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Marked by a Criminal Record?
Socioeconomic Differences in the Relationship

Between Early Criminal Justice
Contacts and Adult Life Outcomes

Abstract

This paper combines life course theory and empirical research on the collateral conse-
quences of punishment as a backdrop to exploring the relationship between both the
presence of and seriousness of a criminal record measured in early adulthood (age 25)
and later life outcomes (ages 41-49), both in total and by socioeconomic status. The
analysis relies on a combination of longitudinal survey data and administrative register
data for 2,022 individuals who were between 12 and 20 years old when the data
collection started. Results show that the criminal record is linked to both labor market
and social exclusion later in life, but most systematically to (worse) labor market
outcomes. Somewhat surprisingly, low SES seems to “buffer” against some of the
unwanted outcomes linked to having a more serious criminal record, while high SES
seems to “boost” others. Implications for future research on both deviance and strati-
fication are discussed.

Keywords: Criminal record; Criminal justice involvement; Labor market attachment;
Family; Voting; Illicit substance use; Socioeconomic status.

Introduction

M O R E T H A N T H R E E D E C A D E S A G O, John Hagan [1991]
argued that sociological research on deviance and stratification could—
and perhaps should—become better integrated. This argument has
gained renewed relevance considering the emerging literature on the
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unintended consequences of punishment, which links criminal justice
contacts such as arrests, convictions, and imprisonment1 to adverse
outcomes in for instance health, labor market attachment, educational
achievement, family situation, and civic engagement later in life [seeKirk
and Wakefield, 2018, for a recent overview]. If the criminal justice
system directly or indirectly impacts the broader socioeconomic out-
comes of justice-involved persons, this undoubtedly has important
implications for sociological research on both deviance and social
inequality.

The life course perspective [Elder 1985; 1994] is perhaps one of the
most influential ways in which the fields of deviance and inequality have
been bridged in sociology. In the study of crime, the perspective has been
most influential in that it asks how various life events and transitions, such
asmarriage, family formation and employment, impact individual offend-
ing trajectories. The inverse of this question—how crime and criminal
justice involvement affect these transitions and events to begin with—has,
however, received less attention. Are justice-involved individuals less
likely to get married, get a job, and participate in conventional society?
And if they are, is this limited to the“peak”of offending that typically takes
place in adolescence and early adulthood [Gottfredson andHirschi 1990],
or does a criminal record leave a more permanent mark on the life course?

Combining the life course perspective [Elder 1985, 1994] with socio-
logical theories on both deviance [Becker 1963;Merton 1938] and family
formation [Becker 1981], as well as empirical research on the collateral
consequences of punishment [see Kirk and Wakefield 2018], the impact
of a criminal record in adolescence and early adulthood on later life
outcomes can be driven by at least three main mechanisms. Firstly,
having a criminal record might limit a person’s life chances through
formal channels. For instance, criminal records might limit the access
to certain jobs, education, or housing opportunities [cf. Leasure and
Martin 2017; Pager 2003; Stewart and Uggen 2020], and the relevance
of various obstacles might differ by national context [Kurtovic and
Rovira 2017]. Secondly, and as highlighted by labeling theory [Becker
1963; Lemert 1967], criminal justice involvement might have far-
reaching and unintended consequences as they lead to stigmatization in
informal settings. To be seen as a deviant can trigger exclusionary
reactions by significant others, thus impacting the extent to which a

1 The majority of research on the unin-
tended consequences of criminal justice con-
tacts focuses on incarceration, although studies
also address other forms of contact such as

arrest, misdemeanor conviction, and commu-
nity supervision [KIRK and WAKEFIELD,
2018].
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person is seen as an attractive or valued partner, friend, employee, or
community member. Thirdly, and closely linked to the former two
processes, having a criminal record can impact the way that a person sees
themselves and their place in the world—which may in turn influence
their inclination to withdraw from conventional society and/or seek out
social belonging in more marginalized groups [Link et al. 1989].

While the literature on the negative consequences of criminal justice
system involvement has grown substantially and become methodologic-
allymore sophisticated over the past couple of decades, several important
limitations remain. Four of them have motivated this study. Firstly, few
studies are able to follow individuals well into adulthood and thus tend to
focus on short- to intermediate-term outcomes measured in adolescence
and early adulthood [but see, e.g., Lopes et al. 2012; van Schellen,
Poortman and Nieuwbeerta 2011]. This makes it challenging to assess
whether any adverse consequences are temporary or leave a more per-
manent mark on a person’s life course. For this reason, the current study
follows individuals from their teens and into their forties, when most
people who are involved in crime have desisted [Laub and Sampson
2003] and key transitions into adult roles are likely to have manifested
[Buchmann and Kriesi 2011]. Secondly, most previous studies focus on
the importance of imprisonment [but see Dennison and Demuth 2018],
leaving less severe criminal justice contacts, such as arrests or court
referrals, less explored. This is problematic as it makes it difficult to
assess whether all or just some criminal justice contacts are detrimental.
This study therefore focuses on a front-end measure of criminal justice
involvement using a combination of self-report and administrative data.
Thirdly, the literature tends to ignore between-group differences in
assessing the relationship between criminal justice contact and later
outcomes [Kirk and Wakefield 2018]. This study will therefore explore
between-group differences comparing justice-involved people who come
from low and high socioeconomic backgrounds (proxied using informa-
tion on parental education), as previous findings on the moderating
impact of SES remain inconclusive [see, e.g., Bernburg 2019]. Fourth
and finally, most studies on the collateral consequences of punishment
have been conducted in the US [Kirk and Wakefield 2018]. While the
results of these studies are clearly relevant for scholars in other parts of
the world, it remains unclear—given the role of the US as a penal outlier
—whether the patterns observed in this context are generalizable. To
contribute to the geographical diversity of this literature, this study
focuses onNorway and thus provides an empirical example from a vastly
different institutional and cultural setting that in many respects is more
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representative of Europe [Norwegian Ministry of Labour and Social
Inclusion 2022].

Before moving on to the theoretical and empirical framework of this
article, it is important to recognize that one of the most pressing limita-
tions of the literature on the collateral consequences of punishment, but
also one of the main areas of recent scientific advancement, relates to
selection issues and challenges with establishing causal mechanisms
[Kirk and Wakefield 2018]. This analysis, which relies on longitudinal
data and a relatively traditional, regression-based design, admittedly
provides no remedy for such challenges. To establish causal relation-
ships, it would be necessary to have a truly random variation in criminal
justice system involvement between individuals, and such variation is
simply not available in the data material. Methodologically more sophis-
ticated analyses using various experimental and quasi-experimental
designs have, however, become much more common in recent years
[see, e.g., Andersen and Andersen 2014; Bhuller et al. 2020; Hjalmars-
son andLindquist 2022; Pager 2003], and their contributions to the field
can hardly be overstated. At the same time, it is important to stress that
the increased use of (quasi)experiments does not leave descriptive or
correlational analyses, whichBerk [2010] referred to as Level I andLevel
II regression, redundant or obsolete. Merton [1987] famously empha-
sized the need to establish phenomena before we move on to explaining
them, or in other words, to walk before we run. Given the above-
mentioned limitations to the literature, this remains the main objective
of this paper. It is important, however, that the reader bears in mind that
while the analysis in this paper is both inspired by causal research
questions and informed by causal theory, the results can be given a
correlational interpretation only.

