported. This could potentially pose issues if respondents feel
uncomfortable disclosing previous criminal justice involvement or other sensitive
information or if one racial group is less likely to report than another. A mitigating
factor for this limitation is the research design of Add Health, which allowed
respondents to enter their own answers into a laptop computer for privacy; this
increases the validity of responses. Additionally, there are other fitting analysis
strategies (e.g., propensity score matching) that may present a better test of the
relationship between these variables; however, regression interactions are a more
rigorous test of comparisons across groups. The results of propensity score
matching (results available upon request) match the findings presented here.
Propensity score matching, however, reveals that the effects are more pronounced

51. David O. Sears, “The American Color Line 50 Years after Brown V. Board: Many
‘Peoples of Color’ or Black Exceptionalism? ,” in Commemorating Brown: The Social
Psychology of Racism and Discrimination, eds. G. Adams, M. Biernat, N. R. Branscombe, C. S.
Crandall, and L. S. Wrightsman (Washington, D.C.: American Psychological Association,
2008), 133-52.
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for Black and Latinx youths, but they do not allow separate models for Black,
white, and Latinx youths to assess what factors and variables explain away the
effect for white youths.

The findings of this study highlight yet another consequence of vastly different
policing among Black, white, and Latinx youths. By treating youthful missteps
and mistakes, like drug possession, differently, most white youths who do drugs
never experience negative educational consequences because most are not
arrested. This pass, however, is not afforded to most Black and Latinx youths. By
focusing on drug arrests, rather than aggregate measures of juvenile arrest, the
findings here suggest that estimates of the consequences of the War on Drugs in
the United States underestimate the impact on racial disparities because not only
are Black youths much more likely to be arrested than Latinx and white youths for
drug related charges, but a drug arrest strongly effects their life chances and the
educational opportunities afforded to them.
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Appendix

Appendix A. Sample descriptive statistics of all variables, percentages, and means (N=8,531)

Variables White Latinx Black
Percent of sample 70.71% 13.16% 16.13%
Main Dependent Variable
College Enrollment 68.05% 56.85% 55.51%
Juvenile Arrest Type
No Arrest 86.80% 80.37% 79.90%
Drug 2.48% 3.33% 7.04%
Other 10.72% 16.30% 13.06%
Control Variables
Sex (female) 50.34% 48.70% 51.15%
Age 15.46 15.62 15.74
Phenotype (1=White, 5=Black) 1.04 1.72 3.69
(0.28) (0.85) (1.02)
Family/Home
Parents Education
No HS diploma 7.60% 32.84% 14.24%
HS Diploma 30.28% 30.13% 38.46%
Some College 23.04% 17.53% 19.64%
BA Degree or more 39.08% 19.50% 27.66%
Low-Income Household 25.22% 44.32% 45.92%
Two-Parent Home 74.67% 69.05% 41.21%
School Performance and Sanctions
College Expectations (0-5) 4.16 3.86 4.09
(1.17) (1.19) (1.11)
9th Grade GPA (0—4) 2.68 2.31 2.14
(0.87) (0.90) (0.89)
School Suspension(s) 21.28% 31.69% 47.24%
School Expulsion(s) 521% 9.07% 14.25%
Behavior Variables
Delinquency Scale (0-3) 0.28 0.36 0.29
(0.34) (0.40) (0.33)
Drug Use 27.89% 29.79% 26.62%
Drug Sale 6.38% 9.51% 7.89%
Juvenile Conviction 4.31% 4.53% 4.46%
Subsequent Arrest 2.70% 4.77% 4.16%
N 5165 1468 1897

Note: Respondents who reported their race as Asian, Native American, or Other are excluded from this sample.
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Appendix B. Odds ratios from logistic
regression of the effects of juvenile
arrest on college enrollment,
including interactions for race and
arrest type, 1995-2008

Appendix C. Odds ratios from logistic
regression of the effects of juvenile
arrest on college enrollment for
Latinx youth, including interactions
for phenotype and arrest type,

