














Table 13: Logistic Regression Model for General Property Recidivism for Males

48

Variable OR SE Z
Monetary Sanctions

Total Sanction Amount 1.000 .0000 1.3
Total Restitution Amount .9999 .0001 -.6
Initial Conviction

Prior Property 1.879 1.768 .67
Sociodemographics

Age at Release 1.021 .0397 55
White 1.902 2.107 .58
(non-whites as reference group)

LSI-R Score .9878 .0569 -21

***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05
Note: OR=0dds ratio; SE=Standard error; Z=z-score

Burglary recidivism and theft recidivism were both similar to general property
recidivism. As shown in Table 14 and Table 15, neither total sanction amount nor total
restitution amount were significantly associated with burglary recidivism or theft
recidivism. Both models considered sociodemographic variables. Having a property
offense from initial prison conviction, sex, and white status were dropped from the
burglary recidivism model because they were perfectly associated with burglary

recidivism.

Table 14: Logistic Regression Model for Burglary Recidivism Subtype

Variable OR SE Z
Monetary Sanctions

Total Sanction Amount 1.000 .00009 .89
Total Restitution Amount .9998 .0003 -0.44
Sociodemographics

Age at Release 1.163 1318 1.33
LSI-R Score 1.423 5233 .96

***n<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05

Note: OR=0dds ratio; SE=Standard error; Z=z-score
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Table 15: Logistic Regression Model for Theft Recidivism Subtype

Variable OR SE Z
Monetary Sanctions

Total Sanction Amount 1.000 .00002 1.09
Total Restitution Amount .9999 .00004 -0.76
Initial Conviction

Prior Property 5714 .6533 -0.49
Sociodemographics

Age at Release 9789 .0429 -0.49
Sex 1.578 1.782 A4
(females as reference group)

White 1.821 2.034 .54
(non-whites as reference group)

LSI-R Score 9416 .052 -1.09

***n<,001, **p<.01, *p<.05
Note: OR=0dds ratio; SE=Standard error; Z=z-score

Logistic Regression Analysis for Violent Recidivism
As shown in Table 16, neither total sanction amount or total restitution amount
were significantly associated with general violent recidivism. The model considered
sociodemographic variables. Sex was dropped from the model because it was perfectly

associated with general violent recidivism.

Table 16: Logistic Regression Model for General Violent Recidivism

Variable OR SE Z
Monetary Sanctions

Total Sanction Amount 1.0000 .00002 .55
Total Restitution Amount .9999 .00003 -0.07
Initial Conviction

Prior Violent 2721 4204 -0.84
Sociodemographics

Age at Release .856 .0795 -1.68
White 1.942 2.162 .6
(non-whites as reference group)

LSI-R Score 1.05 .0648 .79

***n<,001, **p<.01, *p<.05
Note: OR=0dds ratio; SE=Standard error; Z=z-score
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Individual logistic regression models for general violent recidivism were
computed for males and females. As shown in Table 17, neither total sanction amount nor
total restitution amount were significantly associated with male general violent
recidivism. The model considered sociodemographic variables. For females, all variables
were dropped from the model as there were not enough observations to accurately

compute. Because of this, no model is shown.

Table 17: Logistic Regression Model for General Violent Recidivism for Males

Variable OR SE Z
Monetary Sanctions

Total Sanction Amount 1.000 .00002 .55
Total Restitution Amount .9999 .00003 -0.07
Initial Conviction

Prior Violent 2721 4204 -0.84
Sociodemographics

Age at Release .856 0795 -1.68
White 1.942 2.162 .6
(non-whites as reference group)

LSI-R Score 1.05 .0648 .79

***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05
Note: OR=0dds ratio; SE=Standard error; Z=z-score

As shown in Table 18, neither total sanction amount nor total restitution amount
were significantly associated with kidnap recidivism. The model took sociodemographic
variables into consideration. Having a violent conviction from initial prison, sex, and
white status were perfectly associated with kidnap recidivism and were therefore dropped

from the model.
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Table 18: Logistic Regression Model for Kidnap Recidivism Subtype

Variable OR SE Z
Monetary Sanctions

Total Sanction Amount 1.0000 .00005 .79
Total Restitution Amount 9975 .0037 -0.69
Sociodemographics

Age at Release 1.052 162 .33
LSI-R Score 3.241 4.915 .78

***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05
Note: OR=0dds ratio; SE=Standard error; Z=z-score

As shown in Table 19, neither total sanction amount nor total restitution amount
were significantly associated with assault recidivism. The model took sociodemographic
variables into consideration. Age at release from prison or work release (OR=.7786,
SE=.1114, z=-1.75, p<.08) was significantly associated with assault recidivism. This
indicates that as an offender ages, they are 22.14% less likely to have their recidivism
conviction be an assault conviction. The sex variable was dropped from the model

because it was perfectly associated with assault recidivism.