The Norwegian context

The data for the current analysis was collected in Norway, one of the
Scandinavian countries located to the north of Europe, over a 27-year
period (1992-2020; see more details below). Broadly speaking, Norway
and the other Scandinavian countries are characterized by relatively high
levels of trust both between people and in the government, high civic
engagement and voter turnout, a relatively generous welfare state, low
unemployment, low income inequality, high gender equality and—
until very recently—high fertility levels [cf. Esping-Andersen 1993;
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Lappi-Seppälä and Tonry 2011; Statistics Norway 2020]. In the period
considered here, the population increased from nearly 4.3 to nearly 5.4
million [Statistics Norway 2022c] and became more ethnically diverse
[StatisticsNorway 2022a]. There have also been changes in several of the
relevant outcome variables. In 2019, the year before the outcome data
were collected, around 70%of both men and women between 15 and
74 years of age were a part of the labor force. Around 35%of women
worked part-time, and the labor market continued to split intomale- and
female-dominated sectors. Unemployment rates were relatively low, at
around 3.5%for bothmen and women.2TheTotal fertility rate was close
to a record-low 1.5, and, given that women spendmore time in education
and paid work before transitioning to parenthood, the age at first birth
was (and is) steadily increasing. Around 20% lived alone, and around
30% of all couples who lived together did so without being married. The
number of healthy years continually increased among both men and
women, and around 80%—similar levels as Sweden, but higher than
the EU average—reported that they were in good health. Fewer people
smoked than before, but more people used “snus” (a kind of chewing
tobacco). Around 4% of all men and 8% on all men were on sick leave for
at least parts of the year [see Statistics Norway 2020].

In terms of crime and criminal justice, Norway is considered a rela-
tively safe country with low levels for both crime, reoffending, and fear of
crime [Lappi-Seppälä and Tonry 2011]. The Norwegian police and
other criminal justice actors enjoy a strong foundation of legitimacy
and trust among the Norwegian public [OECD 2020], and the Norwe-
gian criminal justice system has been described by international scholars
as lenient [cf. Lappi-Seppälä and Tonry 2011; Pratt 2008; but see
Ugelvik and Dullum 2012]. At the same time, it is relatively common
to obtain a criminal record; Skardhamar [2005] for instance found that
about 1 in 5 people in the 1977 birth cohort were charged by the police
and prosecution authorities at least once by the time they turned
23 [cf. Brame et al. 2012]. In contrast to the US and other countries
with higher imprisonment rates, it is, however, relatively rarer to be
imprisoned. This makes it even more relevant to study the relationship
betweenmore front-end criminal justice contacts and later life outcomes.

When considering the potential impact of acquiring a criminal record
relatively early in life on later outcomes, it is also relevant to consider

2 While the Norwegian labor market was
hit relatively hard by the non-pharmaceutical
interventions (NPIs) implemented to combat
the COVID-19 pandemic, government

programs to soften the impact of the pandemic
on the economy and labor markets were intro-
duced in both Norway and neighboring coun-
tries [JURANEK et al., 2021].

marked by a criminal record?

5

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003975623000619 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003975623000619


institutional or cultural factors that can influence such a relationship.
Importantly, criminal records are not publicly available in Norway, and
it is therefore not possible for neighbors, friends, potential employers,
etc. to obtain information on criminal justice contacts without a person
disclosing this information him/herself.3 This means that the pathways
through which structural impediments (such as access to employment or
housing) can impact the individual are more limited than in contexts
where criminal records are either public or more easily accessible. More-
over, Norway and the other Scandinavian countries are characterized by
more collectivist values such as universalism and equality than many
otherWestern countries [see, e.g., Svallfors 2003]. This is conducive to a
perception of crime as not only the responsibility of the individual but of
society, and the offender as separate from his/her actions. While criminal
justice involvementmight therefore be seen as both abnormal and severe,
these factors might limit the processes through which social repercus-
sions to such contacts are transferred.

Theoretical and empirical background

The question about where people venture in life and what brings them
there, are central to several sociological theories on both delinquency and
inequality. Here, these theories will be explored against a backdrop of the
life course perspective [Elder 1985, 1994]. The life course perspective has
been used to study numerous aspects of human lives, including family
formation [e.g., van Schellen, Poortman and Nieuwbeerta 2011], health
[e.g., Burton-Jeangros et al. 2015], and social mobility [e.g., Hillmert
2015]. Importantly, life course research has dealt with the order and timing
of various life events and transitions and questioned whether there is such a
thing as a “normative timetable”with which our individual life trajectories
have a greater or lesser overlap. While the transition to adulthood is now
typically framedwithin the concept of de-standardization [Rindfuss 1991],
empirical evidence suggests that there is still a substantial cross-generational
stability in the order of life events such as getting a job,moving out, entering
a stable partnership, and having children in Europe [Nico 2014].

In the study of crime and deviance, Sampson andLaub [1993; see also
Laub and Sampson 2003] famously integrated the life course perspective

3 The exception are jobs that involve direct
contact with and influence over vulnerable
groups (e.g., children or people with a handi-
cap) or the handling sensitive information (see

The Police Databases Act, Chapter 7: https://
lovdata.no/dokument/NLE/lov/2010-05-28-
16#KAPITTEL_7).
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[Elder 1985, 1994] with social control theory [Hirschi 1969] to create
their age-graded theory of informal social control. In doing so, they
theorized that adult transitions linked, for example, to work, marriage,
and family life result in changes in the level of informal control that can
act as turning points in the criminal trajectory of an individual [Sampson
and Laub 1993; Laub and Sampson 2003]. While not their explicit
focus, this theory indirectly deals with an initial question of how offend-
ing impacts whether these transitions happen at all. Are people with
criminal records more or less likely to have kids, get married or secure
a stable job? Are they more or less likely to have a weak connection to the
labor market or to various friend groups?

In this paper, the focus is on the relationship between having a criminal
record in relatively early adulthood, set to age25, andvarious life outcomes
linked to employment and social integration more than 15 years later.
While delinquency is relatively normative during adolescence [Pedersen
et al. 2020], coming in contact with the criminal justice system and getting
a formal label as a deviant is less so—at least outside the American case of
mass incarceration [Garland 2001]. Therefore, getting a criminal record
can be an event, or a turning point, that may define the trajectory of
adolescence and early adulthood in a way that leaves a permanent mark
on the life course. Longitudinal studies have shown that most people
eventually desist from crime nomatter the depth of their criminal involve-
ment [e.g., Laub and Sampson 2003], and from e.g. fertility research we
have learned that delays in various transitions can result in tempo rather
than quantum effects [Bongaarts and Feeny 1998]. By observing various
life outcomes when people reach their 40s, which is later than most other
studies on adult transitions [see Nico 2014 for an overview], this study
seeks to explore the relationship between a criminal record and various life
outcomes at an age where any tempo effects have presumably been netted
out and wheremore permanent patterns of inclusion and disadvantage are
likely to have settled.

Extensive research has linked a criminal record to worse human
capital and labor market outcomes, including educational attainment,
employment and socioeconomic advantage—at least in the short run
[cf., e.g., Bernburg andKrohn 2003; Lanctot, Cernkovich andGiordano
2007; Lopes et al. 2012]. A smaller literature also connects a criminal
record to lower civic engagement such as voting [Tripkovic 2016], and to
worse marriage prospects [Schmidt et al. 2015; van Scheelen, Poortman
and Nieuwbeerta 2011]. Theoretically, having a criminal record, as well
as the seriousness of that criminal record, can be expected to impact later
life outcomes through threemainmechanisms: (a) formal exclusion in the
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form of structural/legal impediments to conventional life opportunities,
(b) social rejection, and (c) social withdrawal. These will be assessed in
somewhat more detail below.