Juvenile Arrest Type (ref: no arrest)

1995-2008

Drug 1.034 Juvenile Arrest Type (ref: no arrest)
Other 0.875* Drug 0.826
Race: (ref: White) Other 0.721**
Latinx 1388 " Phenotype (0=White, 1=Brown/ 0.912
Black 1.241 Black)
Race Interactions (ref: White X no Phenotype Interactions (ref: White
arrest) Latinx w/no arrest)
Latinx X Drug Arrest 0.884 " Brown/Black * Drug Arrest 0.785 "
Latinx X Other Arrest 0.909 Brown/Black * Other Arrest 0.893
Black X Drug Arrest 0.700 * Control Variables
Black X Other Arrest 1.096 Sex (female) 1.293 %
Control Variables Age 0.805
Sex (female) 1.242%% Family/Home
Age 0.987 Parents Education (ref: no HS
Phenotype (1=Black, 5=White) 1.080 diploma)
Family/Home HS Diploma/GED 1.475
Parents Education (ref: no HS Some College 2055 ***
diploma) BA Degree or more 2582 %**
HS Diploma/GED 1.360 " Low-Income Household 0.881
Some College 2,192 %% Two-Parent Home 0.757
BA Degree or more 3.655 %% * School Performance and Sanctions
Low-Income Household 0.727 " College Expectations (0-5) 1.384 %%
Two-Parent Home 0.901 9th Grade GPA (0—4) 2262%%*
Academic Performance and School Suspension(s) 0.866
Sanctions School Expulsion(s) 0.426
College Expectations (0-5) 1.568 " Behavior Variables
9th Grade GPA (0-4) 2293 ¥ Delinquency Scale (0-3) 0.926 "
School Suspension(s) 0.746 ** Drug Use 0.817
School Expulsion(s) 0.871 Drug Sale 0.593 *
Behavior Variables Juvenile Conviction 2918*
Delinquency Scale (0-3) 0.923* Subsequent Juvenile Arrest 0.976
Drug Use 0.746 N=1468
Drug Sale 0.807 " Note: Significance tests * p<.05 ** p<.01 ***
Juvenile Conviction 0.417* p<.001.
Subsequent Juvenile Arrest 0.953

N=9421

Note: Significance tests * p<.05 ** p<.01

p<.001.

* %k k

Odds ratios not shown for Asian, Native
American, or respondents who reported their

race as “other.”
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Appendix D. Descriptive statistics for juvenile drug arrests by race (N=295)

Variables White Latinx Black
Marijuana Possession 75% 71% 70%
Marijuana Sale 19% 23% 17%
Other Drug Possession 24% 22% 28%
Other Drug Sale 9% 13% 19%
N 128 49 134

Appendix E. Wave 1 Add Health Delinquency Scale

Wave 1 Delinquency Scale

The delinquency scale is created from the Add Health Delinquency Scale. Respondent’s were asked, “In the
past 12 months, how often did you**-”” and then given the following scenarios with the scale: O=never, 1=1 or

2 times, 2=3 or 4 times, 3=5 or more times:

1) paint graffiti or signs on someone else’s property or in a public place?

2) deliberately damage property that didn’t belong to you?

3) lie to your parents or guardians about where you had been or whom you were with?
4) take something from a store without paying for it?

5) get into a serious physical fight?

6) hurt someone badly enough to need bandages or care from a doctor or nurse?
7) run away from home?

8) drive a car without its owner’s permission?

9) steal something worth more than $50?

10) go into a house or building to steal something?

11) use or threaten to use a weapon to get something from someone?

12) steal something worth less than $50?

13) take part in a fight where a group of your friends was against another group?
14) act loud, rowdy, or unruly in a public place?

The final question in the scale (how often respondents sold marijuana or other drugs), was not included in the
scale, but used to create the variable indicating respondents had sold drugs.
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