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ABSTRACT

While state incarceration policies have received much attention in research on the causes of mass
incarceration in the U.S., their roles in shaping population health and health disparities remain
largely unknown. We examine the impacts of two signature state incarceration policies adopted
during the “tough on crime” era of the 1990s—three strikes and truth in sentencing—on Black
and White birth outcomes. Using a difference-in-differences event study research design that
models the dynamic impacts of these policies over time, we find that these policies had opposing
effects on birth outcomes. We find that birth weight outcomes—including mean birth weight and
low birth weight—for Black infants worsened markedly in the year three strikes policies were
adopted. By contrast, birth outcomes for Black and White infants gradually improved after truth
in sentencing policies were adopted. The discordant findings point to distinct, countervailing
mechanisms by which sentencing policies can affect population health. We provide suggestive
evidence that three strikes policies adversely impacted Black birth outcomes through affective
mechanisms, by inducing highly racialized, stigmatizing public discourse around the time of
policy adoption, while truth in sentencing likely impacted birth outcomes via material
mechanisms, namely gradually reductions in community incarceration and crime rates.
Altogether, these findings point to the need to further interrogate state criminal legal system
policies for their impacts on population health, considering whether, how, and for whom these
policies result in health impacts.
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INTRODUCTION

The United States is a global leader in incarceration (Widra and Herring 2021).
Incarceration rates in the U.S. skyrocketed in the latter half of the 20th century, driven primarily
by a growth in state prison populations. Beginning in the late 1960s, states passed and enacted
massive suites of punitive, “tough on crime” policies that scholars speculate contributed to both
the mass incarceration boom and the striking divergence of state-level incarceration rates over
time (National Research Council 2014; Phelps and Pager 2016). As a result, the role of state
incarceration policies has received growing attention in research on the causes of inequalities not
just in incarceration, but also across a variety of outcomes driven by incarceration, including
health (e.g., Daza, Palloni, and Jones 2020; Massoglia and Pridemore 2015; O’Keefe 2021;
Wildeman and Lee 2021; Wildeman and Wang 2017).

Still, tough-on-crime policies are frequently lumped together in research and policy
discourse on mass incarceration and its consequences, but these policies were not monolithic and
varied on many dimensions. Different tough-on-crime policies had distinct objectives, including
lengthening prison sentences, increasing incarceration risks for people convicted of crimes, and
reducing the possibility of early parole. Even policies with similar objectives were implemented
differently across states. And importantly, some policies received a great deal of public attention,
while others were adopted without much discussion or debate.

This variation suggests incarceration policies adopted by states have likely had
heterogeneous impacts on population outcomes, including health and health inequalities.
Because they were diverse in intent, implementation, reception, and ultimate impact, these state-
level policies may have operated through a variety of channels—including potentially
countervailing ones—to shape health outcomes. For example, some policies may have adversely
affected population health and health inequalities by increasing incarceration risks, especially for
poor and racially minoritized groups; others may have had protective population health effects
by reducing exposure to crime and violence; and still others may have shaped health risks
through their effects on public discourse, by increasing stress and stigmatization. To date,
however, few studies consider the potentially heterogeneous effects and mechanistic pathways
between state incarceration policies and population health outcomes.

In this study, we consider whether and how two particular state incarceration policies—

three strikes laws and truth in sentencing policies—impacted birth outcomes, a key marker of



population health (Belbasis et al. 2016; Currie 2009), over a two decade period. The prenatal
period is a highly sensitive stage in the life course, making social and environmental exposures
during this period especially consequential for lifelong health (Almond, Currie, and Duque 2018;
Kuh et al. 2003). In this sense, our focus on birth outcomes provides insights into how exposure
to incarceration policies in utero unequally shaped population patterns of health risk. We focused
on three strikes and truth in sentencing policies for two reasons. First, they were signature
policies adopted and implemented as part of a broader suite of mandatory minimum laws during
the tough-on-crime era of the 1980s and 1990s. There was widespread adoption of these policies
at the state-level (Western 2007; Zimring 1999). Second, each of these policies targeted a
different dimension of the state incarceration apparatus and received different levels of public
attention. Three strikes laws were especially notorious, gaining significant public support in the
1990s. These laws aimed to dramatically increase sentences for individuals convicted of
committing three (or more) serious felonies or violent crimes. While they had unclear effects on
crime and incarceration rates (Chen 2008a; Helland and Tabarrok 2007; Kovandzic, Sloan, and
Vieraitis 2004; Marvell and Moody 2001; Sorensen and Stemen 2002), there is evidence that
three strikes laws were disproportionately applied to Black individuals (Chen 2008a; Ehlers,
Schiraldi, and Lotke 2004; Sutton 2013). Truth in sentencing policies, which received
comparatively less public attention, aimed to guarantee that individuals served the full length of
prison sentences imposed by judges and sentencing guidelines. Unlike “three-strikes,” there is
evidence that state adoption of truth-in-sentencing may have reduced crime rates (Long 2018;
Ross 2012; Shepherd 2002). Because of their varied intent, level of public attention, and impacts,
we investigate whether these policies had varied consequences for birth outcomes. Given that
mass incarceration has disproportionately affected Black individuals and communities, we also
focus specifically on whether these policies contributed to racialized disparities in birth
outcomes.

Merging administrative birth records from 1984-2004 to state-level data on incarceration
policies, we estimate the impacts of each of these policies on birth outcomes using a pre-
registered difference-in-difference event study design that allows us to model the dynamic
effects of these policies over time. We further explore why these policies shaped birth outcomes,
focusing on whether and how these policies affected incarceration rates, crime rates, and public

discourse. We find that state implementation of three strikes laws led to immediate increases in



adverse birth outcomes—including increased risks of low birth weight and declines in mean birth
weight—that were concentrated among Black birthing people with low levels of education. The
magnitude of the estimates are in line with, though oppositely signed relative to, estimates of the
impacts of large social programs on birth weight (Hoynes, Miller, and Simon 2015; Hoynes,
Page, and Stevens 2011). We speculate that these laws may have negatively affected birth
outcomes through their impacts on public discourse and sentiment, by increasing stress and
stigma among Black people, in particular. The plausibility of this “affective” mechanism is
supported by the sharp worsening in birth outcomes for Black infants timed exactly with the year
when three strikes policies were adopted, evidence of high levels of public discourse about these
policies — discourse that was highly racialized (Caldwell and Caldwell 2011; Dickey 1997) — as
well as by other studies documenting significant health spillover effects of social policies that
extend well-beyond those directly affected by the often limited or weakly implemented
intervention (Torche and Sirois 2019; Venkataramani et al. 2019). In terms of other mechanisms,
we find no evidence of changes in incarceration rates after three strikes. There is suggestive
evidence that three strikes increased violent crime, but these impacts are most prominent 1-2
years after birth outcomes worsened.

In contrast, we find that implementation of state truth in sentencing policies led to small,
gradual improvements in birth weight among both Black and White infants. Unlike three strikes,
our results show that state implementation of truth in sentencing may have resulted in
reductions in both crime and incarceration rates, which in turn resulted in improvements in birth
outcomes in the years following policy implementation. We find less convincing evidence that
truth in sentencing generated much public discourse, especially relative to three strikes.

Our study makes two key contributions to advance understanding of the links between
state incarceration policies and health. First, we are among the first to link state incarceration
policies to infant health and, in doing so, provide evidence of heterogeneous impacts of state-
level tough on crime incarceration policies on birth outcomes. There has been a recent push to
better understand the role of public policies—including carceral policies—in shaping health
inequalities and promoting or impeding health equity (Binswanger et al. 2012; Lee 2024;
Wildeman and Lee 2021). Findings from our study indicate that the varied intent and
implementation of these policies produced heterogeneous impacts on population health outcomes

by both policy type and race.



Second, by interrogating a variety of potential mechanisms, our results illustrate how the
health impacts of state incarceration policies can accrue through a range of mechanisms that
operate differently over time and by race. Our findings show how these different policies likely
operated through distinct material and affective pathways to influence population birth outcomes.
The findings for three strikes in particular highlight the importance of symbolism and stigma and
their affective consequences in shaping the health effects of social policies. Altogether, these
findings point to the need to further unpack and interrogate state criminal legal system policies
for their impacts on population health equity and inequalities, considering whether, how, and for
whom these policies will result in health impacts.

The remainder of this paper is as follows. We first summarize the landscape of mass
incarceration in the U.S., the context and impacts of three strikes and truth in sentencing policies
in the 1990s and early 2000s, and outline the channels through which these policies may impact
birth outcomes. Thereafter, we discuss our data sources and research design. We then present our
results around the impacts of three strikes and truth in sentencing policies on birth outcomes
among Black and White infants. The following section probes candidate mechanisms. The final

section summarizes the evidence and outlines areas for future research.

BACKGROUND
The Temporal, Spatial, and Racialized Landscape of Mass Incarceration in the U.S.

Between 1970 and 2010 the incarcerated population in the U.S. increased roughly
eightfold, with much of the growth occurring in state prisons (National Research Council 2014;
Western 2007). Starting around 2010, the incarcerated population in the U.S. decreased for the
first time in decades (Phelps and Pager 2016). Still, as of 2020 there were roughly 2.2 million
people incarcerated in the U.S., including approximately 1.3 million in state prisons (Sawyer and
Wagner 2020).

Importantly, national trends in incarceration mask tremendous state-level heterogeneity.
Some states—Ilike Massachusetts and Minnesota—have state prison incarceration rates on par with
countries like Spain and the UK (approximately 150-200 incarcerated people per 100,000
residents), while other states—Ilike Louisiana and Mississippi—have state prison incarceration
rates higher than any other country in the world (600-800 incarcerated people per 100,000
residents) (Aiken 2018; Phelps and Pager 2016; Walmsley 2013). These state-level differences



reflect that states have taken different policy paths with regard to incarceration. Localized social,
economic, cultural, institutional, and political factors have given rise to varied legal and policy
approaches to incarceration at the state-level (Lynch 2011) and produced a diverse subnational
incarceration landscape in the U.S. (Phelps and Pager 2016; Shannon et al. 2017; Western 2007)
In addition to substantial state-level variation, another feature of the mass incarceration
boom in the U.S. has been its especially devastating impacts on Black populations and
communities. In 2010, approximately 23 out of every 1,000 Black persons were incarcerated,
compared to an incarceration rate of 4 per 1,000 White people (Sakala 2014). Among men born in
the U.S. since the late 1960s, more than 1 in 5 Black men could expect to be imprisoned at some
point by their early 30s, compared to 1 in 30 White men (Western and Wildeman 2009).
Incarceration rates in 2021 among Black women in the U.S. were roughly 1.6 times higher than
for White women (62 vs. 38 per 100,000, respectively) (Carson 2023). Racialized disparities in
incarceration also vary across U.S. states. Black imprisonment rates in 2019 ranged from a high
of 1 in 36 Black residents incarcerated in Wisconsin to a low of 1 in 214 in Massachusetts.
Black/White incarceration ratios also vary subnationally (Nellis 2022). In many ways, the
strikingly disproportionate risks of incarceration for Black people in the U.S. both reflect and
reinforce structural inequalities, including structural racism (Lee 2024; Williams and Mohammed

2013).

State Incarceration Policies: Three Strikes and Truth-in-Sentencing in a Broader Policy
Landscape

The rise of the mass incarceration boom in the US coincided with a shift to “tough on
crime” policies that responded to outcries about rising crime rates and concerns about “habitual
offenders” with policies that aimed at incarcerating more people for longer periods. While the
focus of our study is on the impacts of state-level incarceration policies, broad economic and
structural changes at the federal level (Garland 2002) alongside several federal policy and legal
developments in the latter half of the twentieth century (Campbell 2018) provided the
scaffolding for these state-level policies. A liberalization of incarceration laws in the 1960s
resulted in a sharp decline in the U.S. prison population, which reached a low of 188,000 people
incarcerated in 1969. However, during the 1970s and 1980s, crime rates gradually started to rise

and the “victims’ rights movement” took hold. As a result, there were increasing calls for more



punitive punishment, and penal philosophy began to shift from one oriented towards
rehabilitation towards one focused on punishment and crime control (Greene 2002).

The bipartisan “tough on crime” movement gained more traction in the early 1990s, as
reflected in the signing of the 1994 Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act by
President Bill Clinton. The “Crime Bill” was the largest bill of its kind ever passed and provided
huge increases in funding for police officers, prison building, and crime prevention programs.
These national-level trends and policy changes interacted with state-level factors to produce
tremendous temporal and subnational variation in incarceration (Campbell and Schoenfeld
2013), including variation in adoption of sentencing policies such as three strikes and truth-in-
sentencing. It is important to note that while, on their face, these tough on crime policies were
race-neutral, political support for these policies have been linked to racist ideologies, racial
cleavages, the politics of racial resentment, and histories of racial violence and control (Asad and

Clair 2018; Duxbury 2021, 2023; Murakawa 2008; Provine 2007; Smith 2004).

Three Strikes

Three strikes laws were part of a broader suite of legislation that gained momentum in the
1990s that aimed to impose harsher sentences on individuals with repeat felony convictions. The
rationale for these laws was that longer sentences might reduce crime through both deterrence
and incapacitation. These laws generally mandated 25 years to life sentences for third violations
of violent felonies (including but not limited to violent crimes, selling drugs to minors, burglary,
weapons possession, though the list of convictions varied slightly across states). California was
the first state to pass the law, and dozens followed California’s lead by passing their own version
of three strikes. By 1997, 27 states had passed a three strikes law (Figure 1a).

Despite their intent, research on the effects of these laws on crime rates is mixed (Chen
2008a; Helland and Tabarrok 2007; Kovandzic et al. 2004; Marvell and Moody 2001).There is
also mixed evidence on whether these laws affected incarceration rates (Sorensen and Stemen
2002). This may reflect the fact that there was variability in policy implementation at the local
level. District attorneys, prosecutors, and judges used discretion in administering “three strikes,”
with some evidence that the law was not always applied to eligible cases. Still, despite the law’s
unclear effects on crime and incarceration, there is evidence that the law was disproportionately

applied to racialized minoritized groups. For example, in California, Black individuals in



California were roughly 1.5 times as likely as White individuals to receive a third strike sentence
(Chen 2008b).

Despite their unclear effects on crime and incarceration, three strikes laws generated
tremendous public and political discourse. Critically, this discourse leaned heavily on racist,
criminalizing rhetoric that painted young, urban Black men — in particular — as “unredeemable”
criminals deserving of harsh punishment. Research has shown that efforts to drum up support for
three-strikes relied heavily on media images and rhetoric that demonized individuals convicted
of criminal offenses, representing them as dangerous “super-predators” and “animals” (Caldwell
and Caldwell 2011). In this sense, the impacts of these laws may have been largely symbolic
(rather than directly material), as they generated tremendous political and public discussion that
was deeply punitive and overtly and covertly racist, but did relatively little to prevent crime or

affect incarceration rates (Feeley and Kamin 1996).

Truth in Sentencing

Another policy passed as part of the broader suite of mandatory minimum policies during
this era was truth in sentencing. Truth in sentencing was a determinate-sentencing policy aimed
to reduce judicial discretion in sentencing for violent crimes, in particular. State adoption of this
policy was incentivized through the 1994 Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act,
which created the Violent Offender Incarceration and Truth in Sentencing program. This
program created a federal grant initiative that provided funding to states to expand their prisons
and jails so long as states passed laws that required individuals convicted of certain violent
crimes to serve at least 85% of their sentence before becoming eligible for parole. Several states
enacted truth in sentencing laws, with especially strong momentum in policy adoption between
1994 and 1998 (Figure 1b).

There is some evidence that adoption of truth-in-sentencing reduced crime rates (Long
2018; Ross 2012; Shepherd 2002). For example, Shepherd (2002) found that truth-in-sentencing
laws reduced violent crimes, in particular, including murder, aggravated assault, robbery, rape,
and larceny. Similarly, Long (2018) used a difference-in-difference design to show dynamic
crime-reducing effects of truth in sentencing, documenting immediate declines in murder and

robbery following policy implementation and longer-term declines in property crimes. Unlike



three strikes, truth-in-sentencing may have had detectable effects on crime but it was not as well-

known or widely publicly discussed as three-strikes.

Incarceration Policies and Birth Outcomes: Possible Pathways

In this study, we hypothesize that these state incarceration policies could shape birth
outcomes through several interconnected pathways. The possible channels are numerous, but we
focus on whether these policies affected birth outcomes through their effects on: 1) incarceration
risks; 2) crime rates; and 3) stigmatizing and marginalizing public discourse. While our
estimation strategy focuses on identifying and absorbing the full effects of these policies on birth
outcomes and racialized gaps in those outcomes, we provide suggestive tests of these three
pathways in ways that help to unravel mediating mechanisms.

First, these policies could affect birth outcomes through their impacts on incarceration
rates. If state incarceration policies increased incarceration risks or durations of incarceration—as
many tough on crime policies aimed to do—they could impact health risks by increasing
incarceration rates for birthing people, their partners and family members, and broader
communities. A large body of research provides convincing evidence of a link between
incarceration and health among those who experience incarceration firsthand (Massoglia and
Pridemore 2015). Incarceration increases risks of physiological stress (Boen 2020), poor mental
health (Sugie and Turney 2017; Western 2018), sexually transmitted infections (Hammett,
Harmon, and Rhodes 2002), and a range of chronic conditions (Schnittker and John 2007). The
health burdens associated with incarceration can further spread through families and networks by
increasing levels of stress, financial burden, and relationship strain in ways that result in poor
health for family members and partners left behind (Wildeman, Goldman, and Lee 2019). These
spillover effects may be especially consequential for women, who are often the primary
caregivers in families and are disproportionately the romantic partners of incarcerated
individuals (Braman 2007; Comfort 2007, 2016; Lee et al. 2014; Wildeman and Lee 2021).