Formal exclusion

In some contexts, having a criminal record can exclude people from the
conventional opportunity structure through formal rules and regula-
tions. This can start as early as in school. For instance,Kirk andSampson
[2013] argue that the relationship between juvenile arrest and school
dropout cannot be explained by a decline in educational expectations,
school attachment, or support of friends; rather, it seems that arrestees
are involuntarily pushed out of school through formal zero tolerance
policies or, as is explained in more detail below, through teacher behav-
ior. Some jobs, such as those involving children or other vulnerable
groups, might also be unavailable to people with a criminal record, and
spatial restriction zonesmay prohibit those convicted of certain (typically
sexual) crimes to live in certain areas [Leasure 2019]. Disenfranchise-
ment or voter disqualification have been common across the US and to
some degree also in European countries [see Tripkovic 2016].

Importantly, Sampson and Laub [1993, 1997] highlight that being
blocked from conventional life opportunities can be one of the factors
that offset a “snowball effect” whereby a person gets stuck in a self-
reinforcing process of limited life opportunities, weak social bonds and
deviant behavior. Thismeans thatwhile the structural/formal limitations
can be severe enough in themselves, they might also reinforce the social
exclusion that occurs in more informal settings. For this analysis, which
takes place in a context where voter rights do not change if a person gets a
criminal record and very few jobs require a criminal background check,
these social processes are likely relevant.

Social exclusion

The idea that a criminal record can lead to worse outcomes across
several main life domains is central to labeling theory [Becker 1963;
Lemert 1967]. This theory provides a uniquely sociological emphasis
on the importance of the social labeling and stigmatization processes
that are triggered by delinquent behavior and—importantly—the offi-
cial labeling of such behavior. Keeping a focus on structural opportun-
ities linked to, for instance, education, housing and employment, this
perspective highlights that a criminal record and the stigma associated
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with it will make it harder for a person to access such opportunities not
because of a lack of rights, but because gatekeepers in the opportunity
structure will limit their access. Experimental vignette studies do for
instance indicate that having a criminal record reduces the chances of
being called into a job interview [Pager 2003; Uggen et al. 2014], but
also that building rapport with employers can alleviate the detrimental
consequences associated with having a criminal record [Pager, Western
and Bonikowski 2009].

Social exclusion can also occur in less formal contexts, and previous
research supports the notion that labeling undermines mainstream
social bonds. For instance, criminal justice contacts have been associ-
ated with worse parent-child relations [Stewart et al. 2002] and rejec-
tion by peers [Zhang andMessner 1994] in the short term. While most
previous studies in this field focus on youth, Schmidt et al. [2015] find
that police interventions in adolescence are linked to a lower likelihood
of entering a stable marriage in adulthood, as well as to a lower rela-
tionship quality [see also Van Schellen, Poortman and Nieuwbeerta
2011]. Such patterns may, of course, reflect both preferences and
opportunities. Gottfredson and Hirschi [1990] do for instance argue
that people with a history of offending have lower preferences for
marriage due to their underlying personal traits that support short-
term gratification rather than long-term investment. However, it could
also be the case that having a criminal record impacts the opportunities to
marry. Having a criminal record might make you a less attractive
partner, both because it reflects your prospects in the labor market
and thus the ability to provide for a family [Becker 1981], and because
it might signal an increased risk of future offending—including domes-
tic violence—and undesirable personal traits [King and South
2008]. For people who go to prison for an extended period, incapaci-
tation would also limit their ability to enter stable romantic unions or
build close friendships.4 As for the likelihood of having children, few
studies have explored the relationship between criminal history and
fertility later in life. Lanctot, Cernkovich andGiordano [2007] find that
being institutionalized during adolescence is associated with premature
transitions to parenthood, but their data do not follow people long
enough to determine whether this pattern (which is considered a risk
factor early in life) persists.

4 While these theories are mainly focused
on partner formation, it can be argued that

they can be extended to other close, personal
relationships as well.
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Social withdrawal

A thirdmechanism that candrive a relationship between a criminal record
and later life outcomes is social withdrawal from conventional society
[Link 1982]. As highlighted by Goffman [1963], the social interaction
between people who are (or feel) stigmatized and people who are not can
often entail embarrassment, ambiguity, and intense efforts at impression
management on behalf of the stigmatized person—meaning that they end
up avoiding such situations altogether.Moreover, stigmatized individuals
may internalize the perception they have of their devaluated status,
resulting in low self-worth and a self-reinforcing process whereby people
increasingly avoid encounters that are vital formaintaining social bonds to
mainstream groups and institutions. Some previous studies show that
formal labeling leads to an increased identification with deviant attitudes
and self-concepts [Ageton and Elliott 1974; Kaplan and Johnson 1991;
Wiley andEsbensen2006].Moreover, anomie and strain theories [Agnew
2001; Merton 1938] highlight how perceived disadvantage can invoke
social withdrawal from and rejection of conventional society as a coping
mechanism.

A process that might coincide with social withdrawal from conven-
tional parts of society is an increased social embeddedness in others.
Deviant groups can represent a source of social support and refuge, while
at the same time providing collective rationalizations for deviant behavior
in itself [Bernburg, Krohn, andRivera 2006]. Elaborating on the ideas of
Howard S. Becker [1963], Jón G. Bernburg, Marvin D. Krohn and
Craig J. Rivera [2006] suggest that formal and informal labeling may
increase involvement in deviant peer groups due to three main processes:
(a) rejection from conventional peers and other community members;
(b) withdrawal from conventional peers in order to avoid shame and
embarrassment; and (c) the tendency of people to befriend those who are
similar to themselves (i.e., homophily). There is some evidence support-
ing the idea that perceived deviant labeling by significant others
(subjective labeling) leads to subsequent association with deviant peers
[see, e.g., Matsueda 1992]; Marieke Van Schellen, Anne-Rigt Poortman
and Paul Nieuwbeerta [2011] find that having a more serious criminal
record increases the likelihood that a personmarries a personwho also has
a criminal record. Such findings suggest that while a criminal record
might indeed be negatively associated with some conventional life tran-
sitions, it might not translate into higher levels of social isolation and
loneliness.
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Between-individual differences

Sociological theories and research on the detrimental impacts of criminal
justice contacts on various life domains also suggest that we should
observe stronger impacts of criminal justice interventions in certain
subsamples of the population. For instance, in all studied populations,
offending is less prevalent amongwomen than amongmen, and onemight
therefore expect to see a stronger stigmatizing effect for women than for
men who come in contact with the criminal justice system [see, e.g.,
Estrada and Nilsson 2012]. Some have argued that ethnic minorities
may also face a challenge of “double stigma” if they have a criminal record
[Massoglia, Firebaugh and Warner 2013; Pager 2003], and that, given
that offending is more normative in adolescence, life course theory [Elder
1994] suggests that age might play a role.

Socioeconomic status (SES) as a source of moderation of the relation-
ship between a criminal record and later life outcomes remains a source of
mixed theoretical expectations as well as empirical findings. On one hand,
low SES can make having a criminal record more harmful through two,
parallel processes. Firstly, formal labeling may be more likely to trigger
stigma for members of already stigmatized groups [Bernburg and Krohn
2003], and disadvantaged groups may also be more vulnerable to the
negative effects of such labeling insofar as they have weaker social bonds
and constrained life chances to begin with [Sampson and Laub
1997]. Secondly, high SES can give protection from the stigmatizing
effect of formal labelling, leaving those with low SES relatively speaking
worse off. For instance, Peggy C. Giordano, Stephen A. Cernkovich and
Jennifer L. Rudolph [2002] find that individuals with better access to
both social, cultural and economic capital are more able tomake a “course
correction” if they end up in a stigmatized position [cf. Hagan 1991]. In
sum, these processes lead to an expectation that the (presumably detri-
mental) relationship between a criminal record and later outcomes is
stronger for people with low SES.