Table 19: Logistic Regression Model for Assault Recidivism Subtype

Variable OR SE Z
Monetary Sanctions

Total Sanction Amount .9999 .00004 -0.18
Total Restitution Amount 1.0000 .00005 42
Initial Conviction

Prior Violent .3087 4856 -0.75
Sociodemographics

Age at Release 1786 1114 -1.75"
White 1.545 1.767 .38
(non-whites as reference group)

LSI-R Score 1.006 .0637 .09

***pn<,001, **p<.01, *p<.05, "p<.08
Note: OR=0dds ratio; SE=Standard error; Z=z-score
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ROC Curve Analysis for Drug Recidivism
As shown in Table 20 and Figure 1, ROC curve analysis was computed on drug
recidivism. In this analysis, total sanction amount (AUC=.6253, SE=.0538) and total
restitution amount (AUC=.5436, SE=.0598) were found to be weakly, but better than

random chance, associated with drug recidivism.

Table 20: ROC Curve for Drug Recidivism

Variable AUC! SE
Total Sanction Amount .6253 .0538
Total Restitution Amount 5436 .0598

IAUC: 0.5 indicates random chance, therefore, anything between 0.5 and 0.7 is weak;
0.71-0.8 is moderate; 0.8 to 0.9 is strong; and 0.91 and above is best
Note: AUC=Area under the curve; SE=Standard error
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Figure 1: ROC Curve for Drug Recidivism



Table 26: Two-Sample T-Test Model for LSI-R Score
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Variable N Mean SE SD
Public Defender 669 30.53 .286 7.398
Private Attorney 36 23.639 1.191 7.144
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

Format of Discussion
The discussion chapter is divided into the following format. The results of the
drug recidivism models are discussed followed by a discussion of the property recidivism
and violent recidivism models. Each hypothesis is discussed in relation to the outcomes
derived for the respective models. Similar to the results section formatting, each batch of
models is prefaced using a heading indicating which type of recidivism is being
discussed. Finally, the additional data analysis models are discussed in relation to the

outcomes derived for the respective models.

Variable Significance and Hypothesis - Drug Recidivism Models

Examination of the logistic models according to the first hypothesis which states,
as total court-ordered monetary sanction amount increases, the reported instances of
return to prison will increase, is not supported by the data in this analysis. Examination of
the models according to the second hypothesis which states, as total court-ordered
restitution amount increases, the reported instances of return to prison will decrease, is
not supported by the data in this analysis. Examination of the models according to the
third hypothesis which states, the total court-ordered monetary sanction amounts predict
above and beyond known predictors (i.e. age, sex, race, criminal history, SES) of
recidivism with regard to reported instances of return to prison, is not supported by the

data in this analysis.
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While prior research has shown that monetary sanctions act as a financial barrier,
charting a path back to a criminal lifestyle and prison conviction (Maruna 2001; Diller et
al. 2010; Harris et al. 2010; Zimmer 2013), the covariate total sanction amount did not
produce any significant recidivism outcomes among offenders in this analysis. According
to theory, restitution can be an effective rehabilitative device (Eglash 1958; Jacob 1970).
However, the covariate total restitution amount did not produce any significant
recidivism outcomes among offenders in this analysis.

The data show that offenders, whose most serious offense from their initial prison
conviction was a drug offense, are likely to recidivate with another drug offense. This
finding is consistent with the findings of the National Council on Alcoholism and Drug
Dependence, Inc. (2015) who found “approximately 95% of inmates return to alcohol and
drug use after release from prison, and 60-80% of drug abusers commit a new crime
(typically a drug-drive crime) after release from prison.” Additionally, Chandler,
Fletcher, and Volkow (2009) suggest many drug-addicted individuals rapidly return to
drug use following long periods of abstinence during incarceration. From a strain theory
perspective, Botchkovar et al. (2013) suggest that prior coping history has some effect on
subsequent coping choices. Furthermore, analysis showed that drug recidivism due to a
drug offense from initial prison conviction is only significant for male offenders.

Additionally, analysis showed drug offenders are significantly likely to have their
recidivism conviction be a drug possession offense; this likelihood doubles for a
trafficking offense. This is consistent with research by Langan and Levin (2002), who
found a higher percentage of drug offenders returned to prison on trafficking charges. As

the literature notes, crime is frequently used to get money quickly (Agnew et al. 1996;
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Cernkovich et al. 2000; Colvin 2000). Therefore, from a strain theory perspective,
individuals are trafficking drugs to reduce the strain brought on by failure to achieve
monetary goals (i.e. pay back monetary sanction and live a conventional lifestyle).