This stress can increase risks of adverse birth outcomes through a number of biological,
physiological, and behavioral mechanisms (Lee and Wildeman 2013; Lobel et al. 2008; O’Keefe
2021; Testa and Jackson 2020; Wildeman 2012). Incarceration rates can also have more indirect
effects on entire neighborhoods, communities, and populations by restricting economic

opportunities (Clear 2007) and increasing in stress, anxiety, and poor health (Hatzenbuehler et al.



2015; Holaday et al. 2023; Jahn et al. 2020). To the extent that state incarceration policies impact
incarceration rates—and racialized disparities in those rates—they could affect population-level
birth outcomes.

Second, state incarceration policies could affect birth outcomes through their impacts on
crime. Reductions in crime could shape birth outcomes by reducing stress and violence exposure,
especially among people most at risk for witnessing crime or being victimized. If these policies
reduced crime, they may have affected birth outcomes by decreasing in utero stress exposure.
Still, evidence of the crime-reducing impacts of these policies is mixed (Chen 2008a; Sabol et al.
2002).

Finally, these policies may have affected birth outcomes via their effects on stigmatizing,
criminalizing, and discriminatory public discussion and discourse (Caldwell and Caldwell 2011).
These were most often directed at young, poor, urban, Black men, in particular, associating them
with especially high levels of criminality and dangerousness (Oliver 2003). In this sense, these
policies may have been sources of structural stigma (Hatzenbuehler and Link 2014), inducing
health harms among those racialized as Black, in particular, through a variety of psychosocial,
affective, and biobehavioral mechanisms. Asad and Clair (2018) have described this process as
racialized legal status, which operates by marking members of racial/ethnic groups who are
disproportionately incarcerated (in this case, Black people) for “for material and symbolic

exclusion” in ways that harm health.

DATA AND MEASURES

To estimate the impact of state implementation of three strikes and truth in sentencing on
birth outcomes, we used data from several sources. First, we used the universe of birth
certificates maintained in the U.S. National Vital Statistics System (NVSS) for the period 1984-
2004. These data include information on our primary outcomes: (logged) birth weight, low birth
weight (defined as birth weights < 2,500 grams), very low birth weight (defined as birth weights
< 1,500 grams), gestational age at birth (in weeks), preterm birth (birth at < 37 weeks gestation),
and very preterm birth (birth at < 28 weeks gestation). The NVSS data also record information
on key child and birthing person characteristics that we used in our analyses, including state of
birth, and birth month and year for the child; age, race (Black or White), marital status (married

vs. unmarried), and education of the birthing person (high school or less vs. some college or
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above; and birth parity (1, 2, or 3 or more) and multiple births (coding of all variables is
specified in Tables 1 and 2). We use state and year of birth to help define our exposure. We used
data on all births to U.S. born birthing persons whose race was coded as Black or White. Prior to
1989, information on ethnicity was only sporadically available, so we are unable to focus
specifically on non-Hispanic birth persons. However, we do so in a sensitivity analysis using
data from 1989 onwards (see next section).

Our main exposures include state adoption of three strikes and truth-in-sentencing
policies. Information about these policies were obtained from several sources. To identify states
that adopted three strikes policies we started with published academic literature (Helland and
Tabarrok 2007; Kovandzic et al. 2004; Marvell and Moody 2001). States identified as adopting
three strikes were nearly identical across these studies, and any discrepancies were adjudicated
by a separate, formal search of the legal literature. For truth in sentencing policies, we used the
classifications in Sabol et al. (2002) who updated adoption data provided in a 1998 Government
Accounting Office report to Congress.

We also obtained data on a range of potential state-level confounders, focusing on those
that have been linked to infant health during the study period (Pearlman and Robinson 2022).
Specifically, we used in our analyses state-year level data on minimum wages (measured in U.S.
dollars), Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) rates, Medicaid prenatal eligibility thresholds, and
the timing of the transition from the Aid for Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) to the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) programs. Data on Medicaid thresholds
comes from (Miller and Wherry 2018) and information on minimum wages, EITC, and TANF is
from the Correlates of State Policies Project database. Our models also adjust for state-year
poverty and unemployment rates, which we obtained from the Correlates of State Policies
Project, and information on whether states had sentencing guidelines in place during the study

period, which we obtained from searches of legal and policy databases.

EMPIRICAL METHODS
Research design

Differences in the likelihood of adopting three strikes and/or truth in sentencing policies
across states allows us to leverage a difference-in-differences research design. We compare

differences in birth outcomes for births occurring before and after policy adoption in states
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adopting policies versus those that did not. We do so using an event study specification
(Goodman-Bacon 2021; Miller 2023), which allows policy effects to vary over time. Such a
specification flexibly captures policy effects that might accrue immediately (e.g., due to policy
adoption generating public discourse and/or sending signals about stigma or safety) as well as
more gradually over time (e.g., due to changes in community-level incarceration or crime rates),
allowing us to differentiate potential mechanisms. A canonical representation of the event-study

specification is as follows:

5 9
Yije = Zﬁl X Policy; X 1[lead, = 1] + Z[)’k X Policy; X 1[lag, = k] + 6Xyje + uj+ 0, + e

1=2 k=0

where 7 indexes the birth, j indexes the state of birth, and 7 the year of birth. Y denotes the birth
outcome of interest, X(;) ;. a range of individual (birth person age, marital status, level of
education, child sex, child month of birth, and indicators for birth parity and multiple births) and
state-level (minimum wages, EITC rates, Medicaid income eligibility thresholds, timing of
AFDC to TANF transition, poverty and unemployment rates, and implementation of sentencing
guidelines) covariates. The u; and 6, terms represent state and calendar year fixed effects, which
account for time-invariant state-level confounders and national secular trends (e.g., those shaped
by changes in medical technology or by impacts of federal legislation such as the 1994 Crime
Bill) in birth outcomes, respectively.

The [, terms are the objects of interest. They recover dynamic policy effects, namely the
difference in birth outcomes in states adopting three strikes or truth in sentencing for each year
after policy implementation (denoted by lags k), relative to the period just before policy
implementation and trends in the outcome in states not adopting the policies. For periods before
policy adoption (denoted by leads /), the estimates (3;) provide a visual and statistical test of the
parallel trends assumption that affords a causal interpretation of results from difference-in-
differences models. We evaluated differences over periods five years before and 9 years after
policy adoption, which contain a relatively balanced panel of states.

Importantly, the 5, terms recover the causal effects of adopting a set of specific policies

that may have varied across states in how they were discussed, designed, and implemented and
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in an era where there were other Federal and State actions geared towards addressing crime.
These policies also occurred in the context of a social and political era in which personal
responsibility was valued, and expressed in policymaking. As such the 5 terms can be
interpreted as the effects of sentencing policies, averaged across different states, during in a
particular historical era when there may have been myriad other structural and institutional
forces shaping health and well-being. Using these [ terms to predict the effects of a specific
sentencing policy choice in a single state or a set of policy choices in different eras will require
careful attention to the exact nature of the policy implemented, and the broader social, legal, and
policy environment in which the policy of interest is being introduced.

Given known biases in standard two-way fixed effects estimates of difference-in-
differences models (de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfeeuille 2020b, 2020a; Goodman-Bacon 2021),
we use the estimator of (de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfceuille 2020a) to estimate all models. This
estimator address two forms of bias: those introduced by the fact that the policies were not
implemented at the same time in all states (staggered adoption) and the fact that policy impacts
may vary over time and across states or population groups (heterogenous treatment effects due to
variations in policy design or implementation or differential policy impacts across groups or over
time).

We estimate all models separately by race (Black and White) and policy for three strikes
and truth in sentencing (adjusting for a binary indicator for the other policy as a time varying
confounder).! We also estimated models separately by birthing person level of education (high
school completion and below; some college and above) to assess whether policy impacts on birth
outcomes varied at the intersection of race and education. We do this to interrogate the
possibility that the policies’ effects on birth outcomes—operating in part through incarceration
risks, crime rates, and stigmatizing public discourse—may have occurred unequally by race and
socioeconomic status (Asad and Clair 2018; Phelan and Link 2015).

To facilitate estimation, we collapsed the data into birth state-birth year-race (and, when

relevant, education group) means and weighted by the count of births within each cell. This

! Despite having fewer assumptions required to support causal inference (Olden and Moen 2022), we do not adopt a
triple difference approach, in which race would serve as the third difference after state of birth and timing of policy
implementation. This is because this alternate approach would require the assumption that births from one racial
group were not affected by the policy. We did not expect this to be the case ex ante, since some policies may have
explicitly targeted or stigmatized one group (e.g., three strikes and Black persons) and/or it is possible that they had
consequences (either adverse or favorable) for the majority group.
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approach yields identical estimates as with using individual level-data, but is computationally
faster (Miller 2023). We clustered standard errors at the state (policy) level. We pre-registered all

analyses at the Open Science Forum (Bair, Venkataramani, and Boen 2022).

Threats to inference and sensitivity checks

The key threats to inference in the difference-in-difference research design are
differential trends in outcomes across treated and untreated units (here states adopting and not
adopting sentencing policies) or the presence of other state-level events or policies that are
correlated with both timing of policy adoption and the outcomes of interest. As discussed before,
our use of an event study setup allows us to evaluate violations of the parallel trends assumption
(acknowledging that visual and statistical tests may be underpowered). It also allows us to assess
whether changes in birth outcomes in adopting states are timed with when the policy was
adopted, which helps limit the scope of potential confounding. Our use of a rich set of individual
and state-level controls helps further address this possibility.

In addition to these tests, we further probe the validity of these assumptions by estimating
models that additionally include state-specific linear trends, which further address potential
violations of the parallel trends assumption as well as potential unmeasured confounders. We
also estimate models with and without different sets of state and individual (child and birthing
person) level controls. Sensitivity to the choice of included state-level covariates would elevate
concerns about unmeasured confounding at the policy level. Sensitivity of the estimates to the
choice of individual-level would suggest the potential importance of sample selection as a
mechanism underlying the findings; i.e. the sentencing policies may shift birth outcomes by
changing the composition of birthing persons (O’Keefe 2021). To address this particular
mechanism, we also estimate balancing regressions, in which birth person characteristics are
specified as outcomes in our event study regressions (Pei, Pischke, and Schwandt). Finally, to the
extent that results may reflect increases in the population of Hispanic birthing persons (i.e.,
differential migration to states with different policy regimes), we estimate models restricting the
sample to infants of Black and White birthing persons who do not identify as ethnically Hispanic

(which was consistently recorded starting in 1989).

MAIN RESULTS
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We begin by reporting sample characteristics and trends in outcomes over time, stratified
by whether states adopted three strikes and truth in sentencing policies. We then present results
examining the impacts of three strikes and truth in sentencing policies on birth outcomes,

followed by a discussion of sensitivity analyses.

Descriptive statistics

Table 1 presents sample characteristics for all births included in our analysis, stratified
by race and whether the birth occurred in states adopting three strikes or truth in sentencing
policies. In our sample period (1984-2004), there were over 12 million live births to Black
birthing persons and nearly 60 million births to White birthing persons. Across both racial
groups, birth outcomes and birthing person characteristics were similar across states adopting
and not-adopting each of the sentencing policies of interest. Overall, Black infants were more
likely than White infants to be low birthweight (13.1% vs. 6.2%), very low birth weight (2.9% vs
1.0%) and born preterm (17.7% vs. 9.6%). Black birthing persons were on average younger (~25
vs. 27 years), less likely to be married (~33% vs. 77%), and less likely to have obtained some
college education or above (~30% vs 44%) compared to White birthing persons.

States adopting each of the sentencing policies were also similar on a range of policy
dimensions and economic characteristics over the study periods (Table 2), including minimum
wage rates, timing of TANF implementation, Medicaid eligibility thresholds, and poverty and
unemployment rates. State EITC rates, however, were higher in states implementing three strikes
and truth in sentencing compared to those that did not.

Figures 2 and 3 plot unadjusted trends in each of the main outcomes separately by race
and whether the state adopted three strikes (Figure 2) or truth in sentencing (Figure 3). The
plots demonstrate a slight narrowing of Black-White gaps in many of the outcomes. For three
strikes policies, among Black births, states not adopting the policy had slightly worse birth
weight outcomes prior to the mid 1990s (when most policy adoption occurred, see Figure 1),
after which outcomes between states adopting and not-adopting converged. No such pattern is
noted for White births. For truth in sentencing, the opposite pattern is seen for Black births:
adverse birth weight outcomes were higher in these states prior to the mid 1990s but converged

thereafter. For White births, birth outcomes improved more in truth in sentencing states
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compared to non-truth states for most outcomes. Similar patterns in unadjusted outcomes

obtained when stratifying by birth person level of education (Appendix Figures 1-4).

Three strikes

Difference-in-differences event study estimates for three strikes policies are provided in
Figure 4. Both here and for the event study graphs presented in other sections, the x-axis denotes
time since policy adoption (with year -1 set as the reference) and the y-axis the coefficient
estimates of differences in each outcome between births occurring in states adopting and not
adopting three strikes for each year before and after policy adoption (relative to event year -1).
Estimates for event times before -1 provide pre-intervention trends, and estimates for event times
0 and above follow the evolution of post-intervention differences in outcomes. (Coefficient
estimates for specific event time periods are provided in Appendix Tables 1 and 2 for the Black
and White samples, respectively).

For the three birth weight outcomes, the estimates show a striking worsening of
birthweight for Black infants in the year of policy implementation (which is precisely estimated
for overall logged birthweight and the probability of being born very low birth weight), with
similar magnitude coefficients through the first few years of after policy adoption and
attenuation thereafter. This trajectory of treatment effects, which can be observed in the
unadjusted plots in Figure 2, runs opposite to the estimated pre-trends, which suggests that birth
outcomes were improving in states adopting three strikes versus those that did not prior to policy
implementation. Estimates for gestational age and preterm birth outcomes for Black births were
small and not statistically significant. For birth weight outcomes, we find oppositely signed
estimates (precisely estimated for low birth weight) for the year of policy implementation.

Focusing on birth weight outcomes for Black infants, the estimates for the year
immediately following three strikes implementation imply a 9 gram decrease in mean birth
weight, a 0.34 percentage point (% point) increase in the probability of low birth weight (2.6%
relative to the sample mean), and a 0.17% point (5.8%) increase in the probability of very low
birth weight. The estimates are of similar magnitude — though oppositely signed -- to the impacts
of the Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) and federal
Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) (Hoynes et al. 2015, 2011). In addition, the estimates for very
low birth weight for the Black sample are equivalent to 9% of the overall sample Black-White
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gap in this outcome. We find smaller, oppositely signed estimates for birth weight outcomes
among White infants, with a similar pattern of immediate effects in the first year of the policy.
For example, estimates for low birth weight in the first year of policy implementation imply a
0.21% point reduction, a 3.4% decline relative to the mean.

Stratifying by the level of education of the birthing person, we find strong evidence of
treatment effect heterogeneity. Focusing on Black infants (Figure 5, Appendix Table 3), the
entirety of the immediate, adverse impact of three strikes on birth weight outcomes are borne by
infants born to individuals with a high school education or less. These estimates suggest a 13g
decline in mean birthweight, a 0.45% point increase in the probability of low birth weight (11%
relative to the sample mean), and a 0.29% point (10%) increase in the probability of very low
birthweight, with the latter two estimates equivalent to 7% and 15% of the overall Black-White
gap in their respective outcomes and of similar magnitude (though again, oppositely signed) to
birthweight impacts accruing from interventions to reduce ambient pollution (Currie et al. 2015;
Currie and Walker 2011). The estimates for gestational age outcomes suggest a decline in mean
gestational age in year zero for Black infants born to individuals with a high school education or
less. For births occurring to individuals with some college or higher levels of education,
estimates for all outcomes are either smaller in magnitude or oppositely signed. For White
infants born to individuals without any college education, the immediate impacts (in year 0) on
birth outcomes are oppositely signed in magnitude and, though smaller, precisely estimated
(Appendix Figure 5 and Appendix Table 4). For White infants born to individuals with at least
some college education, there were no substantively or statistically significant impacts in the first
year of the policy, though for some outcomes (gestational age and preterm birth) there is a

suggestion of improvements gradually accruing over time.

Truth in sentencing

Event study estimates for the impacts of truth in sentencing policies on birth outcomes by
race are provided in Figure 6 (and Appendix Tables 5 and 6); estimates further stratified by birth
person level of education are provided in Figure 7 for the Black sample (Appendix Figure 6
shows corresponding estimates for the White sample; coefficient estimates for the race and
education stratified analyses are in Appendix Tables 7 and 8). Event study estimates suggest

gradual improvements in birth weight and gestational outcomes for Black infants following an
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initial worsening in year zero. The overall magnitudes of the estimates are larger than those for
White infants, though the majority of coefficients are imprecisely estimated. Scaling effects, the
largest coefficients (lag = 9 years) for Black infants imply a 25 gram increase in mean birth
weight, a 0.42% point (3%) decrease in the probability of being born low birthweight, a 0.11%
point (3%) decrease in the probability of being very low birth weight, and a 0.74% point (4%)
decrease in premature birth. We find a similar pattern of coefficients for White infants, but the
estimated magnitudes are smaller and less precisely estimated.

Stratifying by birthing person level of education, we find, in the Black sample, larger
estimates for infants born to persons attaining at least some college education (Figure 7 and
Appendix Table 7; though these differences are not robust to changes in specification - see next
subsection). Small and imprecisely estimated coefficients were found for White infants born to
both to individuals with and without some college education (Appendix Figure 6 and Appendix

Table 8).