On the other hand, it is also plausible that a criminal record is more
harmful for peoplewith highSES.This can again be linked to two parallel
processes. Firstly, having a criminal record may have no bearing on later
socioeconomic attainments for those with low SES as the exposure to
potential turning points is already low [Sampson and Laub, 1997]. Sec-
ondly, as people with high SES are, on average, less likely to come into
contact with the criminal justice system to begin with, the social conse-
quences for those who are might be more severe. They do, in many ways,
have more to lose, and may find the “rabble” treatment [Irwin 1985]
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associatedwith criminal justice involvement especially daunting [see, e.g.,
Dennison and Demuth 2018; Massoglia, Firebaugh and Warner
2013]. Psychological research on vulnerability and resilience in adoles-
cents also highlights that people from high SES backgrounds might be
considered high risk [Luthar 2003]. As the expectations for the moder-
ating impact of SES are ambiguous, the analyses in this paper will
therefore explore heterogeneity in both directions by interacting a crim-
inal record with high and low SES separately (see more details below).

The current study

Data material

This study explores how a criminal record at age 25 is related to socio-
demographic outcomes in adulthood in the Norwegian setting using two
main data sources. Firstly, the first (1992, W1), second (1994, W2) and
last (2020/2021, W5) waves of the longitudinal Young in Norway Study
(YiN) [see, e.g., Strand and von Soest 2008, for details]5 are used to
(1) define the sample for the study (W1), (2) to measure self-reported
police contacts until 1993 (W2), (3) to measure self-reported outcomes in
adulthood (W5), and (4) to create moderator and control variables
(W1 and W2) (see more details below). Secondly, administrative register
data are used tomeasure police contacts after1993 and to create additional
outcome and control variables. The survey and administrative data are
combined using a decrypted version of the Norwegian personal identifi-
cation number. Variables are described in more detail in Table 1 below.

It is important to recognize up front that the follow-up data were
collected during the COVID-19 pandemic: survey responses for W5

were submitted between September 25, 2020, and November
20, 2021, and most register data are reported per December 31. The
Norwegian labor market saw a downturn at that time, with increasing
rates of unemployment and, especially for those living in the capital of
Oslo, there were several lockdowns in 2020 and 2021 [see Juranek et al.
2021]. While it is reasonable to assume that the timing of the data
collection might influence the results somewhat, it is also plausible that

5 Note that this documentation report
covers the data collection through W4. No
report has been published following the W5

data collection, but all items used in this ana-
lysis are identical to those described for W4.
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Table 1

Descriptive statistics, by criminal record. Means, p-values of the between-group
difference in the means, and the total number of missing observations. n=2,022

No criminal
record

Criminal
record

p-value,
difference

No. of
missing

Criminal record

Any criminal record 0

Seriousness of criminal
record

0

Labor market attachment

Dropped out of high school 0.0438 0.1474 0.000 0

Not started higher
education

0.2821 0.5263 0.000 0

Unemployed 0.0887 0.1474 0.008 0

Part-time worker 0.2263 0.2175 0.742 0

Sick leave 0.2769 0.2807 0.895 0

Wages 611553.3 565247.8 0.050 0

Total income 739645.4 691811.9 0.037 2

Means-tested welfare 0.0069 0.0316 0.020 0

Savings 269133.4 172250.4 0.000 0

Social exclusion

Married 0.5233 0.4000 0.000 0

Have kids 0.8465 0.8491 0.909 4

Living with someone else 0.8935 0.8281 0.006 0

Loneliness 9.3135 9.1655 0.416 6

Alcohol consumption 4.0146 5.5771 0.000 31

Drug use 0.4248 3.9350 0.000 29

Voted last election 0.9326 0.8674 0.002 36

Control variables

Female 0.6234 0.3299 0.000 0

Immigrant 0.1102 0.0959 0.448 0

Age, W1 14.97 14.81 0.170 0

SES: Low 0.0697 0.0822 0.468 0

SES: Middle 0.4750 0.5753 0.002 0

SES: High 0.4514 0.3356 0.000 0

Highest grade, W2 4.0658 3.8451 0.000 38

Parental monitoring, W1 4.9599 4.5411 0.000 48

Conduct problems, W1 0.5944 1.2538 0.000 68

Peers’ conduct
problems, W1

0.4443 0.9623 0.000 130

N 1,737 285 – –
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the respondents who chose to complete the survey at wave 5, which took
place more than 15 years after wave 4, were not the ones whose life
situation was in turmoil because of the pandemic. This makes the data
more suitable for a general study (as is the case here) than a COVID-
specific study (which would likely be rather biased).

Sample

The sample includes YiN respondents who (1) participated in waves 1, 2
and 5 of the study (n=2,105), (2) were between 12 and 20 years old when
the data collection started (n=2,070), and (3) were still residents of
Norway when the W5 data collection took place (n=2,022). Previous
attrition analyses indicate that male gender, immigrant background,
older age, high levels of delinquency and low grades were among the
factors that significantly predicted dropout [Pedersen et al. 2020]. It is
therefore reasonable to assume that both the prevalence and seriousness
of the criminal record are downwardly biased in the study sample com-
pared to both the initial YiN sample and the general population from
which the sample was drawn.

Methodological approach

The analysis rests on a set of linear regression models estimating the
relationship between the criminal record in adolescence/early adulthood
and various outcomes mid-life. The models are what Berk [2010] refers
to as Level II regression analyses, which aim for statistical (but not
causal) inference. These models take the form:6

outcomei,5 = α+ βrecordi,age25 + μcontrolsi,1;2 + εi ðEq:1Þ

β is the main parameter of interest, capturing the average difference in
each outcome variable between (a) those who have and do not have a
criminal record at age 25 or (b) those who have one additional offence on
their record at age 25. μ captures a set of control variables measured for
individual i at W1 or W2, and εi is an error term with expected
mean zero.

6 Note that all standard errors are robust to account for any minor violations of the hetero-
skedasticity assumption.
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Then, the following interactionmodel is estimated to explore whether
these associations differ depending on the socioeconomic background of
individual i:

outcomei,5 = α+ βrecordi,age25 + γSESi,age16 + δrecordi,age25∗SESi,age16 + μcontrolsi,1;2 + εi

ðEq:2Þ

Here, the main parameter of interest is δ, showing the average difference
in each outcome between individuals who have both a criminal record
and a given SES, as compared to those who have no criminal record and
are in the SES control group. β now captures the relationship between a
person’s criminal record and the outcome variable for people in the SES
reference category, and γ the relationship between SES and the outcome
for people with no criminal record. As in Equation 1, μ captures a set of
control variables measured for individual i atW1 orW2, and εi is an error
term with expected mean zero.

Explanatory variable: Criminal record until age 25

The main explanatory construct in this analysis is the criminal record of
an individual measured at age 25. This is operationalized as two vari-
ables: A dummy that indicates whether the person has a criminal record
(14.9%) or not (85.1%) (the latter being the reference category in the
regressions), and a count variable that indicates the number of offences
included in the criminal record (range: 0-113; mean: 0.5 for full sample
and 3.3 for those with a criminal record), labelled “seriousness”. The
count variable is includedwith a second-degree polynomial in the regres-
sions to account for non-linearity in the association.7 In line with the life
course perspective [Elder 1994] and previous research [e.g., van Schel-
len, Poortman and Nieuwbeerta 2011], it would also be relevant to
measure the age of onset (of offending) and (if relevant) desistance, and
the duration of the criminal career. This information is, however, not
available in the data.

The variables on criminal record at age 25 are constructed using two
data sources that cover different time periods and are combined to get a
complete picture of criminal justice involvement up to that age. Firstly,
questions about all former criminal justice involvements were included

7 While some might argue that treating the
criminal record as a continuous measure as
opposed to a series of dichotomous indicators
is problematic due to its assumption of interval

properties (i.e., equal unit impact for each
successive increase in themeasure), this is con-
sistent with other studies [see, e.g., DENNISON

and DEMUTH 2018].

marked by a criminal record?

