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7 MEASURES

7.1 Unfair police treatment (wave V)

We operationalize unfair police treatment using responses from the following question: “Have
you ever been unfairly stopped, searched, or questioned by the police” (response options included
“no” and “yes”). Unfair police treatment is therefore a dichotomous variable wherein 1 indicates
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encompasses respondents of all races (single race, biracial, or multiracial) who identified as ethni-
cally Hispanic or Latino. The racial categories are based on the single racial category that respon-
dents identified as or reported best described them (i.e., for bi- and multiracial respondents) and
only includes respondents who did not identify ethnically as Hispanic or Latino. We constructed
four mutually exclusive categories to indicate non-Latino White (reference category), non-Latino
Black, Latino, and non-Latino Other racial identities (i.e., Asian, Native American, or Other). A
dichotomous variable is also included to denote whether respondents were foreign born (1 = for-
eign born; 0 = native born). Sex is a dichotomous variable (1 = male; 0 = female). Age in years is
included as a continuous variable.

7.3.2 Socioeconomic/contextual characteristics

To account for adolescents’ family structure, we created a binary indicator for whether respon-
dents lived with both biological parents (1= biological parents; 0= other family structure). Family
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TA B L E 1 Weighted descriptive statistics

Variables

Experienced
Unfair
Police

Treatment

Did Not
Experience

Unfair
Police

Treatment
Total

Sample
Social-Psychological and Behavioral
Measures (wave V)

Depressive symptoms 3.135*** 2.251 2.437
Self-efficacy 10.170*** 11.156 10.948
Suicide ideation 11.854%*** 5.484% 6.829%
Drug use 7.209%*** 3.014% 3.899%

Demographics (wave I)
White 49.929%*** 71.765% 67.156%
Black 30.054%*** 11.574% 15.475%
Latino 14.634%** 11.316% 12.016%
Other 5.383% 5.345% 5.353%
Foreign-born 6.074% 5.927% 5.959%
Male 72.416%*** 44.477% 50.375%
Age 15.524 15.461 15.474
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TA B L E 3 (Continued)

Variables

Experienced
Unfair
Police

Treatment

Did Not
Experience

Unfair
Police

Treatment |SD|
% Bias

Reduction
Parental death 7.026% 7.282% .010 –87.074%
Friend attempted suicide 21.374% 21.664% .007 –92.203%
Family member attempted suicide 5.265% 5.269% <.001 –99.784%

Arrest History (wave V)
Ever arrested 60.037% 56.632% .069 –90.457%

N of respondentsa 2,426 9,311

Notes: All analyses are weighted and account for the Add Health survey design. Sample size (unweighted N of respondents): 11,737.
Propensity scores estimated via logistic regression analysis presented in table 2. Matched sample generated using Gaussian kernel
matching. Standardized differences below |0.10| suggest balance between groups.
Source: National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent to Adult Health (Add Health), 1995–2018.
Abbreviations: SD = standardized difference; SES = socioeconomic status.
aUnweighted N.

9.2.3 Robustness checks: Alternative matching and sampling
specifications

We conduct several sensitivity analyses to test the robustness of the results (see table 5). First,
we use a one-to-one nearest neighbor matching algorithm without replacement (caliper = .03),
which successfully matches 2,218 treated respondents with 2,218 controlled respondents whose
propensity score deviates by no more than .03 from their match.4 We also employ one-to-one
nearest neighbor matching with replacement, meaning that one controlled respondent could be
used more than once to match with a treated respondent. This algorithm successfully matches
all treated respondents with a controlled respondent. Next, we implement a three-to-one near-
est neighbor matching algorithm, which matches up to three controlled respondents with each
treated respondent. Finally, we use radius matching, which matches all controlled respondents
whose propensity score falls within .03 of a treated respondent.5 As shown in table 5, across all
matching algorithms, unfair police treatment remains significantly associated with depressive
symptoms, self-efficacy, suicide ideation, and drug use.

One concern with propensity score matching is the fact that respondents can only be matched
based on information available in the data; therefore, the extent to which any unobserved
variables influence the results remains unknown (see Loughran et al., 2015). We thus estimate
Rosenbaum (2002) bounds to assess the role of hidden bias within the matched sample generated
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TA B L E 5 Associations between unfair police treatment and social-psychological and behavioral outcomes
in adulthood: Alternative propensity score matching algorithms

Unfair Police Treatment Estimate
Matching Algorithm Coefficient 95% Confidence Interval
Depressive Symptomsa

1-to-1 nearest neighbor without replacement .651*** (.388, .915)
1-to-1 nearest neighbor with replacement .627*** (.274, .979)
3-to-1 nearest neighbor with replacement .636*** (.350, .922)
Radius matching .672*** (.435, .909)

Self-Efficacya

1-to-1 nearest neighbor without replacement –.838*** (–1.136, –.541)
1-to-1 nearest neighbor with replacement –.799*** (–1.191, –.407)
3-to-1 nearest neighbor with replacement –.787*** (–1.094, –.481)
Radius matching –.836*** (–1.085, –.587)

Matching Algorithm Odds ratio 95% Confidence Interval
Suicide Ideationb

1-to-1 nearest neighbor without replacement 2.055*** (1.454, 2.906)
1-to-1 nearest neighbor with replacement 2.107** (1.297, 3.423)
3-to-1 nearest neighbor with replacement 2.030*** (1.438, 2.866)
Radius matching 2.047*** (1.565, 2.677)

Drug Useb

1-to-1 nearest neighbor without replacement 1.581* (1.005, 2.487)
1-to-1 nearest neighbor with replacement 1.767* (1.086, 2.873)
3-to-1 nearest neighbor with replacement 1.693* (1.114, 2.573)
Radius matching 1.639** (1.139, 2.358)

Notes: All analyses are weighted and account for the Add Health survey design. Sample sizes (unweighted N of respondents):
1-to-1 nearest neighbor without replacement = 4,436 (2,218 treated; 2,218 controlled); 1-to-1 nearest neighbor with replacement =
4,095 (2,426 treated; 1,669 controlled); 3-to-1 nearest neighbor with replacement =
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the strain; therefore, it is also plausible that the inability to minimize subjective strain acts as
a mechanism underlying this association (Agnew, 1992, 2001). Moreover, the negative emotions
associated with unfair police treatment (e.g., depression and lower self-efficacy) might lead to
drug use as a means to cope with such feelings (e.g., Khantzian, 1985, 1997; Swendsen et al., 2010).
These negative emotions stemming from unfair police treatment might also explain why such
experiences are associated with suicide-related outcomes, although future research is needed to
confirm such pathways.

Additionally, future research should examine what else may moderate the associations between
unfair police treatment and negative outcomes in adulthood. For instance, the gender (e.g., U.S.
Department of Justice, 2019) and socioeconomic (e.g., Pollock et al., 2012) disparities in criminal
justice system contact might mean that, like White people, women or those from higher social
class backgrounds may find unfair police contact especially unnerving given their lower likelihood
for police interaction. Examining whether opinions of law enforcement, such as perceptions of
procedural (in)justice or police legitimacy, moderate the association between perceived unfair
treatment and negative outcomes is also an important avenue for future research (e.g., McFarland
et al., 2019
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