Robustness checks

Our core findings remain unchanged regardless of whether we control for birth person or
birth state level policy and economic characteristics; Appendix Tables 1 and 2 provide event
study estimates for 4 sets of specifications for three strikes; Appendix Tables 5 and 6 repeat this
exercise for truth in sentencing. Across specifications there are small changes in coefficient
estimates and standard errors (with increasing precision as covariates are included). These
findings, along with the sharp coefficient or trend breaks in event study estimates occurring at
the time of policy implementation, limit the scope of both residual unobserved confounding and
selection into births on parental characteristics in explaining our findings.

This contention is underscored by results from models that additionally include birth state
specific linear time trends (Appendix Figures 7-9 and Tables 9-12 for three strikes and Appendix
Figures 10-12 and Tables 13-16 for truth in sentencing). For Black infants, the precision of
estimates improves when including state-specific linear trends for both sentencing policies and
across birthing person education subgroups. For truth in sentencing, the estimated impacts on
birth outcomes are larger in magnitude and statistically significant. For White infants, we see
evidence of monotonic improvements in birthweight and gestational age outcomes following

adoption of three strikes, though these are imprecisely estimated.
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Estimates from balancing regressions suggest little evidence of selection into births,
consistent with the fact that estimates for policy impacts do not substantively change with
inclusion of birthing person covariates (Appendix Figure 13 and Appendix Table 17 for three
strikes and Appendix Figure 14 and Appendix Table 18 for truth in sentencing). Estimates for
both sentencing policies and races are generally imprecisely estimated and small. For three
strikes, there are no appreciable changes in birthing person characteristics in the year of policy
implementation, making it less likely that the immediate policy effects observed for birth weight
outcomes for Black infants were driven by these characteristics. For truth in sentencing, there is
some evidence of increasing lower parity births after policy implementation, but these estimates
are again imprecisely estimated and adjusting for parity and other characteristics does not change
the substantive findings.

Estimates excluding births to individuals specifying Hispanic ethnicity on birth
certificates (recorded in birth certificates from 1989 onwards; Appendix Figures 15-17 and
Appendix Tables 19-22 for three strikes and Appendix Figures 18-20 and Appendix Tables 23-
26) are similar, if not more precisely estimated, for three strikes. For truth in sentencing,
coefficient estimates for Black infants are somewhat smaller in magnitude, and there appear to
be more prominent pre-trends for some of the outcomes. However, the general patterns remain
similar to the main estimates.

Finally, we re-estimate our main models using standard two-way fixed effects regressions
(Appendix Figures 21 and 22). Consistent with known biases in the presence of staggered
adoption and heterogeneous treatment effects, these event studies show prominent violations of
the parallel trends assumption for both sentencing policies, artefactual consequences of the
negative weighting problem in two way fixed effects models (Sun and Abraham 2020).This

supports our original choice to use a heterogeneity robust estimator.

POTENTIAL MECHANISMS

In this section we examine potential mechanisms underlying our findings. We anchor our
assessment of mechanisms to the distinct pattern of results noted for each of the sentencing
policies. For Black infants, we see an immediate worsening in birth outcomes — most notably
those related to birth weight — upon state adoption of three strikes policies; for truth in

sentencing, we see evidence of a gradual improvement in these outcomes in the years following
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adoption. Impacts for White infants were generally smaller in magnitude and, for three strikes,
were of the opposite sign. The differential pattern of results across the two sentencing policies
suggests distinct dominant explanations. In this section, we interrogate three potential
explanations, all motivated by the theoretical framework presented in the Background section:
incarceration risks, crime rates, and public discourse around the time of policy adoption that was
potentially stigmatizing and marginalizing. While data from the study era preclude us from
precisely pinning down a particular set of mechanisms, our suggestive analyses nevertheless

motivates future work in this area.

Incarceration risks

To assess the importance of changing incarceration risks as a potential mechanism, we
use data on the annual number of incarcerated persons in each state by race and year from the
U.S. Department of Justice (United States Department of Justice 2018). We estimate versions of
our main event study model, using logged incarceration rates (number incarcerated per 100,000
population) as the dependent variable, separately for each of the two sentencing policies and by
race. The estimates are plotted in Figure 8. For both Black and White persons, we find no
association between three strikes and incarceration risk. However, for truth in sentencing, we see
evidence of declining incarceration rates after policy adoption (with effect magnitudes expressed
in percent changes larger for White compared to Black individuals; though given the higher
baseline rates of incarceration among Black individuals, we find no evidence of a risking Black-
White incarceration ratio). The trajectory of the coefficient estimates for incarceration risk for
truth in sentencing is similar to those seen for birth outcomes. Given the previously discussed
body of work suggesting that, on net, population-wide incarceration risks are positively
associated with adverse health outcomes (Daza et al. 2020; Holaday et al. 2023; Jahn et al. 2020;
Massoglia et al. 2014; Wildeman 2012; Wildeman and Wang 2017), these findings point to the

possibility of incarceration risk as one mechanism underlying the impacts of truth in sentencing.

Crime rates
We adopt a similar approach to assess crime rates as a mechanism, using state-year level
data on crime by type from the Uniform Crime Statistics (available in the dataset compiled by

(Grumbach 2018)). Event study estimates are presented in Figure 9. For three strikes policies,

20



we see suggestive increases in overall violent crime, including murder, rape, and assault that
occurring 1-2 years after policy adoption; in the case of murders, results represent a statistically
significant 10% increase the year after adoption. For truth in sentencing, we see steady, precise
decreases in several classes of crime, including overall violent crime, robbery, assaults, property
crime, burglary, and theft, though estimates for violent crime show evidence of pre-existing
trends in the same direction of the dynamic effects. The findings for truth in sentencing accord
with the literature (Long 2018; Ross 2012; Shepherd 2002), while those for three strikes sit
within a more mixed literature (Chen 2008a; Helland and Tabarrok 2007; Kovandzic et al. 2004;
Marvell and Moody 2001).

In the case of truth in sentencing, the trajectory of reductions in non-violent crime follow
the trajectory of improvements in birth outcomes. These coincident patterns are consistent with a
large literature linking crime rates with adverse health outcomes (Brown 2018; Clemens and
Dibben 2016; Messer et al. 2006). For three strikes, the increases in violent crime occur right
after the sharp declines in birth weight outcomes. Thus, while increases in crime rates may play a
role in mediating the relationship between three strikes and adverse birth outcomes, it cannot
explain the worsening in birth outcomes among Black infants in the very year the policy was

adopted.

Public discourse, stigma, and marginalization

Given data limitations, we are unable to measure directly any potentially stigmatizing or
marginalizing effects of the sentencing policies. However, we can turn to suggestive
circumstantial evidence using data from U.S. newspapers. In Figure 10, we first plot mentions of
the phrase “tough on crime,” to serve as a baseline (Panel A). We see a small, steady increase in
mentions between 1988 and 1993, with a sharp uptick in 1994, the year of the federal crime bill
and when many three strikes and truth in sentencing policies were passed. In Panel B of the
figure, we plot mentions of three strikes and truth in sentencing, finding increases in mentions of
both starting in 1994. Mentions of three strikes dominate truth in sentencing both in 1994 and in
totality through our study period.

In addition to widespread coverage of an evocatively-titled policy, newspaper articles
further provide clues to the stigmatizing nature of the public discussion around three strikes. One

(133

article reviewing the events of 1994 noted that “‘three strikes and you’re out’ became the new
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motto of an enraged citizenry” (Spiegelman 1994) Another quoted a speech by the Reverend
Jesse Jackson, a well-known Black civil rights leader, to incarcerated people in a Chicago-area
prison: “The surrender to drugs, dropouts, and violence...are fueling the politics of anger, fear,
and repression. The power ‘three strikes and you’re out’ is driven by you. The $24 billion crime
bill is driven by you” (Raspberry 1994).

Together, the volume and charged nature of news coverage underscore the importance of
the stigmatizing and marginalizing nature of three strikes discussed previously, particularly
among Black people (Caldwell and Caldwell 2011). The large and sudden increase in discussion
of three strikes around the time most states implemented it (1994) suggest that the substantive,
and precisely estimated negative impacts of three-strikes in the year of policy implementation on
birth outcomes for Black infants in the year of policy adoption are possibly due to the
consequences of the policy on prevailing sentiment, stigma, community marginalization.

Truth in sentencing may have had similar stigmatizing effects, but the relatively smaller
amount of policy discussion suggests that any effects on birth outcomes through this mechanism
are likely to be small relative to other exposures (perhaps why we see slight worsening of birth
weight outcomes among Black infants in the year of policy implementation, though of a smaller
and less precisely estimated magnitude than for three strikes, that in later years disappears

entirely, giving way to improvements in birthweight outcomes).

DISCUSSION

Linking birth record and policy data and using a difference-in-difference event study
design, this study examined the impacts of two “tough on crime” state incarceration policies on
birth outcomes and racialized disparities in those outcomes in the U.S. Our results revealed new
evidence of the distinct impacts of these policies on population birth outcomes. That our results
were robust to a variety of specifications and tests bolsters confidence in our findings. State
adoption of three strikes laws—which were well-known and widely discussed, often in highly
racially-charged and stigmatizing terms—Iled to immediate worsening in birth weight outcomes
among Black infants, particularly those from lower socioeconomic status backgrounds. The
adverse impacts of three strikes, which were not experienced by White infants, accrued even
without any detectable impacts of the policy on incarceration rates and with suggestive increases

in violent crime that occurred affer birth outcomes had already worsened. We provided
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suggestive evidence that widespread and highly-racialized public discussions likely played a
large role in explaining adverse birth outcomes among Black infants. These impacts would
ostensibly worked through in utero stress driven by stigmatization and discrimination. In
contrast, truth in sentencing policies led to gradual improvements in birth outcomes for both
Black and White infants (though these were not always precisely estimated). These
improvements were concomitant with reductions in incarceration rates and crimes.

Our findings have a number of implications for scientific understanding of and empirical
research on the consequences of state incarceration policies on health. First, our results highlight
how carceral policies are not uniform in impact. Moving forward, more attention is needed to
understanding the many, potentially countervailing mechanisms through which these policies
pattern health outcomes, as well as the conditions under which some mechanisms may dominate
over others.

Second, our findings for three strikes highlight the need to better understand both
symbolic and affective impacts of public policies, including criminal legal system-related
policies. A growing body of work has highlighted the importance of policy choices in shaping
population health outcomes (Kemp, Grumbach, and Montez 2022; Montez et al. 2020). This
literature has typically focused on the material mechanisms through which policies impact
health. Less work, however, has focused on symbolic and affective mechanisms, including how
policy discussions and political choices can be sources of structural stigma (Hatzenbuehler et al.
2015; Hatzenbuehler and Link 2014) that serve to marginalize, stigmatize, and criminalize
groups, even when policy implementation is weak or limited or considered to be race neutral
(Asad and Clair 2018). Moreover, it will be important to understand the role that the media may
play in amplifying these affective pathways. For example, there is a burgeoning body of research
suggesting that highly publicized acts of racial violence may disproportionately impact the health
of Black populations (Bor et al. 2018; Curtis et al. 2021, 2022). The case of three strikes suggests
that these pathways can be incredibly powerful. In this sense, our findings contribute to a nascent
but growing literature on how these affective mechanisms may shape population health (Torche
and Sirois 2019; Venkataramani et al. 2019), as well as the broader literatures on the role of
symbolism in driving policy impact (Barrett and Tsui 1999; Boussaguet and Faucher 2020;
Donohue and Heckman 1991).

23



REFERENCES

Aiken, Joshua. 2018. Era of Mass Expansion: Why State Officials Should Fight Jail Growth. Prison Policy
Initiative.

Almond, Douglas, Janet Currie, and Valentina Duque. 2018. “Childhood Circumstances and Adult Outcomes: Act
I1.” Journal of Economic Literature 56(4):1360—1446. doi: 10.1257/jel.20171164.

Asad, Asad L., and Matthew Clair. 2018. “Racialized Legal Status as a Social Determinant of Health.” Social
Science & Medicine 199:19-28. doi: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2017.03.010.

Bair, Elizabeth, Atheendar Venkataramani, and Courtney E. Boen. 2022. “Impact of State Incarceration Policies on
Racial Health Equity.” Open Science Forum. doi: 10.17605/0OSF.IO/T3AULI.

Barrett, Deborah, and Amy Ong Tsui. 1999. “Policy as Symbolic Statement: International Response to National
Population Policies*.” Social Forces 78(1):213-33. doi: 10.1093/s£/78.1.213.

Belbasis, Lazaros, Makrina D. Savvidou, Chidimma Kanu, Evangelos Evangelou, and Ioanna Tzoulaki. 2016. “Birth
Weight in Relation to Health and Disease in Later Life: An Umbrella Review of Systematic Reviews and
Meta-Analyses.” BMC Medicine 14(1):147. doi: 10.1186/s12916-016-0692-5.

Binswanger, Ingrid A., Nicole Redmond, John F. Steiner, and Leroi S. Hicks. 2012. “Health Disparities and the
Criminal Justice System: An Agenda for Further Research and Action.” Journal of Urban Health: Bulletin
of the New York Academy of Medicine 89(1):98-107. doi: 10.1007/s11524-011-9614-1.

Boen, Courtney. 2020. “Criminal Justice Contacts and Psychophysiological Functioning in Early Adulthood: Health
Inequality in the Carceral State.” Journal of Health and Social Behavior 61(3):290-306. doi:
10.1177/0022146520936208.

Bor, Jacob, Atheendar S. Venkataramani, David R. Williams, and Alexander C. Tsai. 2018. “Police Killings and
Their Spillover Effects on the Mental Health of Black Americans: A Population-Based, Quasi-
Experimental Study.” Lancet (London, England) 392(10144):302—10. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(18)31130-
9.

Boussaguet, Laurie, and Florence Faucher. 2020. “Beyond a ‘Gesture’: The Treatment of the Symbolic in Public
Policy Analysis.” French Politics 18(1):189-205. doi: 10.1057/s41253-020-00107-9.

Braman, Donald. 2007. Doing Time on the Outside: Incarceration and Family Life in Urban America. University of
Michigan Press.

Brown, Ryan. 2018. “The Mexican Drug War and Early-Life Health: The Impact of Violent Crime on Birth
Outcomes.” Demography 55(1):319—40. doi: 10.1007/s13524-017-0639-2.

Caldwell, Beth, and Ellen C. Caldwell. 2011. “Superpredators and Animals - Images and California’s Get Tough on
Crime Initiatives.” Journal of the Institute of Justice & International Studies 11:61.

Campbell, Michael C. 2018. “Varieties of Mass Incarceration: What We Learn From State Histories.” Annual
Review of Criminology 1(1):219-34. doi: 10.1146/annurev-criminol-032317-091957.

Campbell, Michael C., and Heather Schoenfeld. 2013. “The Transformation of America’s Penal Order: A
Historicized Political Sociology of Punishment.” American Journal of Sociology 118(5):1375-1423. doi:
10.1086/669506.

Carson, E. Ann. 2023. Prisons Report Series: Preliminary Data Release. Bureau of Justice Statistics.

24



de Chaisemartin, Clément, and Xavier D’Haultfeeuille. 2020a. Difference-in-Differences Estimators of
Intertemporal Treatment Effects. SSRN Scholarly Paper. ID 3731856. Rochester, NY: Social Science
Research Network. doi: 10.2139/ssrn.3731856.

de Chaisemartin, Clément, and Xavier D’Haultfceuille. 2020b. “Two-Way Fixed Effects Estimators with
Heterogeneous Treatment Effects.” American Economic Review 110(9):2964-96. doi:
10.1257/aer.20181169.

Chen, Elsa Y. 2008a. “Impacts of ‘Three Strikes and You’re Out’ on Crime Trends in California and Throughout the
United States.” Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice 24(4):345-70. doi: 10.1177/1043986208319456.

Chen, Elsa Y. 2008b. “The Liberation Hypothesis and Racial and Ethnic Disparities in the Application of
California’s Three Strikes Law.” Journal of Ethnicity in Criminal Justice 6:83—102. doi:
10.1080/15377930802096462.

Clear, Todd R. 2007. Imprisoning Communities: How Mass Incarceration Makes Disadvantaged Neighborhoods
Worse. Oxford University Press.

Clemens, Tom, and Chris Dibben. 2016. “Living in Stressful Neighbourhoods during Pregnancy: An Observational
Study of Crime Rates and Birth Outcomes.” The European Journal of Public Health ckw131. doi:
10.1093/eurpub/ckw131.

Comfort, Megan. 2007. “Punishment Beyond the Legal Offender.” Annual Review of Law and Social Science
3(1):271-96. doi: 10.1146/annurev.lawsocsci.3.081806.112829.

Comfort, Megan. 2016. “"A Twenty-Hour-a-Day Job”: The Impact of Frequent Low-Level Criminal Justice
Involvement on Family Life.” ANNALS OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY OF POLITICAL AND SOCIAL
SCIENCE 665(1):63—79. doi: 10.1177/0002716215625038.

Currie, Janet. 2009. “Healthy, Wealthy, and Wise: Socioeconomic Status, Poor Health in Childhood, and Human
Capital Development.” Journal of Economic Literature 47(1):87-122. doi: 10.1257/jel.47.1.87.

Currie, Janet, Lucas Davis, Michael Greenstone, and Reed Walker. 2015. “Environmental Health Risks and Housing
Values: Evidence from 1,600 Toxic Plant Openings and Closings.” The American Economic Review
105(2):678-709. doi: 10.1257/aer.20121656.

Currie, Janet, and Reed Walker. 2011. “Traffic Congestion and Infant Health: Evidence from E-ZPass.” American
Economic Journal: Applied Economics 3(1):65-90. doi: 10.1257/app.3.1.65.