15

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003975623000619 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003975623000619


in wave 2 of YiN (i.e., until 1993) only, and the YiN data from W2 are
therefore used to measure self-reported criminal justice involvement
(defined as arrests, criminal sanctions and/or imprisonment for own
criminal acts) that happened up to and including 1993. Secondly, admin-
istrative register data include information on criminal justice involve-
ment, here derived from the end of the police investigation when a person
is assigned the status of prime suspect with respect to an offence, from
1992 onwards [Statistics Norway 2022b]. To avoid an overlap with the
self-report data, these official crime data on solved police cases are used to
measure criminal justice contacts from 1994 through the year the person
turns 25.

The official data are a “back-end” source of information on involve-
ment with the police and prosecution authorities that at face value
correspond quite well to the contacts included in YiN. While measures
from different data sources can never be directly comparable, previous
analyses indicate that the inferences regarding the main correlates of
police contacts are robust whether contacts were measured using admin-
istrative data or self-report survey data [see, e.g., Kirk 2006]. This
approach should therefore provide a reasonably good proxy for the
criminal record of a person at age 25.

Outcome variables: Employment and social exclusion at ages 41-49

The analysis relies on a total of 16 outcome variables that include key
transitions to adulthood as well as more qualitative measures of social
inclusion/exclusion. These are organized under the domains of labor
market attachment and social exclusion below, but do notably also touch
on issues regarding health.

Labor market attachment

Human capital and labor market integration is measured using a total of
nine variables that are derived from administrative register data. To
capture human capital, High school dropout is a dummy that is coded to
1 for respondents who had not yet completed high school and who were
not enrolled as high school students in 2020 (5.8%), and 0 for everyone
else. Given that admission criteria to Norwegian universities can be
relaxed for people over the age of 25, No higher education is a dummy
that is set to 1 for those who have yet to complete any higher education in
2020 (31.6%) and 0 for those who have completed higher education at
any level.
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Three variables capture a weak or unstable attachment to the labor
market. Unemployed is a dummy that is set to 1 for those who were
actively looking for a job and thus received unemployment benefits in
2020 (9.7%), and 0 for those who did not.Part time is a dummy set to 1 if
the contracted hours of work per week in 2020 were less than the full-
time equivalent of 37.5 hours (22.5%), and 0 if they were 37.5 or more.
Sick leave is a dummy set to 1 for respondents who received any sick leave
benefits in 2020 (27.7%), and 0 for those who did not.

Four variables capture various aspects of the financial situation of the
individual. Wages is a continuous variable denoting the total wages
(i.e., income from paid work, before taxes) in 2020 (range: 0-4.5million;
mean: 605,026.5). Total income is defined as a continuous variable
denoting the total income (before taxes) a person had from all income
sources (employment, self-employment, investments, welfare, etc.) in
2020 (range: -2.5million-7.5million;mean: 732,944.0).8SocialWelfare
is a dummy set to 1 for those who received a specific kind ofmeans-tested
social welfare benefit reserved for those with no other means of support-
ing themselves in 2020 (1.0%) and 0 for those who did not. Finally,
Savings is a continuous variable denoting the bank deposit of the person
at the end of 2020 (range: 0-9.5million; mean 255,477.8). All continu-
ous variables are measured in Norwegian Kroner (NOK).9

Social exclusion

Social exclusion is measured using seven variables derived from either
administrative register data or self-report data.10

Social exclusion in informal settings is measured using four variables.
Married is a dummy variable based on administrative registers, that is set
to1 for thosewhoweremarried in2020 (50.1%) and 0 for thosewhowere
not.Kids is a dummy set to 1 for respondents who indicated atW5 ofYiN
that they had at least one child (84.7%) and 0 for those who did not. This
variable is based on self-report rather than administrative data (which is
also available) to emphasize social rather than biological parenting. To
get a broader measure of living situation and account for the fact that
many people live with a partner they are not married to, Living with
someone is a dummy set to 1 for respondents who indicated atW5 of YiN
that they currently live together with parents, a partner, children or with

8 Two extreme values are excluded from
these analyses.

9 As of February 14, 2023, 100 NOK
equals 8.80 EUR or 9.41 USD.

10 Registered offending was explored as a
relevant outcome but dropped due to the low
number of respondents who were in the police
registers this year.
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friends (88.4%) and 0 for those who did not.Loneliness is measured using
a scale based on a 4-item version of the revised UCLA Loneliness Scale
[Russel, Peplau and Cutrona 1980] and a fifth item added to the YiN
(range: 2-20; mean: 9.3).

Three additional variables capture marginalization in different life
areas. Alcohol use is measured as a sum variable based on items 3-10 on
the Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT) [Babor et al.
2001] (range: 5-25; mean: 4.2).Substance use is based on self-report data
on the frequency of illicit substance use in the 12 months leading up to
W5 of YiN, covering “softer” drugs like marijuana as well as “harder”
drugs like methamphetamines and opioids (range 0-200; mean: 0.9).
Finally,Voting is a dummy based on self-report data where the respond-
ent indicates that they voted in the last national election (Fall of 2017)
(coded 1, 92.3%) or not (coded 0).

Control and moderator variables

The control variables are included to account for some of the baseline
differences between individuals that can confound the relationshipbetween
a criminal record and adult life outcomes. On the demographic side,Age is
entered as a continuous variable that reflects the respondent’s age at the
timeof thefirst data collection (range:12-20;mean:14.9years).11Female is
a dummy variable based on self-reported data on gender, which is set to
1 for females (58.4%) and 0 for males. Immigrant is a dummy set to 1 for
respondents who are born abroad (10.1%) according to the population
registry and 0 for those who are born in Norway.

To account for differences in educational achievement, Grades is a
numeric variable that corresponds to the highestfinal grade the respondent
reported to have received in eitherNorwegian,Mathematics orEnglish the
last time they got their annual grade report atW2 (range: 2-6; mean: 4.0).
Parental monitoring at W1 is measured using the mean score of six self-
report questions relating to perceived parental norms and behavior
[Olweus 1989] (range: 1-6; mean: 4.9). Self-reported conduct problems
at W1 is measured using an average frequency score based on 18 items
selected from Olweus’ scale of antisocial behavior [Olweus 1989], the
NationalYouthLongitudinal Study in theUSA [Windle1990], and items
developed by Young in Norway [see e.g. Pedersen and Wickstrøm 1995]

11 A second-degree polynomial was tested but not included in the final models as this did not
significantly improve model fit.
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formore details) (range: 0-23.7; mean: 0.7).Peer deviance atW1 is a count
variable based on a set of questions asking respondents to indicate whether
their two closest friends had engaged in variousdelinquent behaviors in the
past 12 months. All confirmatory answers to these questions were set to
1 and added to create a sum score (range: 0-4; mean: 0.5).

Finally, Socioeconomic status (SES) is proxied using register-based
information on parents’ highest completed education when the respondent
was16years old [cf.Mastekaasa andBirkelund2023].This information is a
categorical variable that is coded into a dummy set capturing whether the
parent with the highest education had completed primary school only
(labelled “Low SES”; 7.2%), had completed high school (labelled
“Medium SES”; 48.9%) or had completed at least some higher education
(labelled “High SES”; 43.5%). In the main regressions (Eq. 1), the vari-
ables are used in a three-part dummy set with Low SES included as the
reference category. In the interaction models (Eq. 2), either Low SES or
High SES is used in the interaction term with the other two categories
forming the reference group. This approach makes it possible to produce
results that speak directly to the experiences of the two groups that have
received themost attention in empirical research to date, namely thosewith
LowSES(as compared toothers) and thosewithHighSES(as compared to
others). It should, however, be emphasized that this high number of
combinations between outcome, explanatory and moderator variables
introduces a risk of having results that are statistically significant only by
chance, and thus of conducting aType-I statistical error [Gelman,Hill and
Yajima 2012]. Results that are close to conventional thresholds for statis-
tical significance or stand out from the rest in terms of their substantive
implications, should therefore be interpreted with extra caution.12

The sample is described in more detail in Table 1, which shows the
means of all explanatory, outcome and control variables separately for
respondents with and without a criminal record at age 25, as well as the
total number of non-responses for each variable. For labor market and
human capital outcomes, those with a criminal record at age 25 are
significantly more likely to have dropped out of high school and less
likely to have completed any higher education. They are also more likely
to be unemployed and receive means-tested social welfare at ages 41-49,

12 Note that multiple testing can also be
accounted for using various statistical tech-
niques, of which none provide a perfect solu-
tion to the problem [see, e.g., GELMAN, HILL

andYAJIMA, 2012, for an overview]. To ensure
that the results are as intuitive and transparent

as possible, I present them as they are and
instead take the more “informal” approach
suggested by Gelman et al. [2012] and others,
and incorporate the increased risk of Type-I
errors into my substantive interpretations.
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and, on average, they earn less money both from paid work and in total.
They also have less money in their bank account. On average, they have a
slightly lower probability of being a part-time employee and slightly
more likely to receive sick leave benefits, but these between-group dif-
ferences are not statistically significant at the conventional 5% threshold
andmight therefore be driven by randomvariation rather than systematic
differences between the groups.

For social exclusion outcomes, respondents who had a criminal record
at age 25 are significantly less likely to be married in their 40s, and they
are also less likely to be living with someone else than those who did not
have a criminal record at age 25. This does not, however, translate into
systematic differences between the groups in the probability of having
kids or how lonely they feel. There are systematic between-group differ-
ences in both alcohol use and substance use, which are largest for the
latter. Here, those who had a criminal record at age 25 report having used
illicit substances on average 4 times in the 12 months leading up to the
W5 data collection, while the same number for those who did not have a
criminal record is 0.4. Interestingly, those who had a criminal record at
age 25were also less likely to vote in the national election that took place
more than 15 years later. There are systematic differences between the
group on all control variables except for immigrant background and age,
with the differences going in the expected direction.

Results

The following two sections explore the relationship between the
presence and seriousness of a criminal record at age 25 and outcomes
spanning both life domains in the 40s in more detail. Tables 2 and 3

present estimates frommultiple linear regression models that control for
age, gender, immigrant backgrounds, SES, grades in high school, par-
ental monitoring in adolescence, self-reported conduct problems in ado-
lescence and peers’ conduct problem in adolescence. Then, moderation
effects by SES are explored in Table 4. Full results from both bivariate
and multiple regression models are included in the Appendix.

Labor market attachment

The output from a total of 18 multiple, linear regression models are
summarized in Table 2 below. Panel A includes the estimates of the
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average difference in the outcomes (listed in the columns) between those
who had a criminal record by age 25 and those who did not.The statistical
significance of each estimate is denoted using asterisks as specified in the
table note. The panel also shows the total number of observations used in
each model. Panel B is structured in an identical manner, but here the
estimates show the average change in each outcome when the person has
one additional offence on their record. The second-degree polynomial
captures any non-linearity in this association.

Aswe see from the table, thedifferences in education outcomesbetween
those with and without a criminal record is reduced, yet still statistically
significant after the controls have been included. In this model, those with
a criminal record are about 7 percentage points more likely to have
dropped out of high school and 12 percentage points less likely to have
no higher education than those without a criminal record. This translates
to relative differences of around170% for high school dropout and 40% for
higher education. For unemployment, part-time employment, and sick
leave, there are no estimates in Panel A that meet the conventional thresh-
old of p<0.5, suggesting that the between-group difference in unemploy-
ment we observed in Table 1 is driven by the individual-level controls.
Those with a more serious criminal record at age 25 are, however, more
likely tobeunemployedwhen they reach their40s (butnomore likely tobe
in part-time employment or on sick leave benefits) (see Panel B). Finally,
for financial situation, there are significant differences in wages, total
income, and savings, with both the presence and seriousness of a criminal
record being linked to both lower earning and less savings. This does not,
however, translate into differences inmeans-tested social welfare, suggest-
ing that, while income differences between the groups are present, they
may not necessarily be at amargin that triggers eligibility formeans-tested
social welfare (which is earmarked for people in highly marginalized
positions). It is also worth noting that the non-linearity of the associations
for both total income and savings mean that those with the most serious
criminal records are at a particularly strong financial disadvantage.

Social exclusion

The output from a total of 14 multiple, linear regression models of the
relationship between criminal record and social exclusion are summar-
ized inTable 3 below. The table is structured in the sameway as Table 2.

As the table shows, there are two statistically significant adjusted dif-
ferences in informal social exclusion between those with and without a
criminal record (see Panel A): loneliness, and the probability of being
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Table 2

The relationship between any vs. no criminal record (Panel A) and the seriousness of the criminal record (Panel B) at age
25, and labor market outcomes at age 41-49. Regression estimates from OLS models

HS dropout
No

higher ed. Unemployed Part time Sick leave Wages Total income Welfare Savings

A) Any criminal record

Criminal record 0.0753*** 0.1160*** 0.0480+ 0.0257 0.0440 –74735.8** –70736.3** 0.0093 –77078.9**

n 1788 1788 1788 1788 1788 1788 1786 1788 1788

B) Seriousness of
criminal record

Number of offences 0.0206* 0.0349** 0.0256* 0.0034 0.0190 –21550.5* –25541.2** 0.0015 –29091.4***

Number of offences2 –0.0005 –0.0011** –0.0009** –0.0003 –0.0007 255.3 593.4* 0.0003 792.9***

n 1788 1788 1788 1788 1788 1788 1786 1788 1788

Note: +: p<0,1 *: p<0.05 **: p<0.01 ***: p<0.001
All models include controls for age, gender, immigrant backgrounds, socioeconomic status, grades in high school, parental monitoring in adolescence, self-reported
conduct problems in adolescence and peers’ conduct problem in adolescence.
Estimates from bivariate models are included in Appendix tables A1.1.1 (any criminal record) and A1.2.1 (seriousness of criminal record).
Estimates for all covariates are included in Appendix Tables A1.1.2 (any criminal record) and A1.2.2 (seriousness of criminal record).
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Table 3

The relationship between any vs. no criminal record (Panel A) and the seriousness of the criminal record (Panel B) at age
25, and social integration outcomes at age 41-49. Regression estimates from OLS models

Married Kids Living with someone Loneliness Alcohol consumption Drug use Voting

A) Any criminal record

Criminal record –0.1080** 0.0338 –0.0380 –0.3800* 0.7240** 1.9430** –0.0513*

n 1788 1785 1788 1782 1758 1760 1753

B) Seriousness of criminal record

Number of offences –0.0371** 0.0050 –0.0219+ –0.1010 0.3440* 1.0250* –0.0219*

Number of offences2 0.0009* –0.0006 0.0003 0.0061* –0.0139** –0.0002 0.0004

n 1788 1785 1788 1782 1758 1760 1753

Note: +: p<0,1 *: p<0.05 **: p<0.01 ***: p<0.001
All models include controls for age, gender, immigrant backgrounds, socioeconomic status, grades in high school, parental monitoring in adolescence, self-reported
conduct problems in adolescence and peers’ conduct problem in adolescence.
Estimates from bivariate models are included in Appendix tables A2.1.1 (any criminal record) and A2.2.1 (seriousness of criminal record).
Estimates for all covariates are included in Appendix Tables A2.1.2 (any criminal record) and A2.2.2 (seriousness of criminal record).
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married. Those who had a criminal record at age 25 are about 10.8
percentage points, or about 20%, less likely to be married by the time they
are in their 40s than those who did not have a criminal record at that age.
Somewhat counterintuitively, those with a criminal record also report less
loneliness than thosewithout, suggesting that theymight still be embedded
in other personal relationships. Panel B shows that the negative association
between record seriousness andmarriage decreases somewhat inmagnitude
as the criminal record gets more serious, which might indicate that this
group has better chances in amarriagemarket with partners that also have a
criminal record [cf. van Scheelen et al. 2011].