Curtis, David S., Ken R. Smith, David H. Chae, Tessa Washburn, Hedwig Lee, Jaewhan Kim, and Michael R.
Kramer. 2022. “Highly Public Anti-Black Violence and Preterm Birth Odds for Black and White Mothers.”
SSM - Population Health 18:101112. doi: 10.1016/j.ssmph.2022.101112.

Curtis, David S., Tessa Washburn, Hedwig Lee, Ken R. Smith, Jaewhan Kim, Connor D. Martz, Michael R. Kramer,
and David H. Chae. 2021. “Highly Public Anti-Black Violence Is Associated with Poor Mental Health
Days for Black Americans.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of
America 118(17):¢2019624118. doi: 10.1073/pnas.2019624118.

Daza, Sebastian, Alberto Palloni, and Jerrett Jones. 2020. “The Consequences of Incarceration for Mortality in the
United States.” Demography 57(2):577-98. doi: 10.1007/s13524-020-00869-5.

Dickey, W. J. 1997. “Impact of ‘Three Strikes and You’re Out’ Laws: What Have We Learned? | Office of Justice
Programs.” Corrections Management Quarterly 1(4):55-64.

25



Donohue, John J., and James Heckman. 1991. “Continuous Versus Episodic Change: The Impact of Civil Rights
Policy on the Economic Status of Blacks.” Journal of Economic Literature 29(4):1603—43.

Duxbury, Scott W. 2021. “Who Controls Criminal Law? Racial Threat and the Adoption of State Sentencing Law,
1975 to 2012.” American Sociological Review 86(1):123-53. doi: 10.1177/0003122420967647.

Duxbury, Scott W. 2023. “A Threatening Tone: Homicide, Racial Threat Narratives, and the Historical Growth of
Incarceration in the United States, 1926-2016.” Social Forces 102(2):561-85. doi: 10.1093/sf/s0ad022.

Ehlers, Scott, Vincent Schiraldi, and Eric Lotke. 2004. Racial Divide: An Examination of the Impact of California’s
Three Strikes Law on African-Americans and Latinos. Justice Policy Institute.

Feeley, Malcolm, and Sam Kamin. 1996. “The Effect of ‘Three Strikes and You’re Out’ on the Courts: Looking
Back to See the Future.” Pp. 135-54 in Three Strikes and You're Out: Vengeance as Public Policy, edited
by D. Shichor and D. Sechrest. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Garland, David. 2002. The Culture of Control: Crime and Social Order in Contemporary Society. Chicago, IL:
University of Chicago Press.

Goodman-Bacon, Andrew. 2021. “Difference-in-Differences with Variation in Treatment Timing.” Journal of
Econometrics 224(2):254-77. doi: 10.1016/j.jeconom.2021.03.014.

Greene, Judith. 2002. “Getting Tough on Crime: The History and Political Context of Sentencing Reform
Developments Leading to the Passage of the 1994 Crime Act.” Sentencing and Society: International
Perspectives 43—64.

Grumbach, Jacob M. 2018. “From Backwaters to Major Policymakers: Policy Polarization in the States, 1970—
2014.” Perspectives on Politics 16(2):416-35. doi: 10.1017/S153759271700425X.

Hammett, Theodore M., Mary Patricia Harmon, and William Rhodes. 2002. “The Burden of Infectious Disease
Among Inmates of and Releasees From US Correctional Facilities, 1997.” American Journal of Public
Health 92(11):1789-94.

Hatzenbuehler, Mark L., Katherine Keyes, Ava Hamilton, Monica Uddin, and Sandro Galea. 2015. “The Collateral
Damage of Mass Incarceration: Risk of Psychiatric Morbidity Among Nonincarcerated Residents of High-
Incarceration Neighborhoods.” American Journal of Public Health 105(1):138—43. doi:
10.2105/AJPH.2014.302184.

Hatzenbuehler, Mark L., and Bruce G. Link. 2014. “Introduction to the Special Issue on Structural Stigma and
Health.” Social Science & Medicine 103:1-6. doi: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2013.12.017.

Helland, Eric, and Alexander Tabarrok. 2007. “Does Three Strikes Deter? A Nonparametric Estimation.” The
Journal of Human Resources 42(2):309-30.

Holaday, Louisa W., Destiny G. Tolliver, Tiana Moore, Keitra Thompson, and Emily A. Wang. 2023.
“Neighborhood Incarceration Rates and Adverse Birth Outcomes in New York City, 2010-2014.” JAMA
Network Open 6(3):¢236173. doi: 10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2023.6173.

Hoynes, Hilary, Doug Miller, and David Simon. 2015. “Income, the Earned Income Tax Credit, and Infant Health.”
American Economic Journal: Economic Policy 7(1):172-211.

Hoynes, Hilary, Marianne Page, and Ann Huff Stevens. 2011. “Can Targeted Transfers Improve Birth Outcomes?:
Evidence from the Introduction of the WIC Program.” Journal of Public Economics 95(7):813-27. doi:
10.1016/j.jpubeco.2010.12.006.

26



Jahn, Jaquelyn L., Jarvis T. Chen, Madina Agénor, and Nancy Krieger. 2020. “County-Level Jail Incarceration and
Preterm Birth among Non-Hispanic Black and White U.S. Women, 1999-2015.” Social Science &
Medicine 250:112856. doi: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2020.112856.

Kemp, Blakelee R., Jacob M. Grumbach, and Jennifer Karas Montez. 2022. “U.S. State Policy Contexts and
Physical Health among Midlife Adults.” Socius 8:23780231221091324. doi: 10.1177/23780231221091324.

Kovandzic, Tomislav V., John J. Sloan, and Lynne M. Vieraitis. 2004. “‘Striking out’ as Crime Reduction Policy:
The Impact of ‘Three Strikes” Laws on Crime Rates in U.S. Cities.” Justice Quarterly 21(2):207-39. doi:
10.1080/07418820400095791.

Kuh, D., Y. Ben-Shlomo, J. Lynch, J. Hallqvist, and C. Power. 2003. “Life Course Epidemiology.” Journal of
Epidemiology & Community Health 57(10):778-83. doi: 10.1136/jech.57.10.778.

Lee, Hedwig. 2024. “How Does Structural Racism Operate (in) the Contemporary US Criminal Justice System?”’
Annual Review of Criminology 7(1):null. doi: 10.1146/annurev-criminol-022422-015019.

Lee, Hedwig, and Christopher Wildeman. 2013. “Things Fall Apart: Health Consequences of Mass Imprisonment
for African American Women.” The Review of Black Political Economy 40(1):39-52. doi: 10.1007/s12114-
011-9112-4.

Lee, Hedwig, Christopher Wildeman, Emily A. Wang, Niki Matusko, and James S. Jackson. 2014. “A Heavy
Burden: The Cardiovascular Health Consequences of Having a Family Member Incarcerated.” American
Journal of Public Health 104(3):421-27. doi: 10.2105/AJPH.2013.301504.

Lobel, Marci, Dolores Lacey Cannella, Jennifer E. Graham, Carla DeVincent, Jayne Schneider, and Bruce A.
Meyer. 2008. “Pregnancy-Specific Stress, Prenatal Health Behaviors, and Birth Outcomes.” Health
Psychology 27(5):604—15. doi: 10.1037/a0013242.

Long, Wei. 2018. “Does Longer Incarceration Deter or Incapacitate Crime? Evidence from Truth-in-Sentencing
Reform.” Applied Economics 50(24):2664—76. doi: 10.1080/00036846.2017.1406654.

Lynch, Mona. 2011. “Mass Incarceration, Legal Change, and Locale.” Criminology & Public Policy 10(3):671-671.
doi: 10.1111/j.1745-9133.2011.00734 x.

Marvell, Thomas B., and Carlisle E. Moody. 2001. “The Lethal Effects of Three-Strikes Laws.” The Journal of
Legal Studies 30(1):89-106. doi: 10.1086/468112.

Massoglia, Michael, Paul-Philippe Pare, Jason Schnittker, and Alain Gagnon. 2014. “The Relationship between
Incarceration and Premature Adult Mortality: Gender Specific Evidence.” SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH
46:142-54.

Massoglia, Michael, and William Alex Pridemore. 2015. “Incarceration and Health.” Annual Review of Sociology
41(1):291-310. doi: 10.1146/annurev-soc-073014-112326.

Messer, Lynne C., Jay S. Kaufman, Nancy Dole, David A. Savitz, and Barbara A. Laraia. 2006. “Neighborhood
Crime, Deprivation, and Preterm Birth.” Annals of Epidemiology 16(6):455—62. doi:
10.1016/j.annepidem.2005.08.006.

Miller, Douglas L. 2023. “An Introductory Guide to Event Study Models.” Journal of Economic Perspectives
37(2):203-30. doi: 10.1257/jep.37.2.203.

Miller, Sarah, and Laura R. Wherry. 2018. “The Long-Term Effects of Early Life Medicaid Coverage.” Journal of
Human Resources Epub before print.

27



Montez, Jennifer Karas, Jason Beckfield, Julene Kemp Cooney, Jacob M. Grumbach, Mark D. Hayward, Huseyin
Zeyd Koytak, Steven H. Woolf, and Anna Zajacova. 2020. “US State Policies, Politics, and Life
Expectancy.” The Milbank Quarterly 98(3):668-99. doi: https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0009.12469.

Murakawa, Naomi. 2008. “The Origins of the Carceral Crisis: Racial Order as ‘Law and Order’ in Postwar
American Politics.” in Race and American Political Development. Routledge.

National Research Council. 2014. The Growth of Incarceration in the United States: Exploring Causes and
Consequences. Washington, D.C.: The National Academies Press.

Nellis, Ashley. 2022. The Color of Justice: Racial and Ethnic Disparity in State Prisons. Washington, D.C.: The
Sentencing Project.

O’Keefe, Siobhan. 2021. “Maternal Stress, Compositional Change, and Infant Health after a State Sentencing
Reform.” Mimeo, Davidson College.

Olden, Andreas, and Jarle Moen. 2022. “The Triple Difference Estimator.” The Econometrics Journal 25(3):531-53.

Oliver, Mary Beth. 2003. “African American Men as ‘Criminal and Dangerous’: Implications of Media Portrayals of
Crime on the ‘Criminalization’ of African American Men.” Journal of African American Studies 7(2):3—18.

Pearlman, Jessica, and Dean E. Robinson. 2022. “State Policies, Racial Disparities, and Income Support: A Way to
Address Infant Outcomes and the Persistent Black-White Gap?” Journal of Health Politics, Policy and Law
47(2):225-58. doi: 10.1215/03616878-9517205.

Pei, Zhuan, Jorn-Steffen Pischke, and Hannes Schwandt. “Poorly Measured Confounders Are More Useful on the
Left than on the Right.” Journal of Business and Economic Statistics.

Phelan, Jo C., and Bruce G. Link. 2015. “Is Racism a Fundamental Cause of Inequalities in Health?”” Annual Review
of Sociology 41(1):311-30. doi: 10.1146/annurev-soc-073014-112305.

Phelps, Michelle S., and Devah Pager. 2016. “Inequality and Punishment: A Turning Point for Mass Incarceration?”’
The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 663(1):185-203. doi:
10.1177/0002716215596972.

Provine, Doris Marie. 2007. Unequal under Law: Race in the War on Drugs. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago
Press.

Raspberry, William. 1994. “Jesse Jackson’s Wise Words He Gives Inmates at Chicago’s Cook County Jail an
Unaccustomed Message -- That They Have the Power to Change America.” Pittsburgh Post-Gazette,
December 30.

Ross, Amanda. 2012. “Crime, Police, and Truth-in-Sentencing: The Impact of State Sentencing Policy on Local
Communities.” Regional Science and Urban Economics 42(1):144-52. doi:
10.1016/j.regsciurbeco.2011.08.009.

Sabol, William J., Katherine Rosich, Kamala Mallik-Kane, David P. Kirk, and Glenn Dubin. 2002. The Influences of
Truth-in-Sentencing Reforms on Changes in States’ Sentencing Practices and Prison Populations.

Washington, D.C.: United States Department of Justice.

Sakala, Leah. 2014. “Breaking Down Mass Incarceration in the 2010 Census: State-by-State Incarceration Rates by
Race/Ethnicity.” Retrieved April 20, 2021 (https://www.prisonpolicy.org/reports/rates.html).

Sawyer, Wendy, and Peter Wagner. 2020. Mass Incarceration: The Whole Pie 2020. Prison Policy Initiative.

28



Schnittker, Jason, and Andrea John. 2007. “Enduring Stigma: The Long-Term Effects of Incarceration on Health.”
Journal of Health and Social Behavior 48(2):115-30. doi: 10.1177/002214650704800202.

Shannon, Sarah K. S., Christopher Uggen, Jason Schnittker, Melissa Thompson, Sara Wakefield, and Michael
Massoglia. 2017. “The Growth, Scope, and Spatial Distribution of People With Felony Records in the
United States, 1948-2010.” Demography 54(5):1795—-1818. doi: 10.1007/s13524-017-0611-1.

Shepherd, Joanna M. 2002. “Police, Prosecutors, Criminals, and Determinate Sentencing: The Truth about Truth-in-
Sentencing Laws.” The Journal of Law and Economics 45(2):509-33. doi: 10.1086/340644.

Smith, Kevin B. 2004. “The Politics of Punishment: Evaluating Political Explanations of Incarceration Rates.”
Journal of Politics 66(3):925-38. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2508.2004.00283..x.

Sorensen, Jon, and Don Stemen. 2002. “The Effect of State Sentencing Policies on Incarceration Rates.” Crime &
Delinquency 48(3):456-75. doi: 10.1177/001112870204800305.

Spiegelman, Arthur. 1994. “America’s Year in Crime Enough to Scare Anyone.” Reuters News, December 15.

Sugie, Naomi F., and Kristin Turney. 2017. “Beyond Incarceration: Criminal Justice Contact and Mental Health.”
American Sociological Review 82(4):719—43. doi: 10.1177/0003122417713188.

Sun, Liyang, and Sarah Abraham. 2020. “Estimating Dynamic Treatment Effects in Event Studies with
Heterogeneous Treatment Effects.” Journal of Econometrics. doi: 10.1016/j.jeconom.2020.09.006.

Sutton, John R. 2013. “Symbol and Substance: Effects of California’s Three Strikes Law on Felony Sentencing.”
Law & Society Review 47(1):37-T71.

Testa, Alexander, and Dylan B. Jackson. 2020. “Incarceration Exposure During Pregnancy and Infant Health:
Moderation by Public Assistance.” The Journal of Pediatrics 226:251-257.el. doi:
10.1016/j.jpeds.2020.06.055.

Torche, Florencia, and Catherine Sirois. 2019. “Restrictive Immigration Law and Birth Outcomes of Immigrant
Women.” American Journal of Epidemiology 188(1):24-33. doi: 10.1093/aje/kwy218.

United States Department Of Justice. Office Of Justice Programs. Bureau Of Justice Statistics. 2018. “National
Prisoner Statistics, 1978-2016: Version 1.”

Venkataramani, Atheendar S., Erin Cook, Rourke L. O’Brien, Ichiro Kawachi, Anupam B. Jena, and Alexander C.
Tsai. 2019. “College Affirmative Action Bans and Smoking and Alcohol Use among Underrepresented
Minority Adolescents in the United States: A Difference-in-Differences Study.” PLOS Medicine
16(6):¢1002821. doi: 10.1371/journal.pmed.1002821.

Walmsley, Roy. 2013. World Prison Population List , 10th Ed. International Centre for Prison Studies.

Western, Bruce. 2007. Punishment and Inequality in America. lllustrated edition. New York, NY: Russell Sage
Foundation.

Western, Bruce. 2018. Homeward: Life in the Year After Prison. New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation.

Western, Bruce, and Christopher Wildeman. 2009. “The Black Family and Mass Incarceration.” The ANNALS of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science 621(1):221-42. doi: 10.1177/0002716208324850.

Widra, Emily, and Tiana Herring. 2021. States of Incarceration: The Global Context 2021. Prison Policy Initiative.

29



Wildeman, Christopher. 2012. “Imprisonment and Infant Mortality.” Social Problems 59(2):228-57. doi:
10.1525/sp.2012.59.2.228.

Wildeman, Christopher, Alyssa W. Goldman, and Hedwig Lee. 2019. “Health Consequences of Family Member
Incarceration for Adults in the Household.” Public Health Reports 134(1_suppl):15S-21S. doi:
10.1177/0033354918807974.

Wildeman, Christopher, and Hedwig Lee. 2021. “Women’s Health in the Era of Mass Incarceration.” Annual
Review of Sociology 47(1):543—65. doi: 10.1146/annurev-soc-081320-113303.

Wildeman, Christopher, and Emily A. Wang. 2017. “Mass Incarceration, Public Health, and Widening Inequality in
the USA.” Lancet (London, England) 389(10077):1464—74. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(17)30259-3.

Williams, David R., and Selina A. Mohammed. 2013. “Racism and Health I: Pathways and Scientific Evidence.”
American Behavioral Scientist 57(8):1152—73. doi: 10.1177/0002764213487340.

Zimring, Franklin. 1999. “The New Politics of Criminal Justice: Of Three Strikes, Truth-in-Sentencing, and
Megan’s Laws.” Perspectives on Crime and Justice: Lecture Series 4:1.

30



Figure 1. States with Three Strikes and Truth in Sentencing policies, by year of policy enactment
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Table 1. Sample characteristics by state policy status

Three Strikes

Truth in Sentencing

Three Strikes ~ Non-Three Truth 1n Non—Trut.h n
Overall . Sentencing Sentencing
states Strikes states states states
(N=27) (N =134) (N = 29) (N = 32)
Black
Births 12,087,729 6,606,093 5,481,636 9,627,918 2,459,811
Outcomes
Log birthweight,
mean (SD) 8.01(0.29) 8.01(0.29) 8.01(0.29) 8.01(0.29) 8.01 (0.28)
Low birthweight 13.1% 12.9% 13.2% 13.1% 12.8%
Very low birthweight 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.8%
Weeks gestation,
mean (SD) 38.34 (3.35) 38.35(3.33) 38.34 (3.36) 38.34 (3.35) 38.35(3.33)
Preterm 17.7% 17.4% 17.9% 17.7% 17.6%
Very preterm 4.2% 4.1% 4.3% 4.2% 4.1%
Birthing person
characteristics
Age, mean (SD) 24.74 (6.07) 24.67 (6.03) 24.82 (6.12) 24.77 (6.09) 24.62 (6.02)
Education
<High School 68.6% 70.4% 68.8% 70.1% 67.8%
Some COHZ%ZSE 30.4% 29.6% 31.2% 29.9% 32.2%
Married 32.6% 33.4% 31.5% 31.7% 36.1%
Parity
1 30.3% 30.8% 29.7% 30.0% 31.4%
2 26.3% 26.8% 25.7% 26.1% 27.2%
>3 43.4% 42.4% 44.7% 44.0% 41.3%
White
Births 59,714,543 34,932,069 24,782,474 42,951,438 16,763,105
Outcomes
Log birthweight,
mean (SD) 8.10(0.21) 8.10 (0.21) 8.10 (0.22) 8.11(0.21) 8.10(0.21)
Low birthweight 6.2% 6.1% 6.2% 6.1% 6.4%
Very low birthweight 1.0% 1.0% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0%
Weeks gestation,
mean (SD) 39.10 (2.52) 39.10(2.50) 39.08 (2.54) 39.11 (2.51) 39.06 (2.54)
Preterm 9.6% 9.4% 9.8% 9.4% 10.0%
Very preterm 1.5% 1.4% 1.5% 1.4% 1.5%
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Birthing person

characteristics
Age, mean (SD) 27.03 (5.86) 27.06 (5.89)  26.99(5.82)  27.17(5.86)  26.69 (5.86)
Education
<High School ~ 55.7% 56.1% 55.1% 55.3% 56.8%
Some COHZ%ZSE 44.3% 43.9% 44.9% 44.7% 43.2%
Married 76.8% 76.0% 77.9% 76.4% 77.8%
Parity
1 33.7% 34.0% 33.4% 33.7% 33.8%
2 30.4% 30.4% 30.3% 30.3% 30.5%
>3 35.9% 35.6% 36.3% 36.0% 35.7%

Notes: Sample sizes for log birthweight, low birthweight, and very low birthweight are: Overall, Black, N =

12,072,616; Three Strikes, Black, N = 6,598,845; Non-Three Strikes, Black, N = 5,473,771; TIS, Black, N =
9,617,086; Non-TIS, Black, N =2,455,530. Overall, White, N = 59,669,126; Three Strikes, White, N = 34,907,270;
Non-Three Strikes, White, N = 24,761,856; TIS, White, N = 42,925,055; Non-TIS, White, N = 16,744,071. Sample
sizes for weeks gestation, preterm, and very preterm are: Overall, Black, N = 11,911,578; Three Strikes, Black, N =
6,484,903; Non-Three Strikes, Black, N = 5,426,675; TIS, Black, N = 9,491,356; Non-TIS, Black, N = 2,420,222.
Overall, White, N = 58,906,853; Three Strikes, White, N = 34,309,624; Non-Three Strikes, White, N = 24,597,229,
TIS, White, N =42,307,520; Non-TIS, White, N = 16,599,333.

33



Table 2. State policy characteristics by state policy status

Mean (SD)
Three Strikes Truth in Sentencing
Overall Three Strikes ~ Non-Three Truth in Non-Truth in
. Sentencing Sentencing
states Strikes states states states
N=27 N=39 (N =29) (N=32)
Minimum wage
(USD) 42 (1.1) 4.3 (1.0) 42 (1.1) 42 (1.1) 4.3 (1.0)
EITC rate 2.7 (8.1) 3.9 (10.2) 1.8(5.9) 3.3(9.5) 2.3(6.9)
Proportion of state-
year observations 0 0 0 0 0
where TANF was 40.2% 40.3% 40.2% 40.5% 40.1%
implemented
Medicaid, prenatal
eligibility (FPL 30.6 (12.5) 31.6 (11.7) 29.9 (13.0) 29.0 (10.9) 31.9 (13.4)
threshold)
Poverty rate (%) 12.9 (4.0) 13.1 (4.2) 12.7 (3.7) 12.7 (4.1) 13.0 (3.8)
Unemploymentrate 5 o) 7y 5.7 (2.0) 5.4 (1.5) 5.5(1.9) 5.6 (1.6)

(%)

Notes: See Table 1 notes for sample sizes and main text for data sources.
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Figure 2. Trends in birth outcomes over time by race and Three Strikes policy adoption
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Figure 3. Trends in birth outcomes over time by race and Truth in Sentencing policy adoption
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Figure 4. Impact of enactment of Three Strikes policies over time
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille. Each
panel contains estimates from two separate regressions (stratified by infant race), with lines representing 95% Cls.
All models adjust for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing
person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity), state policy covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year
TANF was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), and other sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing
guidelines). See Appendix Tables 1 and 2 for coefficients and standard errors (for times 0, 5, 9) and sensitivity to
covariates.
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Figure 5. Impact of enactment of Three Strikes policies over time by birthing person’s level of
education, Black sample
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille. Each
panel contains estimates from two separate regressions (for Black infants, stratified by birthing person level of
education), with lines representing 95% Cls. All models adjust for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing
person age, birthing person years of education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity),
state policy covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year TANF was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), and
other sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing guidelines). See Appendix Table 3 for coefficients and
standard errors (for times 0, 5, 9) and sensitivity to covariates.
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Figure 6. Impact of enactment of Truth in Sentencing policies over time
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panel contains estimates from two separate regressions (stratified by infant race), with lines representing 95% Cls.
All models adjust for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing
person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity), state policy covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year
TANF was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), and other sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing
guidelines). See Appendix Tables 5 and 6 for coefficients and standard errors (for times 0, 5, 9) and sensitivity to
covariates.
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Figure 7. Impact of enactment of truth in sentencing policies over time by birthing person’s level
of education, Black sample
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille. Each

panel contains estimates from two separate regressions (for Black infants, stratified by birthing person level of
education), with lines representing 95% Cls. All models adjust for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing

person age, birthing person years of education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity),

state policy covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year TANF was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), and
other sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing guidelines). See Appendix Table 7 for coefficients and

standard errors (for times 0, 5, 9) and sensitivity to covariates.
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Figure 8. Impact of enactment of Truth in Sentencing and Three Strikes policies over time on log
incarceration rates and Black-White gap in incarceration rates, by race and sex
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille. Each
panel contains estimates from two separate regressions, evaluating either three strikes or truth in sentencing, with
lines representing 95% Cls. Incarcerated populations derived from Department of Justice Incarcerated Population
Files (obtained via ICPSR). Regressions do not adjust for any covariates.
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Figure 9. Impact of enactment of Truth in Sentencing and Three Strikes policies over time on log
crime rates, by type of crime
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille. Each
panel contains estimates from two separate regressions, evaluating either three strikes or truth in sentencing, with
lines representing 95% Cls. Data on state-year crime rates were obtained from Grumbach (2021). Regressions do
not adjust for any covariates.
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Figure 10. Coverage of three strikes and truth in sentencing policies in U.S. newspapers
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Note: Data represent annual counts of U.S. newspaper mentions in the FACTIVA database of the search terms
“tough on crime” (Panel A) and “three strikes” and “truth in sentencing” (Panel B).
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Appendix Figure 1. Trends in birth outcomes over time by race and Three Strikes policy
adoption among those with < High School education
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Notes: Figures plot mean birth outcomes (ascertained from Vital Statistics) by group over time.
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Appendix Figure 2. Trends in birth outcomes over time by race and Three Strikes policy
adoption among those with > Some College education
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Appendix Figure 3. Trends in birth outcomes over time by race and Truth in Sentencing policy
adoption among those with < High School education
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Appendix Figure 4. Trends in birth outcomes over time by race and Truth in Sentencing policy

adoption among those with > Some College education
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Appendix Figure 5. Impact of Three Strikes on primary outcomes among white births over time,
stratified by birthing person level of education
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille. Each
panel contains estimates from two separate regressions (for White infants, stratified by birthing person level of
education), with lines representing 95% Cls. All models adjust for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing
person age, birthing person years of education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity),
state policy covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year TANF was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), and
other sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing guidelines). See Appendix Table 4 for coefficient estimates
for time point 0, 5, and 9, and robustness to different covariate sets.
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Appendix Figure 6. Impact of Truth in Sentencing on primary outcomes among White births
over time, stratified by birthing person level of education
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille. Each
panel contains estimates from two separate regressions (for White infants, stratified by birthing person level of
education), with lines representing 95% Cls. All models adjust for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing
person age, birthing person years of education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity),
state policy covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year TANF was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), and
other sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing guidelines). See Appendix Table 8 for coefficient estimates
for time point 0, 5, and 9, and robustness to different covariate sets.
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Appendix Figure 7. Impact of enactment of Three Strikes policies over time (with state linear
trends)
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille. Each
panel contains estimates from two separate regressions (stratified by race), with lines representing 95% Cls. All
models adjust for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing person age, birthing person years of education,
birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity), state policy covariates (minimum wage, EITC
rate, year TANF was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), other sentencing policies (truth in sentencing,
sentencing guidelines), and state-specific linear time trends. See Appendix Tables 9 and 10 for coefficient estimates
for time point 0, 5, and 9, and robustness to different covariate sets.
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Appendix Figure 8. Effect of Three Strikes on primary outcomes among Black births over time,
stratified by birthing person level of education (with state linear trends)
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille. Each

panel contains estimates from two separate regressions (for Black infants, stratified by birthing person level of
education), with lines representing 95% Cls. All models adjust for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing

person age, birthing person years of education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity),

state policy covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year TANF was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), other

sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing guidelines), and state-specific linear time trends. See Appendix
Table 11 for coefficient estimates for time point 0, 5, and 9, and robustness to different covariate sets.
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Appendix Figure 9. Effect of Three Strikes on primary outcomes among White births over time,

stratified by birthing person level of education (with state linear trends)
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille. Each

panel contains estimates from two separate regressions (for White infants, stratified by birthing person level of
education), with lines representing 95% Cls. All models adjust for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing

person age, birthing person years of education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity),

state policy covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year TANF was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), other

sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing guidelines), and state-specific linear time trends. See Appendix
Table 12 for coefficient estimates for time point 0, 5, and 9, and robustness to different covariate sets.
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Appendix Figure 10. Impact of enactment of Truth in Sentencing policies over time (with state
linear trends)
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Note: Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and
D'Haultfoeuille. Each panel contains estimates from two separate regressions (stratified by infant race), with lines
representing 95% Cls. All models adjust for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing person age, birthing
person years of education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity), state policy
covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year TANF was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), other sentencing
policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing guidelines), and state-specific linear time trends. See Appendix Tables 13
and 14 for coefficient estimates for time point 0, 5, and 9, and robustness to different covariate sets.
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Appendix Figure 11. Effect of Truth in Sentencing on primary outcomes among Black births
over time, stratified by birthing person level of education (with state linear trends)
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille. Each
panel contains estimates from two separate regressions (for Black infants, stratified by birthing person level of
education), with lines representing 95% Cls. All models adjust for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing
person age, birthing person years of education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity),
state policy covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year TANF was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), other
sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing guidelines), and state-specific linear time trends. See Appendix
Table 15 for coefficient estimates for time point 0, 5, and 9, and robustness to different covariate sets.
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Appendix Figure 12. Effect of Truth in Sentencing on primary outcomes among White births

over time, stratified by birthing person level of education (with state linear trends)
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille. Each

panel contains estimates from two separate regressions (for White infants, stratified by birthing person level of
education), with lines representing 95% Cls. All models adjust for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing

person age, birthing person years of education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity),

state policy covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year TANF was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), other

sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing guidelines), and state-specific linear time trends. See Appendix
Table 16 for coefficient estimates for time point 0, 5, and 9, and robustness to different covariate sets.
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Appendix Figure 13. Balance tests for Three Strikes
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille. Each
panel contains estimates from two separate regressions (stratified by infant race), with lines representing 95% Cls.
Regressions use covariates as outcomes, allowing for a dynamic balancing test (as in Pei et al 2019). See Appendix
Table 17 for coefficient estimates for time point 0, 5, and 9, and robustness to different covariate sets.
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Appendix Figure 14. Balance tests for Truth in Sentencing
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille. Each
panel contains estimates from two separate regressions (stratified by infant race), with lines representing 95% Cls.
Regressions use covariates as outcomes, allowing for a dynamic balancing test (as in Pei et al 2019). See Appendix
Table 18 for coefficient estimates for time point 0, 5, and 9, and robustness to different covariate sets.
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Appendix Figure 15. Impact of enactment of Three Strikes on birth outcomes among non-
Hispanic Black and non-Hispanic Whites infants
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille, using
data from birth certificates from 1989 onwards, which allows identification of Hispanic ethnicity. Each panel
contains estimates from two separate regressions (stratified by infant race in a sample including only non-Hispanic
births) with lines representing 95% Cls. All models adjust for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing person
age, birthing person years of education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity), state
policy covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year TANF was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), and other
sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing guidelines). See Appendix Tables 19 and 20 for coefficient
estimates for time point 0, 5, and 9, and robustness to different covariate sets.
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Appendix Figure 16. Impact of enactment of Three Strikes on birth outcomes among non-
Hispanic Black infants, stratified by birthing person level of education
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille, using
data from birth certificates from 1989 onwards, which allows identification of Hispanic ethnicity. Each panel
contains estimates from two separate regressions (for Black infants, stratified by birthing person level of education)
with lines representing 95% ClIs. All models adjust for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing person age,
birthing person years of education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity), state policy
covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year TANF was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), and other
sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing guidelines). See Appendix Table 21 for coefficient estimates for
time point 0, 5, and 9, and robustness to different covariate sets.

60



Appendix Figure 17. Impact of enactment of Three Strikes on birth outcomes among non-
Hispanic White infants, stratified by birthing person level of education

Log birthweight Low birthweight
0.02 3 0.02-
0.01 0.01-
0.007 0.00
-0.01 3 -0.01-
-0.02 -0.02-
5-4-3-2-1012345¢672829 54-3-2-1012345672829
Very low birthweight Weeks gestation
0.010 f !
0.2-
o 0.005
£
Q
£
3
o
£ 0.0007
[
o
c
@©
<
©.0.005
-0.010 1 -0.2 1
5-4-3-2-1012345¢672829 5432101234567 2829
Preterm Very preterm
0.010- |
0.02
0.005-
0.01
0.00+ 0.000 — i _ il _n_ll_l ! |
! I
-0.01
-0.005-
-0.02
-0.010-

54321012345672809

5432101234567 389
Years since policy enactment

Education = <HS -+ > Some college

Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille, using
data from birth certificates from 1989 onwards, which allows identification of Hispanic ethnicity. Each panel
contains estimates from two separate regressions (for White infants, stratified by birthing person level of education)
with lines representing 95% Cls. All models adjust for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing person age,
birthing person years of education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity), state policy
covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year TANF was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), and other
sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing guidelines). See Appendix Table 22 for coefficient estimates for
time point 0, 5, and 9, and robustness to different covariate sets.
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Appendix Figure 18. Impact of enactment of truth in sentencing on birth outcomes among non-
Hispanic Black and non-Hispanic Whites infants
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille, using
data from birth certificates from 1989 onwards, which allows identification of Hispanic ethnicity. Each panel
contains estimates from two separate regressions (stratified by infant race in a sample including only non-Hispanic
births) with lines representing 95% Cls. All models adjust for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing person
age, birthing person years of education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity), state
policy covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year TANF was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), and other
sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing guidelines). See Appendix Table 23 and 24 for coefficient
estimates for time point 0, 5, and 9, and robustness to different covariate sets.
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Appendix Figure 19. Impact of enactment of Truth in Sentencing on birth outcomes among non-
Hispanic Black infants, stratified by birthing person level of education
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille, using

data from birth certificates from 1989 onwards, which allows identification of Hispanic ethnicity. Each panel

contains estimates from two separate regressions (for Black infants, stratified by birthing person level of education

in a sample including only non-Hispanic births) with lines representing 95% Cls. All models adjust for individual
characteristics (child sex, birthing person age, birthing person years of education, birthing person marital status,
month of birth, multiple birth, parity), state policy covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year TANF was
implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), and other sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing guidelines).

See Appendix Table 25 for coefficient estimates for time point 0, 5, and 9, and robustness to different covariate sets.
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Appendix Figure 20. Impact of enactment of Truth in Sentencing on birth outcomes among non-
Hispanic White infants, stratified by birthing person level of education
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using the method of d’Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille, using

data from birth certificates from 1989 onwards, which allows identification of Hispanic ethnicity. Each panel

contains estimates from two separate regressions (for Black infants, stratified by birthing person level of education

in a sample including only non-Hispanic births) with lines representing 95% Cls. All models adjust for individual
characteristics (child sex, birthing person age, birthing person years of education, birthing person marital status,
month of birth, multiple birth, parity), state policy covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year TANF was
implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), and other sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing guidelines).