Table 4

Summary of interaction analyses. Regression estimates from OLS models

Any criminal record Seriousness of criminal record

Low SES High SES Low SES High SES

Labor market attachment

Dropped out of high school –0.0475 –0.0354 0.0028 0.0127

Not started higher education 0.0785 –0.0884 –0.0190* 0.0045

Unemployed –0.0317 0.1260* –0.0029 0.0373*

Part-time worker –0.0497 –0.0267 –0.0101 –0.0088

Sick leave –0.0129 0.0808 –0.0259** 0.0381*

Wages –1238.7 17836.3 15875.3+ –1070.2

Total income –0.1238 39107.3 16180.1* 840.6

Means-tested welfare –0.0218 –0.0058 0.0147* 0.0089+

Savings 45585.3 –27994.4 10599.9 –21009.3*

Social exclusion

Married –0.0161 0.0537 0.0085 0.0029

Have kids 0.0229 0.0923* –0.0081 0.0124

Living with someone else –0.0800 0.120** –0.0078 0.0189

Loneliness 1.288+ –0.3770 0.265*** –0.1850

Alcohol consumption –2.290** 0.2790 –0.377** 0.4130

Drug use –2.577 –1.6310 –0.1940 0.0876

Voted last election –0.123 0.0258 –0.0284* 0.0138

Note: +: p<0,1 *: p<0.05 **: p<0.01 ***: p<0.001
All models include controls for age, gender, immigrant background, socioeconomic status, grades in
high school, parental monitoring in adolescence, self-reported conduct problems in adolescence and
peers’ conduct problem in adolescence.
Estimates for all covariates for labor market attachment are included in Appendix tables A1.1.3
(any*low), A1.1.4 (any*high), A1.2.3 (seriousness*low) and A1.2.4 (seriousness*high).
Estimates for all covariates for social exclusion are included in Appendix tables A2.1.3 (any*low), A2.1.4
(any*high), A2.2.3 (seriousness*low) and A2.2.4 (seriousness*high).
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For the final three proxies of social exclusion, both the presence and
seriousness of the criminal record is linked to more problematic alcohol
use, more frequent substance use and a lower probability to vote. As in
the bivariate analysis, the biggest difference is observed for illicit sub-
stance use: in this adjusted model, those who had a criminal record at age
25 reported using illicit substances more than five times as often in the
past 12 months than those without a criminal record. In sum, these
patterns underscore that people who had been in contact with the police
by age 25 may end up in more marginalized positions later in life.

Summary and subsample analysis

To summarize, having a criminal record at age25 is associatedwithworse
outcomes in several life domains, even after baseline demographic, socio-
economic and (anti)social factors such as parental monitoring, peer
deviance and own conduct problems in adolescence is accounted for.
The pattern is particularly pronounced for labor market outcomes, and
both having a criminal record and the seriousness of this record is linked to
lower educational attainment and a worse financial situation. Having a
more serious criminal record also increases the probability of unemploy-
ment; however, this is not the case if we compare thosewith andwithout a
criminal record or look at part-time employment or sick leave as the
outcome. This somewhat counterintuitive pattern could suggest either
that the robust welfare system in Norway is successful in securing (lower
paying) employment also to people with lower human capital and holes in
their CVs, or that, to a larger extent, thosewith a criminal record drop out
of the labor market altogether and therefore do not end up in the
unemployment/part-time registers.

The presence of a criminal record at age 25 is also linked to a lower
probability of being married, and the seriousness of the record to a lower
probability of living with someone at all (including family, friends, etc.).
Importantly, having a criminal record (at all or a more serious one) is also
related to increased alcohol and substance use, and—at least for thosewith
amore serious criminal record—voter turnout later in life. This illustrates
that a criminal record can be linked to more extreme measures of mar-
ginalization, and that criminal justice system involvement can be directly
and indirectly linked to civic engagement also in legal contexts where
having such a record does not deprive a person of their right to vote.Other
social integration outcomes, such as having kids or livingwith someone, is
less systematically related to criminal record.
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A key question is, of course, whether these overall associations mask
any between-group differences. To explore this further, all combinations
of explanatory and outcome variables are rerun using interaction terms
between 1) criminal record and low SES (vs. middle or high) and 2)
criminal record and high SES (vs. middle or low). The interaction terms
are included in Table 4 below, and the complete output from these
regression models is included in Appendix C. As noted above, the
multiple comparisons mean that we can expect at least three of these tests
to yield statistically significant results (given a significance level of 0.05)
just by chance [Gelman, Hill and Yajima 2012].

While the overall pattern is one of no statistical interaction effects
between SES and criminal record, some interesting patterns emerge.
First, high SES seems to increase the “penalty” of a criminal record for
some of the labor market outcomes (see Appendix tables A1.1.4 and A1.
2.4). High SES is linked to an additional decrease in savings; for people
with low andmedium SES, one additional offence on the criminal record
is associated with having around 9,000NOK (840 EUR/915USD) less
in savings at the end of 2020; for those with high SES, the average
decrease per offence is around 30,000 NOK (2,810 EUR/3,050
USD). Moreover, the bivariate associations between criminal record
and unemployment, which we observed in Table 2, seem to be driven
by people with high SES. If we look at the full interaction models (see
Appendix), neither the estimates for criminal record nor those for high
SES are statistically significant, but the interaction terms are. This could
mean, as suggested for instance by Dennison and Demuth [2018], that
people with high SES face more severe obstacles in trying to integrate
into the labor market with a criminal record than to people with lower
SES. It could also reflect different strategies for dealing with a criminal
record in the two groups, where people with high SES to a larger extent
keep a (weak) attachment to the labor market and thus qualify for
unemployment benefits at a higher rate than people with low SES. This
suspicion is strengthened by the fact that those with high SES (and a
more serious criminal record) also find themselves at a higher risk of
receiving sick leave benefits, which also depend on employment.

Secondly, and still focusing on labor market attachment, low SES
seems to be a protective factor for those with more serious criminal
records. For both the propensity to have no higher education and for
total income (and wages (p<0.1)), low SES more or less offsets the
detrimental impact of a criminal record experienced by those with
medium/high SES (see Appendix Table A1.2.3). The negative associ-
ation between seriousness and the probability of sick leave is, as
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highlighted above, carried by those with high SES. While this could in
part be linked to labor market attachment, it might suggest that having a
more serious criminal record early in life triggers the formal and/or
informal support system of a person in ways that make it more likely that
they get “back on track” if they belong to low SES—and presumably at
risk—populations. However, as all estimates included in the interaction
are statistically significant for thesemodels, it should be noted that people
with low SES and no criminal record still fare worse in terms of labor
market attachment than people with more serious criminal records that
belong to higher socioeconomic strata. It should also be stressed that
people with low SES and a more serious criminal record are at a higher
risk of receiving means-tested social welfare, indicating a polarization in
the labor market attachment in this group.