See Appendix Table 26 for coefficient estimates for time point 0, 5, and 9, and robustness to different covariate sets.
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Appendix Figure 21. Impact of enactment of Three Strikes policies over time (using Two-Way
Fixed Effects estimator)
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using two-way fixed effects models. Each panel contains
estimates from two separate regressions (stratified by infant race) with lines representing 95% Cls. All models adjust
for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing person age, birthing person years of education, birthing person
marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity), state policy covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year TANF
was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), other sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing guidelines),
and fixed effects for birth state and birth year.
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Appendix Figure 22. Impact of enactment of Truth in Sentencing policies over time (using Two-
Way Fixed Effects estimator)
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Notes: Figure plots event study regression estimates using two-way fixed effects models. Each panel contains
estimates from two separate regressions (stratified by infant race) with lines representing 95% Cls. All models adjust
for individual characteristics (child sex, birthing person age, birthing person years of education, birthing person
marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity), state policy covariates (minimum wage, EITC rate, year TANF
was implemented, and Medicaid eligibility), other sentencing policies (truth in sentencing, sentencing guidelines),
and fixed effects for birth state and birth year.
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Appendix Table 1. Effect of Three Strikes on primary outcomes among Black births at selected post-treatment time points

Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0025 -0.0018 -0.0036 | -0.0031 -0.0008 -0.0017 | -0.0032 -0.0006 -0.0015 | -0.0034 -0.0004 -0.0013
(0.0010) (0.0032) (0.0040) | (0.0012) (0.0037) (0.0051) | (0.0014) (0.0037) (0.0055) | (0.0012) (0.0033) (0.0047)
Low birth weight 0.0022  0.0022  0.0053 | 0.0033  0.0003  0.0043 | 0.0034  0.0003  0.0043 | 0.0035 -0.0001  0.0042
(<2,500g) (0.0013)  (0.0024) (0.0031) | (0.0018) (0.0034) (0.0047) | (0.0023) (0.0038) (0.0046) | (0.0022) (0.0043) (0.0047)
Very low birthweight 0.0013  0.0001  0.0003 | 0.0016  0.0002 -0.0003 | 0.0017  0.0002 -0.0005 | 0.0017  0.0001  -0.0005
(<1,500g) (0.0006) (0.0010) (0.0012) | (0.0007) (0.0018) (0.0027) | (0.0007) (0.0016) (0.0027) | (0.0007) (0.0017) (0.0021)
Weeks gestation -0.0073  0.0098  0.0158 | -0.0155 0.0321  0.0354 | -0.0169 0.0352  0.0413 | -0.0176  0.0383  0.0422
(0.0139)  (0.0338) (0.0599) | (0.0172) (0.0379) (0.0595) | (0.0201) (0.0394) (0.0662) | (0.0167) (0.0386) (0.0624)
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) ~ -0-0013  -0.0024  -0.0049 | -0.0003  -0.0045  -0.0070 | -0.0002  -0.0048  -0.0074 | -0.0002 -0.0052  -0.0073
(0.0020) (0.0021) (0.0039) | (0.0020) (0.0027) (0.0047) | (0.0021) (0.0034) (0.0045) | (0.0024) (0.0028) (0.0041)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) ~ 0:0002  -0.0007  -0.0015 | 0.0006 ~-0.0011 -0.0023 | 0.0007 ~ -0.0013 -0.0026 | 0.0007  -0.0014  -0.0026
(0.0008)  (0.0009) (0.0010) | (0.0010) (0.0016) (0.0021) | (0.0010) (0.0014) (0.0020) | (0.0010) (0.0015) (0.0021)
Covariates included
Inlelqual Covarlates"" a.m.d v v v v v v v v v
Other incarceration policies
State policy covariates v v v v v v
Poverty and v v v
Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfeeuille, in tabular form (see Figure 4 for plots). Each panel-row represents a separate

regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 2. Effect of Three Strikes on primary outcomes among White births at selected post-treatment time points

Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0005  0.0018  0.0025 | 0.0015 0.0024  0.0035 | 0.0015  0.0025 0.0034 | 0.0016 0.0025  0.0035
(0.0007) (0.0015) (0.0016) | (0.0008) (0.0038) (0.0051) | (0.0008) (0.0044) (0.0053) | (0.0010) (0.0035) (0.0050)
Low birth weight 0.0004  -0.0013 -0.0019 | -0.0015 -0.0019  -0.0027 | -0.0015 -0.0020 -0.0028 | -0.0016 -0.0020  -0.0028
(<2,500g) (0.0005) (0.0010) (0.0010) | (0.0008) (0.0038) (0.0051) | (0.0007) (0.0037) (0.0049) | (0.0008) (0.0037) (0.0048)
Very low birthweight 0.0002  -0.0001  -0.0003 | -0.0003 -0.0004 -0.0011 | -0.0003 -0.0005 -0.0011 | -0.0004 -0.0005 -0.0011
(<1,500g) (0.0003)  (0.0003) (0.0004) | (0.0004) (0.0009) (0.0012) | (0.0004) (0.0009) (0.0012) | (0.0004) (0.0009) (0.0012)
Weeks gestation -0.0075 0.0159  0.0463 | 0.0082 0.0111  0.0390 | 0.0084 0.0126  0.0410 | 0.0094 0.0136  0.0416
(0.0069) (0.0191) (0.0347) | (0.0108) (0.0479) (0.0820) | (0.0120) (0.0441) (0.0711) | (0.0103) (0.0470) (0.0816)
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) ~ -0-0005  -0.0027  -0.0066 | -0.0021 ~ -0.0024  -0.0058 | -0.0022  -0.0026  -0.0060 | -0.0023 -0.0027  -0.0060
(0.0008) (0.0017) (0.0027) | (0.0011) (0.0042) (0.0063) | (0.0011) (0.0045) (0.0071) | (0.0012) (0.0041) (0.0061)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) ~ 0:0000  -0.0004  -0.0009 | -0.0005 ~ -0.0004  -0.0010 | -0.0005 -0.0004 -0.0010 | -0.0006 -0.0004 -0.0010
(0.0004)  (0.0003) (0.0004) | (0.0004) (0.0011) (0.0019) | (0.0004) (0.0010) (0.0018) | (0.0005) (0.0010) (0.0018)
Covariates included
Inlelqual Covarlates"" a.m.d v v v v v v v v v
Other incarceration policies
State policy covariates v v v v v v
Poverty and v v v
Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfeeuille, in tabular form (see Figure 4 for plots). Each panel-row represents a separate

regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 3. Effect of Three Strikes on primary outcomes among Black births at selected post-treatment time points, stratified

by birthing person level of education

Birthing person education <High School >Some College
Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0044 -0.0030 -0.0064 -0.0013 0.0020 0.0002
ght (log (0.0015)  (0.0036)  (0.0057) | (0.0019)  (0.0038)  (0.0042)
. . 0.0045 0.0023 0.0083 0.0018 0.0002 0.0051
Low birth weight (<2,500g) (0.0023)  (0.0035)  (0.0049) | (0.0024)  (0.0035)  (0.0045)
o 0.0029 0.0014 0.0036 -0.0005 -0.0018 -0.0032
Very low birthweight (<1,500g) (0.0012)  (0.0017)  (0.0024) | (0.0012)  (0.0014)  (0.0021)
Weeks sestation -0.0375 0.0057 -0.0011 0.0166 0.0577 0.0701
& (0.0183)  (0.0443)  (0.0612) | (0.0275)  (0.0503)  (0.0747)
. 0.0004 -0.0034 -0.0048 -0.0001 -0.0054 -0.0108
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) (0.0020)  (0.0029)  (0.0049) | (0.0035)  (0.0042)  (0.0057)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) 0.0016 0.0001 0.0001 -0.0016 -0.0032 -0.0039
P (0.0012)  (0.0018)  (0.0021) | (0.0012)  (0.0021)  (0.0019)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and Other v v v v v v
incarceration policies
v v v v v v

State policy covariates

Poverty and Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfeeuille, in tabular form (see Figure 5 for plots).. Each panel-row represents a separate

regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 4. Effect of Three Strikes on primary outcomes among white births at selected post-treatment time points, stratified

by birthing person level of education

Birthing person education <High School >Some College
Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0003 0.0009 0.0018 0.0018 0.0027 0.0017
ght (log (0.0008)  (0.0019)  (0.0028) | (0.0009)  (0.0040)  (0.0053)
. . 0.0002 -0.0013 -0.0013 -0.0020 -0.0019 -0.0014
Low birth weight (<2,500g) (0.0006)  (0.0015)  (0.0021) | (0.0010)  (0.0037)  (0.0050)
o 0.0000 -0.0004 -0.0010 -0.0005 -0.0005 -0.0002
Very low birthweight (<1,500g) (0.0004)  (0.0006)  (0.0009) | (0.0003)  (0.0011)  (0.0014)
Weeks sestation -0.0069 0.0320 0.0709 0.0111 -0.0049 -0.0066
& (0.0094)  (0.0251)  (0.0425) | (0.0109)  (0.0396)  (0.0656)
. -0.0001 -0.0032 -0.0074 -0.0029 -0.0015 -0.0021
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) 0.0009)  (0.0021)  (0.0031) | (0.0015)  (0.0052)  (0.0083)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) -0.0001 -0.0010 -0.0015 -0.0006 -0.0003 -0.0002
P (0.0005)  (0.0010)  (0.0016) | (0.0005)  (0.0011)  (0.0019)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and Other v v v v v v
incarceration policies
v v v v v v

State policy covariates

Poverty and Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfceuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 5 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 5. Effect of Truth in Sentencing on primary outcomes among Black births at selected post-treatment time points
(using de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfceuille estimator)

Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0016  0.0030  0.0039 | -0.0016  0.0053  0.0081 | -0.0014  0.0057  0.0082 | -0.0012  0.0062  0.0085
(0.0011) (0.0030) (0.0043) | (0.0015) (0.0026) (0.0051) | (0.0016) (0.0031) (0.0049) | (0.0015) (0.0035) (0.0054)
Low birth weight 0.0019  -0.0024 -0.0014 | 0.0024 -0.0040 -0.0046 | 0.0022  -0.0039 -0.0043 | 0.0020 -0.0046 -0.0046
(<2,500g) (0.0013)  (0.0027) (0.0033) | (0.0019) (0.0029) (0.0045) | (0.0017) (0.0033) (0.0056) | (0.0018) (0.0032) (0.0045)
Very low birthweight 0.0014  0.0001  -0.0001 | 0.0014 -0.0017 -0.0032 | 0.0014 -0.0019 -0.0033 | 0.0013  -0.0021 -0.0034
(<1,500g) (0.0005) (0.0011) (0.0012) | (0.0007) (0.0015) (0.0023) | (0.0007) (0.0012) (0.0017) | (0.0008) (0.0013) (0.0021)
Weeks gestation -0.0140  0.0432  0.0589 | -0.0174 0.0470  0.068 | -0.0162 0.0544  0.0690 | -0.0141 0.0615  0.0726
(0.0116) (0.0254) (0.0414) | (0.0181) (0.0363) (0.0571) | (0.0169) (0.0382) (0.0609) | (0.0185) (0.0309) (0.0535)
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) ~ 0:0036  -0.0064  -0.0069 | 0.0045 ~ -0.0048 -0.0057 | 0.0044  -0.0052 -0.0056 | 0.0042  -0.0061  -0.0060
(0.0018) (0.0022) (0.0047) | (0.0019) (0.0030) (0.0066) | (0.0023) (0.0035) (0.0071) | (0.0020) (0.0031) (0.0062)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) 00014 -0.0012 -0.0013 | 0.0015  -0.0014 -0.0019 | 0.0015  -0.0016 -0.0020 | 0.0014  -0.0019  -0.0021
(0.0007)  (0.0009) (0.0009) | (0.0011) (0.0015) (0.0017) | (0.0010) (0.0012) (0.0018) | (0.0010) (0.0014) (0.0019)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates"’l a.m.d v v v v v v v v v
Other incarceration policies
State policy covariates v v v v v v
Poverty and v v v
Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfeeuille, in tabular form (see Figure 6 for plots). Each panel-row represents a separate

regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 6. Effect of Truth in Sentencing on primary outcomes among white births at selected post-treatment time points

Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) 0.0009  -0.0013 -0.0027 | 0.0001  -0.0011 -0.0025 | 0.0001  -0.0009 -0.0023 | 0.0001  -0.0008 -0.0022
(0.0005) (0.0016)  (0.002) | (0.0008) (0.0031) (0.0039) | (0.0008) (0.0030) (0.0039) | (0.0008) (0.0032) (0.0041)
Low birth weight 0.0004  -0.0005 -0.0006 | 0.0002 -0.0007 -0.0012 | 0.0002 -0.0006 -0.0011 | 0.0002 -0.0005 -0.0009
(<2,500g) (0.0002) (0.0008) (0.0009) | (0.0004) (0.0009) (0.0011) | (0.0004) (0.0009) (0.0011) | (0.0003) (0.0009) (0.0011)
Very low birthweight -0.0110  0.0288  0.0664 | -0.0045 0.0181  0.0500 | -0.0046 0.0162  0.0483 | -0.0047 0.0123  0.0440
(<1,500g) (0.0066) (0.0253) (0.0369) | (0.0099) (0.0356) (0.0606) | (0.0102) (0.0341) (0.0525) | (0.0090) (0.0351) (0.0514)
Weeks gestation 0.0005  -0.0045 -0.0091 | 0.0001  -0.0030 -0.0071 | 0.0001  -0.0028 -0.0069 | 0.0001 -0.0026 -0.0067
(0.0006) (0.0018) (0.0027) | (0.0011) (0.0033) (0.0048) | (0.0011) (0.0031) (0.0044) | (0.0011) (0.0036) (0.0050)
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) ~ 0-0006  -0.001 ~ -0.0016 | 0.0004 ~ -0.0010  -0.0023 | 0.0004 -0.0010 -0.0022 | 0.0004  -0.0009  -0.0021
(0.0003)  (0.0008)  (0.001) | (0.0004) (0.0011) (0.0014) | (0.0004) (0.0010) (0.0014) | (0.0005) (0.0011) (0.0015)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) ~ -0-0011  -0.0031  -0.0175 | 0.0022  -0.0051 -0.0240 | 0.0022  -0.0055 -0.0242 | 0.0023  -0.0041  -0.0227
(0.0023)  (0.0051) (0.0095) | (0.0039) (0.0101) (0.0134) | (0.0045) (0.0103) (0.0124) | (0.0042) (0.0100) (0.0132)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates"’l a.m.d v v v v v v v v v
Other incarceration policies
State policy covariates v v v v v v
Poverty and v v v
Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfceuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 5 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 7. Effect of Truth in Sentencing on primary outcomes among Black births at selected post-treatment time points,

stratified by birthing person level of education

Birthing person education <High School >Some College
Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0020 0.0024 0.0054 -0.0017 0.0079 0.0093
ght (log (0.0019)  (0.0030)  (0.0048) | (0.0023)  (0.0034)  (0.0047)
. . 0.0025 -0.0011 -0.0006 0.0031 -0.0046 -0.0057
Low birth weight (<2,500¢) (0.0018)  (0.0036)  (0.0053) | (0.0023)  (0.0035)  (0.0041)
o 0.0018 -0.0010 -0.0027 0.0020 -0.0007 -0.0013
Very low birthweight (<1,500g) (0.0013)  (0.0019)  (0.0024) | (0.0013)  (0.0018)  (0.0020)
Weeks sestation -0.0246 0.0123 0.0151 -0.0189 0.0772 0.0974
& (0.0191)  (0.0338)  (0.0571) | (0.0225)  (0.0390)  (0.0499)
. 0.0055 -0.0005 0.0015 0.0041 -0.0072 -0.0106
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) 0.0022)  (0.0029)  (0.0055) | (0.0037)  (0.0043)  (0.0066)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) 0.0016 -0.0005 -0.0010 0.0022 -0.0021 -0.0020
P (0.0012)  (0.0016)  (0.0021) | (0.0013)  (0.0023)  (0.0026)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and Other v v v v v v
incarceration policies
v v v v v v

State policy covariates

Poverty and Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfeeuille, in tabular form (see Figure 7 for plots). Each panel-row represents a separate

regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 8. Effect of Truth in Sentencing on primary outcomes among white births at selected post-treatment time points,

stratified by birthing person level of education

Birthing person education <High School >Some College
Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0002 0.0007 0.0007 -0.0008 0.0010 0.0004
ght (log (0.0011)  (0.0040)  (0.0048) | (0.0009)  (0.0020)  (0.0028)
. . 0.0004 0.0004 0.0000 0.0008 -0.0003 -0.0005
Low birth weight (<2,500g) (0.0010)  (0.0034)  (0.0045) | (0.0007)  (0.0017)  (0.0020)
o 0.0004 -0.0004 -0.0004 0.0003 0.0001 0.0001
Very low birthweight (<1,500g) (0.0005)  (0.0014)  (0.0016) | (0.0003)  (0.0007)  (0.0011)
Weeks sestation -0.0135 -0.0062 0.0132 -0.0052 0.0282 0.0465
& (0.0122)  (0.0368)  (0.0492) | (0.0108)  (0.0231)  (0.0379)
. 0.0003 -0.0015 -0.0048 0.0008 -0.0024 -0.0049
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) 0.0013)  (0.0042)  (0.0056) | (0.0012)  (0.0023)  (0.0027)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) 0.0007 -0.0006 -0.0012 0.0007 0.0001 -0.0004
P (0.0006)  (0.0011)  (0.0016) | (0.0006)  (0.0012)  (0.0016)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and Other v v v v v v
incarceration policies
v v v v v v

State policy covariates

Poverty and Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfeeuille, in tabular form (see Appendix. Figure 6 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 9. Effect of Three Strikes on primary outcomes among Black births at selected post-treatment time points (with state

linear trends)

Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0014  0.0066  0.0112 | -0.0033 -0.0017 -0.0021 | -0.0034 -0.0013 -0.0016 | -0.0035 -0.0005 -0.0005
& & (0.0012) (0.0095) (0.0179) | (0.0013) (0.0042) (0.0073) | (0.0013) (0.0043) (0.0067) | (0.0012) (0.0038) (0.0071)
Low birth weight 0.0026  0.0006  0.0055 | 0.0041 0.0034  0.0107 | 0.0042  0.0033  0.0106 | 0.0042  0.0024  0.0094
(<2,500g) (0.0017) (0.0113) (0.0219) | (0.0023) (0.0052) (0.0093) | (0.0023) (0.0042) (0.0081) | (0.0022) (0.0049) (0.0090)
Very low birthweight 0.0004 -0.0061 -0.0102 | 0.0017  0.0008  0.0010 | 0.0018  0.0008  0.0009 | 0.0018  0.0004  0.0004
(<1,500g) (0.0013) (0.0071) (0.0144) | (0.0008) (0.0027) (0.0048) | (0.0008) (0.0028) (0.0048) | (0.0009) (0.0026) (0.0050)
Wecks gestation -0.0121  0.0203  0.0167 | -0.0177  0.0206  0.0164 | -0.0191  0.0225  0.0206 | -0.0187  0.0308  0.0307
& (0.0256) (0.1408) (0.2564) | (0.0201) (0.0458) (0.0848) | (0.0218) (0.0594) (0.0927) | (0.0193) (0.0535) (0.0931)
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) -0.0019  -0.0083 -0.0160 | -0.0003 -0.0043 -0.0077 | -0.0002 -0.0047 -0.0084 | -0.0004 -0.0063 -0.0102
(0.0024) (0.0121) (0.0227) | (0.0022) (0.0058) (0.0107) | (0.0024) (0.0061) (0.0117) | (0.0027) (0.0058) (0.0113)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) 0.0002  -0.0014 -0.0020 | 0.0007  0.0004  0.0006 | 0.0008  0.0003  0.0004 | 0.0008 -0.0002 -0.0002
P (0.0010) (0.0053) (0.0109) | (0.0010) (0.0027) (0.0054) | (0.0010) (0.0028) (0.0057) | (0.0011) (0.0034) (0.0065)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and v v v v v v v v v
Other incarceration policies
State policy covariates v v v v v v
Poverty and v v v
Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfceuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 7 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 10. Effect of Three Strikes on primary outcomes among White births at selected post-treatment time points (with state

linear trends)

Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0042  -0.0165 -0.036 0.0023  0.0072  0.0130 | 0.0023  0.0073  0.0129 | 0.0025  0.0078  0.0138
& & (0.0029) (0.0142) (0.0284) | (0.0014) (0.0059) (0.0091) | (0.0013) (0.0058) (0.0085) | (0.0015) (0.0069) (0.0099)
Low birth weight 0.0043  0.0192  0.0406 | -0.0021 -0.0057 -0.0102 | -0.0021  -0.0058 -0.0103 | -0.0023 -0.0063 -0.0111
(<2,500g) (0.0031) (0.0155) (0.0300) | (0.0013) (0.0063) (0.0099) | (0.0012) (0.0056) (0.0089) | (0.0012) (0.0062) (0.0099)
Very low birthweight 0.0014  0.0055  0.0117 | -0.0007 -0.0022 -0.0044 | -0.0007 -0.0023 -0.0044 | -0.0007 -0.0025 -0.0047
(<1,500g) (0.0013) (0.0063) (0.0117) | (0.0004) (0.0019) (0.0032) | (0.0004) (0.0019) (0.0033) | (0.0004) (0.0020) (0.0035)
Wecks gestation -0.0400 -0.1352  -0.2815 | 0.0209  0.0852  0.1780 | 0.0215  0.0869  0.1799 | 0.0237  0.0971 0.1956
& (0.0310) (0.1606) (0.2934) | (0.0154) (0.0609) (0.1164) | (0.0140) (0.0664) (0.1237) | (0.0152) (0.0749) (0.1379)
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) 0.0030  0.0144  0.0297 | -0.0027 -0.0061 -0.0126 | -0.0028 -0.0063 -0.0129 | -0.0029 -0.0067 -0.0134
(0.0026) (0.0148) (0.0274) | (0.0015) (0.0062) (0.0110) | (0.0017) (0.0066) (0.0116) | (0.0017) (0.0065) (0.0110)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) 0.0011 0.0040  0.0093 | -0.0010 -0.0029 -0.0056 | -0.0010 -0.0029 -0.0056 | -0.0010 -0.0031 -0.0059
P (0.0014) (0.0071) (0.0130) | (0.0004) (0.0021) (0.0042) | (0.0005) (0.0021) (0.0039) | (0.0004) (0.0020) (0.0038)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and v v v v v v v v v
Other incarceration policies
State policy covariates v v v v v v
Poverty and v v v
Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfceuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 7 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 11. Effect of Three Strikes on primary outcomes among Black births at selected post-treatment time points, stratified
by birthing person level of education (with state linear trends)

Birthing person education <High School >Some College
Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0045 -0.0035 -0.0067 -0.0008 0.0073 0.0096
ght (log (0.0014)  (0.0045)  (0.0081) | (0.0022)  (0.0072)  (0.0113)
. . 0.0049 0.0027 0.0074 0.0025 -0.0007 0.0079
Low birth weight (<2,500¢) (0.0026)  (0.0051)  (0.0094) | (0.0027)  (0.0098)  (0.0176)
o 0.0029 0.0015 0.0032 -0.0004 -0.0033 -0.0045
Very low birthweight (<1,500g) (0.0011)  (0.0027)  (0.0048) | (0.0016)  (0.0045)  (0.0090)
Weeks sestation -0.0401 -0.0037 -0.0127 0.0257 0.1440 0.2126
& (0.0205)  (0.0634)  (0.1130) | (0.0261)  (0.0821)  (0.1246)
. 0.0005 -0.0034 -0.0058 -0.0010 -0.0141 -0.0262
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) 0.0022)  (0.0059)  (0.0131) | (0.0037)  (0.0115  (0.0199)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) 0.0017 0.0010 0.0003 -0.0015 -0.0042 -0.0041
P (0.0012)  (0.0032)  (0.0051) | (0.0013)  (0.0037)  (0.0060)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and Other v v v v v v
incarceration policies
v v v v v v

State policy covariates

Poverty and Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfceuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 8 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 12. Effect of Three Strikes on primary outcomes among White births at selected post-treatment time points, stratified

by birthing person level of education (using de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfceuille estimator with state linear trends)

Birthing person education <High School >Some College
Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) 0.0027 0.0070 0.0096 0.0008 0.0083 0.0156
ght (log (0.0017)  (0.0068)  (0.0097) | (0.0009)  (0.0045)  (0.0081)
. . -0.0026 -0.0049 -0.0071 -0.0006 -0.0068 -0.0112
Low birth weight (<2,500g) (0.0017)  (0.0066)  (0.0105) | (0.0008)  (0.0037)  (0.0060)
o -0.0008 -0.0017 -0.0022 -0.0004 -0.0033 -0.0061
Very low birthweight (<1,500g) (0.0006)  (0.0024)  (0.0044) | (0.0005)  (0.0020)  (0.0035)
Weeks sestation 0.0205 0.0488 0.0859 0.0035 0.1083 0.2092
& (0.0152)  (0.0601)  (0.1118) | (0.0097)  (0.0476)  (0.0885)
. -0.0032 -0.0042 -0.0069 -0.0008 -0.0087 -0.0171
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) 0.0019)  (0.0073)  (0.0135) | (0.0011)  (0.0039)  (0.0067)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) -0.0007 -0.0011 -0.0014 -0.0009 -0.0067 -0.0116
P (0.0005)  (0.0025)  (0.0048) | (0.0006) (0.003) (0.0050)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and Other v v v v v v
incarceration policies
State policy covariates v 4 v v v v

Poverty and Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfceuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 9 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 13. Effect of Truth in Sentencing on primary outcomes among Black births at selected post-treatment time points

(with state linear trends)

Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) 0.0004  0.0239  0.0399 | -0.0012 0.0126  0.0204 | -0.0010 0.0137  0.0216 | -0.0007 0.0147  0.0228
& & (0.0016) (0.0160) (0.0306) | (0.0012) (0.0062) (0.0119) | (0.0012) (0.0066) (0.0123) | (0.0013) (0.0059) (0.0116)
Low birth weight 0.0006  -0.0221 -0.0337 | 0.0023 -0.0099 -0.0140 | 0.0021  -0.0103 -0.0143 | 0.0019 -0.0112 -0.0154
(<2,500g) (0.0022) (0.0212) (0.0396) | (0.0020) (0.0076) (0.0149) | (0.0024) (0.0081) (0.0148) | (0.0018) (0.0078) (0.0137)
Very low birthweight -0.0002 -0.0145 -0.0261 | 0.0010 -0.0072 -0.0131 | 0.0009  -0.0079 -0.0137 | 0.0008 -0.0083 -0.0142
(<1,500g) (0.0011) (0.0101) (0.0185) | (0.0007) (0.0034) (0.0062) | (0.0007) (0.0033) (0.0065) | (0.0008) (0.0037) (0.0064)
Wecks gestation -0.0093  0.1605  0.2427 | -0.0210 0.0579  0.0763 | -0.0192  0.0730  0.0902 | -0.0165 0.0844  0.1036
& (0.0211) (0.1817) (0.3298) | (0.0202) (0.0733) (0.1324) | (0.0187) (0.0801) (0.1351) | (0.0201) (0.0828) (0.1446)
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) 0.0024  -0.0245 -0.0367 | 0.0048 -0.0081 -0.0107 | 0.0046  -0.0092 -0.0115 | 0.0043 -0.0108 -0.0133
(0.0027) (0.0201) (0.0384) | (0.0027) (0.0086) (0.0179) | (0.0023) (0.0091) (0.0177) | (0.0023) (0.0079) (0.0165)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) 0.0008  -0.0077 -0.0117 | 0.0016  -0.0025 -0.0029 | 0.0015 -0.0031 -0.0035 | 0.0014 -0.0037 -0.0043
P (0.0009) (0.0078) (0.0141) | (0.0009) (0.0036) (0.0066) | (0.0011) (0.0033) (0.0060) | (0.0010) (0.0032) (0.0060)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and v v v v v v v v v
Other incarceration policies
State policy covariates v v v v v v
Poverty and v v v
Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfeeuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 10 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 14. Effect of Truth in Sentencing on primary outcomes among White births at selected post-treatment time points

(with state linear trends)

Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0031  -0.0065 -0.016 0.0006  0.0054  0.0101 0.0006  0.0051 0.0099 | 0.0007  0.0054  0.0103
& & (0.0029) (0.0161) (0.0322) | (0.0011) (0.0050) (0.0075) | (0.0011) (0.0047) (0.0079) | (0.0011) (0.0043) (0.0069)
Low birth weight 0.0031 0.0081 0.0184 | -0.0004 -0.0038 -0.0084 | -0.0004 -0.0036 -0.0083 | -0.0004 -0.0037 -0.0085
(<2,500g) (0.0028) (0.0148) (0.0300) | (0.0012) (0.0044) (0.0066) | (0.0009) (0.0041) (0.0067) | (0.0010) (0.0041) (0.0068)
Very low birthweight 0.0009  0.0000  0.0017 | 0.0000 -0.0021 -0.0041 | 0.0000 -0.0020 -0.0041 | 0.0000 -0.0020 -0.0041
(<1,500g) (0.0010) (0.0058) (0.0109) | (0.0005) (0.0016) (0.0027) | (0.0004) (0.0015) (0.0026) | (0.0004) (0.0015) (0.0025)
Wecks gestation -0.0256  -0.0022 -0.0111 | 0.0000  0.0512  0.1288 | -0.0001  0.0477  0.1258 | 0.0003  0.0445  0.1206
& (0.0245) (0.1462) (0.2732) | (0.0127) (0.0408) (0.0787) | (0.0150) (0.0479) (0.0898) | (0.0121) (0.0421) (0.0779)
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) 0.0022  -0.0003 0.0016 | -0.0002 -0.0054 -0.0126 | -0.0002 -0.0051 -0.0124 | -0.0002 -0.0049 -0.0122
(0.0023) (0.0145) (0.0284) | (0.0012) (0.0038) (0.0069) | (0.0013) (0.0034) (0.0061) | (0.0014) (0.0043) (0.0073)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) 0.0009  -0.0024 -0.0029 | 0.0001 -0.0030 -0.0064 | 0.0001 -0.0029 -0.0063 | 0.0001 -0.0029 -0.0063
P (0.0013) (0.0083) (0.0154) | (0.0005) (0.0014) (0.0027) | (0.0004) (0.0015) (0.0029) | (0.0005) (0.0014) (0.0026)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and v v v v v v v v v
Other incarceration policies
State policy covariates v v v v v v
Poverty and v v v
Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfeeuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 10 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 15. Effect of Truth in Sentencing on primary outcomes among Black births at selected post-treatment time points,

stratified by birthing person education (with state linear trends)

Birthing person education <High School >Some College
Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0016 0.0093 0.0165 -0.0008 0.0199 0.0292
ght (log (0.0014)  (0.0052)  (0.0105) | (0.0025)  (0.0081)  (0.0145)
. . 0.0026 -0.0060 -0.0075 0.0022 -0.0168 -0.0254
Low birth weight (<2,500¢) (0.0022)  (0.0060)  (0.0121) | (0.0025)  (0.0104)  (0.0188)
o 0.0013 -0.0068 -0.0126 0.0017 -0.0049 -0.0082
Very low birthweight (<1,500g) (0.0011)  (0.0033)  (0.0059) | (0.0012)  (0.0039)  (0.0069)
Weeks sestation -0.0299 0.0221 0.0222 -0.0109 0.1705 0.2406
& (0.0208)  (0.0668)  (0.1128) | (0.0228)  (0.1158)  (0.1968)
. 0.0059 -0.0039 -0.0043 0.0030 -0.0204 -0.0312
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) 0.0028)  (0.0081)  (0.0146) | (0.0029)  (0.0176)  (0.0298)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) 0.0016 -0.0021 -0.0026 0.0021 -0.0044 -0.0053
P (0.0012)  (0.0034)  (0.0063) | (0.0017)  (0.0041)  (0.0066)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and Other v v v v v v
incarceration policies
State policy covariates v v v v v v

Poverty and Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfceuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 11 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 16. Effect of Truth in Sentencing on primary outcomes among White births at selected post-treatment time points,

stratified by birthing person education (with state linear trends)

Birthing person education <High School >Some College
Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) 0.0006 0.0054 0.0109 -0.0009 0.0013 0.0027
ght (log (0.0014)  (0.0058)  (0.0083) | (0.0010)  (0.0045)  (0.0077)
. . -0.0003 -0.0031 -0.0079 0.0009 -0.0005 -0.0017
Low birth weight (<2,500¢) (0.0014)  (0.0052)  (0.0085) | (0.0009)  (0.0037)  (0.0063)
o 0.0000 -0.0024 -0.0046 0.0002 -0.0010 -0.0022
Very low birthweight (<1,500g) (0.0005)  (0.0016)  (0.0028) | (0.0004)  (0.0014)  (0.0025)
Weeks sestation -0.0063 0.0373 0.1138 -0.0085 0.0156 0.0416
& (0.0160)  (0.0497)  (0.0981) | (0.0141)  (0.0496)  (0.0785)
. -0.0003 -0.0061 -0.0150 0.0012 -0.0010 -0.0032
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) 0.0018)  (0.0048)  (0.0087) | (0.0014)  (0.0046)  (0.0076)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) 0.0004 -0.0029 -0.0059 0.0004 -0.0023 -0.0052
P (0.0006)  (0.0019)  (0.0033) | (0.0007)  (0.0025)  (0.0046)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and Other v v v v v v
incarceration policies
State policy covariates v 4 v v v v

Poverty and Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfeeuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 12 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 17. Effect of Three Strikes on birthing person characteristics at selected post-treatment time points

Birthing person race Black White
Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthine person ase -0.0092 -0.0659 -0.0579 0.0015 0.0437 0.0853
gp & (0.0251)  (0.0886)  (0.1356) | (0.0157)  (0.0850)  (0.1064)
Birthine person marital status 0.0103 0.0007 0.0061 0.0116 0.0258 0.0372
ep (0.0105)  (0.0154)  (0.0226) | (0.0079)  (0.0173)  (0.0241)
Paritv. 1 0.0009 -0.006 -0.0157 -0.0011 -0.0047 -0.0085
Y (0.0026)  (0.0100)  (0.0128) | (0.0016)  (0.0050)  (0.0063)
Parity. -0.0014 -0.0009 -0.0016 -0.0001 -0.0002 0.0030
Y (0.0014)  (0.0026)  (0.0032) | (0.0009)  (0.0018)  (0.0026)
Parity. >3 0.0005 0.0069 0.0173 0.0012 0.0049 0.0055
Y= (0.0033)  (0.0123)  (0.0152) | (0.0012)  (0.0045)  (0.0077)
. . -0.0033 -0.0041 -0.0108 0.0011 -0.0021 0.0004
<High School Education 0.0021)  (0.0074)  (0.0094) | (0.0025)  (0.0076)  (0.0110)

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfceuille, of balancing tests in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 13 for plots). Each
panel-row represents a separate regression.