Thirdly, for social integration outcomes, high SES is—contrary to
what we saw for labor market outcomes—a weak protection mechanism
(see Table Appendix table A2.1.4). High SES cancels out the negative
relationship between having a criminal record and the likelihood of living
with someone else that is observed for people with low andmediumSES,
leaving people with high SES and a criminal record about as likely to live
with someone else as people with low/medium SES and no criminal
record (see Appendix Table 2.1.4). Moreover, people with a criminal
record and high SES are linked to an increased likelihood of having kids.
While this has been interpreted as a risk factor in adolescence and early
adulthood [Lanctot, Cernkovich and Giordano 2008], this is a less
reasonable explanation when observing people as they reach mid-life.

Fourth, in this life domain, low (as compared tomedium or high) SES
is a risk factor for two outcomes: loneliness and voting. Results indicate
that there are no systematic differences in the relationship between
having a criminal record and voting behavior if we compare people from
various socioeconomic statuses. However, for the seriousness of the crim-
inal record, there is a negative association between the number of offences
and the propensity to vote for people with low SES but no association for
people with medium/high SES (see Appendix Table A2.2.3). For lone-
liness, there is a positive association between the number of offences and
self-reported loneliness for people with low SES but no association for
people with medium/high SES. Taken together, the findings for loneli-
ness and SES suggest that the social costs to (some) relationships may
thus beweaker for thosewith higher SES and stronger for thosewith low.

Fifth and finally, low SES is also a protective factor for one social
exclusion outcome, namely alcohol consumption. Here, low SES coun-
teracts the positive association between criminal record and alcohol
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consumption that is observed for those with medium/high SES (see
Appendix tables A2.1.3 and A2.2.3). This can suggest, as for labor
market attachment, that having a criminal record leads tomore treatment
or assistance opportunities for people with low SES than with
higher SES.

In sum,most variability by SES can be seen for the seriousness (rather
than themere presence) of a criminal record. Somewhat surprisingly, low
SES seems to mitigate some of the unwanted consequences of having a
more serious criminal record for labor market attachment and alcohol
use, while reinforcing the detrimental consequences in more informal
social settings. Flipping this pattern on its head, high SES seems to
reinforce some of the unwanted consequences of having a more serious
criminal record for certain labor market outcomes while mitigating them
in informal social relationships. Rather than being a “buffer” against any
unwanted consequences of criminal justice interventions, the only bene-
fits experienced by those with higher SES are that they are more likely to
have children and live with someone else.

Discussion

This analysis wasmotivated byHagan’s [1991] call to better integrate
sociological research on deviance and stratification. Combining life
course theory [Elder 1985, 1994] with sociological theories on deviance
[Becker 1963; Agnew 2001] and family formation [Becker 1981], as well
as empirical research on the collateral consequences of punishment [Kirk
andWakefield2018], the paper has explored the relationship between the
criminal record at age 25 and various life outcomes linked to labormarket
attachment and social exclusion measured at least 15 years later. A key
advantage of this analysis is that it has assessed this relationship using a
combination of administrative and self-report data that follow individ-
uals from their teens into their 40s. In sum, the results show that the
criminal record is linked to some (but not all) outcomes in both these life
domains, and that the seriousness (rather than just the presence) of a
criminal record is an important predictor. As expected, the relationship
between seriousness and life outcomes varies somewhat depending on
SES, but not always in a consistent or expected manner.

It is important to recognize some of the key limitations of this research
beforemoving on. Firstly, it is important to stress that the results of these
analyses are correlational only, and they can therefore not be given a
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causal interpretation. While the observed patterns can indeed reflect a
causal effect of a criminal record, it can also be that the correlations are
spurious and driven by other individual characteristics that have not been
included in themodels. Secondly, the analysis is based on a sample that is
no longer representative of the population fromwhich it was drawn. It is
likely that respondents in the original YiN sample who became the most
criminally active dropped out of the study at a higher rate than others
before the W5 data collection. The fact that the outcome data were
collected roughly one year into the COVID-19 pandemic could also
mean that some of those who were the most hardly hit did not have the
bandwidth to fill out the survey, and that some of the outcomes are
biased. Thirdly, the data did not allow for the exploration of additional
nuances in the criminal record linked to, for instance, time of onset,
duration, and types of contact. Dennison and Demuth’s [2018] data did
for instance allow them to differentiate between arrests, convictions, and
imprisonment, and demonstrate a non-linear relationship in which
deeper involvement led to increasingly negative consequences on
achieved SES. This would be relevant also in future analyses. Finally,
given both the sample size and/or space considerations it was not possible
to explore subsample variations depending on characteristics such as
gender or minority background, even though these are both theoretically
relevant.

So—with these caveats in mind—what are the implications of these
results for future research and theory development on inequality and
deviance? For research and theory development on social inequality, the
most important takeaway from this study is, perhaps, that it demon-
strates that a criminal record is linked to later life outcomes also after
systematic differences in delinquent behavior, sociodemographic char-
acteristics, parents, and peers are accounted for. In terms of size, the
estimates for criminal record (vs. no criminal record) are often compar-
able to those of SES, and—except for the probability of having kids and
working part-time—larger than the differences between men and
women. However, it is also important to note that a criminal record is
not linked to all outcomes. It is premature to conclude which outcomes
are most relevant based on this one study, andmore analyses that explore
the relationship between criminal record and various life domains in the
same context are necessary to move this field forward. For this to happen,
it would be beneficial if researchers included multiple, related measures
to measure social disadvantage in their studies. While arguably less
elegant than combining them into an index, etc., the results presented
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here also illustrate that measuring matters, and it is not inconsequential
how inequality is operationalized.

Of particular relevance to research and theory development on devi-
ance, this study shows that even front-end criminal justice involvement is
linked to detrimental outcomes in several life domains—even in a context
where few structural impediments are imposed on people with a criminal
record. This underscores how the stigma associated with formal labeling
can influence processes of social exclusion in formal as well as informal
settings, and that formal labeling can be a “turning point” [Sampson and
Laub 1993] in the life course. More research is needed to better under-
stand these processes in the Norwegian context. To date, existing
research on the labor market discrimination in Norway has focused on
minority background [Birkelund et al. 2014], but this study invites
similar approaches that focus on criminal background as well. It also
remains an open question how exactly some of the people with different
criminal records make a “course correction” and catch up with the more
standardized life course. This is a question that should be answered using
longitudinal data with closer andmore regular time intervals between the
waves than the data used in this paper.

It is clear from this analysis that the topics of inequality and deviance
form parts of a Venn diagram with a substantial overlap. Sampson and
Laub’s [1997] concept of a “snowball effect” illustrates this nicely: “The
theory specifically suggests a ‘snowball’ effect-that adolescent delin-
quency and its negative consequences (e.g., arrest, official labeling, incar-
ceration) increasingly ‘mortgage’ one’s future, especially later life
chances molded by schooling and employment” [Sampson and Laub
1997: 147]. The “snowball effect” means that labeling can last much
longer than the actual experience of labeling and stigmatization, and that
it can increase delinquency—which in turn leads to increased stigmatiza-
tion, and so on [Bernburg 2019]. These interrelated processes of delin-
quency, criminal justice system involvement, marginalization and
inequality are what ultimately produces what Irwin [1985] called “the
rabble class”; a group of people that are detached from society as a
consequence of their involvement in the criminal justice system. While
these results are clearly not indicative of such an underclass in Norway,
they nonetheless demonstrate that inequality researchers should con-
tinue to take seriously the idea that criminal justice interventions can
be catalysts of social inequality. Likewise, deviance researchers should
not be wary that social inequality likely is an important moderator for the
impact of criminal justice involvement on the life course.
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