Appendix Table 18. Effect of Truth in Sentencing on birthing person characteristics at selected post-treatment time points

Birthing person race Black White
Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthine person ase 0.0012 0.0300 0.0626 0.0080 0.1096 0.1209
£p & (0.0241)  (0.0788)  (0.1260) | (0.0161)  (0.0890)  (0.1162)
Birthing person marital status 0.0018 0.0204 0.0327 0.0029 0.0280 0.0403
£p (0.0083)  (0.0194)  (0.0285) | (0.0071)  (0.0195)  (0.0275)
Parity. 1 0.0019 0.0126 0.0183 -0.0003 0.0009 0.0070
Y (0.0019)  (0.0067)  (0.0116) | (0.0012)  (0.0050)  (0.0090)
Paritv. 2 -0.0008 0.0018 0.0042 0.0008 -0.0010 0.0010
Y (0.0015)  (0.0028)  (0.0046) | (0.0008)  (0.0018)  (0.0031)
Parity. >3 -0.0011 -0.0145 -0.0225 -0.0005 0.0001 -0.0079
Y= (0.0020)  (0.0086)  (0.0147) | (0.0013)  (0.0046)  (0.0088)
. . -0.0020 -0.0080 -0.0165 -0.0005 -0.0085 -0.0123
<High School Education 0.0024)  (0.0083)  (0.0114) | (0.0021)  (0.0081)  (0.0132)

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfceuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 14 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.
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Appendix Table 19. Effect of Three Strikes on primary outcomes among non-Hispanic Black births at selected post-treatment time

points
Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0024  -0.0011 -0.0030 | -0.0025 -0.0007 -0.0023 | -0.0026  0.0000  -0.0013 | -0.0029  0.0002 -0.0010
& & (0.0010) (0.0026) (0.0042) | (0.0010) (0.0031) (0.0049) | (0.0010) (0.0033) (0.0053) | (0.0009) (0.0033) (0.0053)
Low birth weight 0.0021 0.0015  0.0047 | 0.0031 0.0025  0.0063 | 0.0032  0.0021 0.0057 | 0.0034  0.0018  0.0054
(<2,500g) (0.0013) (0.0024) (0.0031) | (0.0016) (0.0032) (0.0045) | (0.0015) (0.0029) (0.0041) | (0.0018) (0.0033) (0.0051)
Very low birthweight 0.0012  -0.0001 -0.0002 | 0.0013  0.0002 -0.0002 | 0.0013  0.0001 -0.0004 | 0.0014  0.0000  -0.0005
(<1,500g) (0.0006) (0.0009) (0.0010) | (0.0007) (0.0013) (0.0022) | (0.0006) (0.0013) (0.0021) | (0.0006) (0.0014) (0.0020)
Wecks gestation -0.0060  0.0170  0.0181 | -0.0083  0.0289  0.0333 | -0.0090 0.0347  0.0438 | -0.0130 0.0397  0.0486
& (0.0120) (0.0269) (0.0552) | (0.0174) (0.0321) (0.0612) | (0.0158) (0.0314) (0.0634) | (0.0158) (0.0343) (0.0597)
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) -0.0014  -0.0028 -0.0050 | -0.0014 -0.0052 -0.0075 | -0.0013  -0.0055 -0.0082 | -0.0014 -0.0062 -0.0082
(0.0018) (0.0023) (0.0048) | (0.0022) (0.0024) (0.0052) | (0.0018) (0.0024) (0.0049) | (0.0021) (0.0025) (0.0045)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) 0.0002  -0.0009 -0.0017 | 0.0002 -0.0009 -0.0016 | 0.0003 -0.0011 -0.0021 | 0.0004 -0.0013 -0.0022
P (0.0009) (0.0008) (0.0011) | (0.0009) (0.0014) (0.0019) | (0.0008) (0.0015) (0.0022) | (0.0008) (0.0015) (0.0025)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and v v v v v v v v v
Other incarceration policies
State policy covariates v v v v v v
Poverty and v v v
Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfeeuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 15 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 20. Effect of Three Strikes on primary outcomes among non-Hispanic White births at selected post-treatment time

points
Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0002  -0.0013  -0.0019 | -0.0004 -0.0009 -0.0015 | -0.0005 -0.0012 -0.0021 | -0.0005 -0.0012 -0.0020
& & (0.0004) (0.0007) (0.0009) | (0.0004) (0.0009) (0.0012) | (0.0004) (0.0010) (0.0015) | (0.0004) (0.0011) (0.0018)
Low birth weight 0.0000  -0.0002 -0.0006 | -0.0001 -0.0004 -0.0011 | -0.0001 -0.0004 -0.0012 | -0.0001 -0.0004 -0.0012
(<2,500g) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) | (0.0002) (0.0005) (0.0006) | (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0006) | (0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0006)
Very low birthweight -0.0021  0.0219  0.0422 | -0.0028 0.0187  0.0531 | -0.0020  0.0228  0.0615 | -0.0037  0.0227  0.0598
(<1,500g) (0.0059) (0.0179) (0.0338) | (0.0080) (0.0218) (0.0381) | (0.0076) (0.0217) (0.0413) | (0.0092) (0.0239) (0.0453)
Wecks gestation -0.0008  -0.0025 -0.0052 | -0.0006 -0.0018 -0.0047 | -0.0007 -0.0023 -0.0055 | -0.0007 -0.0023  -0.0053
& (0.0006) (0.0014) (0.0026) | (0.0007) (0.0011) (0.0021) | (0.0007) (0.0014) (0.0020) | (0.0007) (0.0015) (0.0022)
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) -0.0002  -0.0007 -0.0010 | -0.0002 -0.0008 -0.0014 | -0.0002 -0.0008 -0.0016 | -0.0002 -0.0008 -0.0015
(0.0004) (0.0003) (0.0004) | (0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0007) | (0.0003) (0.0005) (0.0007) | (0.0004) (0.0006) (0.0008)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) -0.0005  0.0013  -0.0014 | 0.0008 -0.0007 -0.0112 | 0.0007 -0.0011 -0.0116 | 0.0010 -0.0010 -0.0116
P (0.0022) (0.0051) (0.0074) | (0.0034) (0.0061) (0.0108) | (0.0032) (0.0061) (0.0130) | (0.0038) (0.0066) (0.0126)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and v v v v v v v v v
Other incarceration policies
State policy covariates v v v v v v
Poverty and v v v
Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfeeuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 15 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 21. Effect of Three Strikes on primary outcomes among non-Hispanic Black births at selected post-treatment time

points, stratified by birthing person level of education

Birthing person education <High School >Some College
Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9
. . -0.0031 -0.0011 -0.0023 -0.0021 0.0022 0.0015
Birthweight (log) (0.0012) (0.0036) (0.0055) (0.0020) (0.0035) (0.0039)
. . 0.0029 0.0018 0.0055 0.0030 0.0014 0.0046
Low birth weight (<2,500g) (0.0016) (0.0032) (0.0048) (0.0021) (0.0031) (0.0040)
. , 0.0019 0.0008 0.0009 0.0000 -0.0015 -0.0029
Very low birthweight (<1,500g) (0.0009) (0.0013) (0.0023) (0.0012) (0.0016) (0.0021)
, -0.0218 0.0091 0.0062 0.0133 0.0552 0.0798
Weeks gestation (0.0140) (0.0359) (0.0583) (0.0250) (0.0395) (0.0622)
. -0.0014 -0.0045 -0.0069 0.0000 -0.0044 -0.0102
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) (0.0020) (0.0029) (0.0050) (0.0033) (0.0034) (0.0061)
0.0009 -0.0004 -0.0013 -0.0012 -0.0028 -0.0039
Very preterm (<32 weeks) (0.0010) (0.0015) (0.0022) (0.0014) (0.0018) (0.0023)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and Other v v v v v v
incarceration policies
v v v v v

State policy covariates v

Poverty and Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfeeuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 16 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 22. Effect of Three Strikes on primary outcomes among non-Hispanic White births at selected post-treatment time

points, stratified by birthing person level of education

Birthing person education <High School >Some College
Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0001 0.0005 0.0024 0.0008 0.0028 0.0029
ght (log (0.0005)  (0.0016)  (0.0023) | (0.0007)  (0.0020)  (0.0032)
. . 0.0001 -0.0005 -0.0008 -0.0012 -0.0012 -0.0020
Low birth weight (<2,500¢) (0.0005)  (0.0011)  (0.0015) | (0.0006)  (0.0016)  (0.0022)
o -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0009 -0.0004 -0.0007 -0.0006
Very low birthweight (<1,500g) (0.0003)  (0.0003)  (0.0005) | (0.0003)  (0.0006)  (0.0008)
Weeks sestation -0.0038 0.0243 0.0669 0.0082 0.0185 0.0253
& (0.0079)  (0.0204)  (0.0354) | (0.0090)  (0.0272)  (0.0455)
. -0.0003 -0.0024 -0.0062 -0.0016 -0.0017 -0.0021
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) 0.0009)  (0.0015)  (0.0023) | (0.0010)  (0.0021)  (0.0035)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) -0.0002 -0.0005 -0.0011 -0.0006 -0.0011 -0.0009
P (0.0004)  (0.0004)  (0.0005) | (0.0005)  (0.0007)  (0.0011)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and Other v v v v v v
incarceration policies
v v v v v v

State policy covariates

Poverty and Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfceuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 17). Each panel-row represents a

separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 23. Effect of Truth in Sentencing on primary outcomes among non-Hispanic Black births at selected post-treatment

time points

Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0017  0.0025  0.0043 | -0.0005 0.0039  0.0054 | -0.0004 0.0051 0.0063 | -0.0003  0.0056  0.0066
& & (0.0010) (0.0027) (0.0039) | (0.0012) (0.0027) (0.0042) | (0.0011) (0.0029) (0.0033) | (0.0011) (0.0032) (0.0035)
Low birth weight 0.0020  -0.0019 -0.0021 | 0.0009 -0.0019 -0.0011 | 0.0007 -0.0024 -0.0013 | 0.0006 -0.0030 -0.0016
(<2,500g) (0.0011) (0.0028) (0.0037) | (0.0014) (0.0027) (0.0038) | (0.0014) (0.0024) (0.0034) | (0.0015) (0.0033) (0.0040)
Very low birthweight 0.0013  0.0002  -0.0005 | 0.0008 -0.0008 -0.0015 | 0.0008 -0.0011 -0.0018 | 0.0007 -0.0013 -0.0019
(<1,500g) (0.0004) (0.0009) (0.0009) | (0.0005) (0.0010) (0.0012) | (0.0005) (0.0012) (0.0014) | (0.0007) (0.0012) (0.0012)
Wecks gestation -0.0124  0.0406  0.0676 | -0.0070  0.0335  0.0513 | -0.0060 0.0456  0.0576 | -0.0027 0.0557  0.0632
& (0.0128) (0.0224) (0.0436) | (0.0160) (0.0318) (0.0482) | (0.0155) (0.0289) (0.0363) | (0.0168) (0.0309) (0.0477)
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) 0.0035  -0.0057 -0.0074 | 0.0034 -0.0026 -0.0021 | 0.0033 -0.0034 -0.0022 | 0.0031 -0.0043 -0.0025
(0.0019) (0.0022) (0.0046) | (0.0018) (0.0036) (0.0057) | (0.0019) (0.0032) (0.0061) | (0.0018) (0.0029) (0.0054)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) 0.0014  -0.0009 -0.0016 | 0.0011 -0.0009 -0.0008 | 0.0010 -0.0017 -0.0013 | 0.0010 -0.0019 -0.0014
P (0.0008) (0.0010) (0.0009) | (0.0008) (0.0014) (0.0019) | (0.0010) (0.0015) (0.0017) | (0.0010) (0.0014) (0.0016)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and v v v v v v v v v
Other incarceration policies
State policy covariates v v v v v v
Poverty and v v v
Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfeeuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 18 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity

89



Appendix Table 24. Effect of Truth in Sentencing on primary outcomes among non-Hispanic White births at selected post-treatment

time points

Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0004  0.0028  0.0045 | -0.0003  0.0030  0.0047 | -0.0004 0.0029  0.0046 | -0.0003 0.0032  0.0049
& & (0.0004) (0.0021) (0.0026) | (0.0004) (0.0020) (0.0029) | (0.0005) (0.0022) (0.0031) | (0.0004) (0.0019) (0.0028)
Low birth weight 0.0005  -0.0015 -0.0035 | 0.0005 -0.0011 -0.0030 | 0.0005 -0.0010 -0.0029 | 0.0005 -0.0012 -0.0031
(<2,500g) (0.0004) (0.0017) (0.0019) | (0.0005) (0.0014) (0.0019) | (0.0004) (0.0014) (0.0018) | (0.0005) (0.0015) (0.0020)
Very low birthweight 0.0002  -0.0008 -0.0012 | 0.0001 -0.0010 -0.0015 | 0.0001 -0.0010 -0.0014 | 0.0001 -0.0010 -0.0015
(<1,500g) (0.0002) (0.0008) (0.0010) | (0.0002) (0.0008) (0.0012) | (0.0002) (0.0008) (0.0011) | (0.0003) (0.0007) (0.0010)
Wecks gestation -0.0069  0.0388  0.0749 | -0.0037  0.0450  0.0864 | -0.0036  0.0447  0.0863 | -0.0033  0.0458  0.0872
& (0.0045) (0.0240) (0.0372) | (0.0084) (0.0262) (0.0441) | (0.0076) (0.0267) (0.0465) | (0.0074) (0.0271) (0.0437)
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) 0.0003  -0.0051 -0.0093 | 0.0005 -0.0039 -0.0080 | 0.0005 -0.0038 -0.0079 | 0.0005 -0.0039 -0.0080
(0.0006) (0.0023) (0.0030) | (0.0007) (0.0017) (0.0027) | (0.0008) (0.0018) (0.0029) | (0.0008) (0.0018) (0.0025)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) 0.0004 -0.0014 -0.0022 | 0.0003 -0.0014 -0.0026 | 0.0003 -0.0014 -0.0026 | 0.0003  -0.0015 -0.0027
P (0.0002) (0.0008) (0.0011) | (0.0003) (0.0007) (0.0011) | (0.0003) (0.0009) (0.0012) | (0.0003) (0.0009) (0.0012)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and v v v v v v v v v
Other incarceration policies
State policy covariates v v v v v v
Poverty and v v v
Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfeeuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 18 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 25. Effect of Truth in Sentencing on primary outcomes among non-Hispanic Black births at selected post-treatment
time points, stratified by birthing person education

Birthing person education <High School >Some College
Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0003 0.0025 0.0041 -0.0007 0.0101 0.0109
ght (log (0.0012)  (0.0031)  (0.0049) | (0.0021)  (0.0036)  (0.0042)
. . -0.0002 -0.0017 -0.0005 0.0021 -0.0058 -0.0058
Low birth weight (<2,500¢) (0.0012)  (0.0032)  (0.0043) | (0.0023)  (0.0040)  (0.0043)
o 0.0005 -0.0007 -0.0016 0.0017 -0.0011 -0.0017
Very low birthweight (<1,500g) (0.0006)  (0.0014)  (0.0015) | (0.0013)  (0.0020)  (0.0021)
Weeks sestation -0.0022 0.0158 0.0287 -0.0110 0.0949 0.1069
ces g (0.0141)  (0.0284)  (0.0432) | (0.0269)  (0.0480)  (0.0597)
. 0.0030 0.0002 0.0027 0.0023 -0.0092 -0.0110
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) 0.0018)  (0.0040)  (0.0064) | (0.0027)  (0.0049)  (0.0066)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) 0.0007 -0.0005 -0.0009 0.0019 -0.0027 -0.0022
P (0.0009)  (0.0015)  (0.0015) | (0.0015)  (0.0020)  (0.0023)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and Other v v v v v v
incarceration policies
v v v v v v

State policy covariates

Poverty and Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfeeuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 19 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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Appendix Table 26. Effect of Truth in Sentencing on primary outcomes among non-Hispanic White births at selected post-treatment
time points, stratified by birthing person education

Birthing person education <High School >Some College
Post-treatment time point 0 5 9 0 5 9
Birthweight (log) -0.0002 0.0034 0.0055 -0.0002 0.0028 0.0044
ght (log (0.0006)  (0.0024)  (0.0034) | (0.0006)  (0.0023)  (0.0034)
. . 0.0004 -0.0016 -0.0038 0.0004 -0.0009 -0.0026
Low birth weight (<2,500g) (0.0006)  (0.0019)  (0.0022) | (0.0005)  (0.0015)  (0.0018)
o 0.0002 -0.0015 -0.0018 0.0001 -0.0004 -0.0007
Very low birthweight (<1,500g) (0.0003)  (0.0011)  (0.0015) | (0.0002)  (0.0007)  (0.0009)
Weeks sestation -0.0064 0.0402 0.0793 -0.0008 0.0452 0.0822
& (0.0072)  (0.0280)  (0.0408) | (0.0062)  (0.0233)  (0.0407)
. 0.0003 -0.0044 -0.0089 0.0005 -0.0037 -0.0069
Preterm birth (<37 weeks) (0.0008)  (0.0021)  (0.0027) | (0.0006)  (0.0015)  (0.0028)
Very preterm (<32 weeks) 0.0004 -0.0019 -0.0029 0.0003 -0.0008 -0.0018
P (0.0004)  (0.0011)  (0.0017) | (0.0002)  (0.0006)  (0.0008)
Covariates included
Individual Covariates® and Other v v v v v v
incarceration policies
v v v v v v

State policy covariates

Poverty and Unemployment

Note: Event study estimates, using method of de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfceuille, in tabular form (see Appendix Figure 20 for plots). Each panel-row represents

a separate regression.

2 Child sex, birthing person age, birthing person education, birthing person marital status, month of birth, multiple birth, parity
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