No sociodemographic variables were found to be significantly associated with
general drug recidivism or trafficking recidivism. LSI-R score was the only
sociodemographic variable found to be significantly associated with drug possession
recidivism. Indicating offenders with lower LSI-R scores are significantly more likely to
recidivate with a drug possession offense than offenders with higher LSI-R scores.

Examination of the ROC curve for drug recidivism shows that total court-ordered
monetary sanction amount and total restitution amount are weakly, but better than
random chance, associated with drug recidivism.

In summary, logistic regression analysis revealed monetary sanction amounts
have null effects on drug recidivism. However, ROC curve analysis revealed total
sanction amount and total restitution amount are weakly associated with drug recidivism.
Logistic regression results showed offenders were more likely to recidivate with a drug
offense if they were sentenced to prison on a drug conviction and if they were male. In
addition, offenders were more likely to recidivate with a drug trafficking offense than a
drug possession offense, although both were significantly linked to prior drug offending.

Lastly, lower LSI-R scores were significantly associated with drug possession recidivism.

Variable Significance and Hypothesis - Property Recidivism Models

Examination of the logistic models according to the first hypothesis, which states,
as total court-ordered monetary sanction amount increases, the reported instances of

return to prison will increase, is not supported by the data in this analysis. Examination of
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the models according to the second hypothesis, which states, as total court-ordered
restitution amount increases, the reported instances of return to prison will decrease, is
not supported by the data in this analysis. Examination of the models according to the
third hypothesis which states, the total court-ordered monetary sanction amounts predict
above and beyond known predictors (i.e. age, sex, race, criminal history, SES) of
recidivism with regard to reported instances of resentence to prison, is not supported by
the data in this analysis.

Neither having a property offense from initial prison conviction nor
sociodemographic variables were found to be significant in this analysis. This finding is
inconsistent with previous research concluding there is specialization in offending
behaviors amongst property offenders. The U.S. Department of Justice (2016) found a
higher percentage of released property offenders were arrested for a property crime
(54%) than any other offender. From a strain theory perspective, this finding is also
inconsistent because, as previously mentioned crime is frequently used to get money
quickly to reduce strain (Agnew et al. 1996; Cernkovich et al. 2000; Colvin 2000).
Property offenses are a quick way to make money for monetary sanctions and other life
necessities.

Examination of the ROC curve for property recidivism shows that total court-
ordered monetary sanction amount is weakly associated with property recidivism and
total restitution is moderately associated with property recidivism.

In summary, logistic regression analysis revealed monetary sanction amounts

have null effects on property recidivism. However, ROC curve analysis revealed total



62

sanction amount is weakly associated with property recidivism and total restitution

amount is moderately associated with property recidivism.

Variable Significance and Hypothesis - Violent Recidivism Models

Examination of the logistic models according to the first hypothesis, which states,
as total court-ordered monetary sanction amount increases, the reported instances of
return to prison will increase, is not supported by the data in this analysis. Examination of
the models according to the second hypothesis, which states, as total court-ordered
restitution amount increases, the reported instances of return to prison will decrease, is
not supported by the data in this analysis. Examination of the models according to the
third hypothesis which states, the total court-ordered monetary sanction amounts predict
above and beyond known predictors (i.e. age, sex, race, criminal history, SES) of
recidivism with regard to reported instances of resentence to prison, is not supported by
the data in this analysis.

The data from the logistic models show that age is significantly associated with
assault recidivism. As an offender ages, they are less likely to return to prison on an
assault charge. It is well known as offenders age, they are less likely to reoffend (Langan
and Levin 2002; May et al. 2008; lowa Department of Corrections 2016). Additionally,
young people age 16-24 have the highest violent crime rates (U.S. Department of Justice
1994). From a strain theory perspective, Anderson (1999) argued that young males are
under much pressure to respond to one type of strain—disrespectful treatment— with
violence. As young people age, they begin to have more control over the nature of their

social world and develop positive social connections of their own choosing (Agnew
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1997). In this sense, as offenders age, they can cope with strains without returning to
violence.

Besides age, no other sociodemographic variables were found to be significant in
this analysis. Having a violent offense from initial prison conviction was also not found
to be significantly associated with violent recidivism. This is inconsistent with previous
research concluding there is specialization in offending behaviors amongst violent
offenders. The U.S. Department of Justice (2016) found a higher percentage of released
violent offenders were arrested for a violent crime (33.1%) than any other offender.
Furthermore, among prisoners released for assault, approximately 34.4 percent were
rearrested for assault (U.S. Department of Justice 2016).

Examination of the ROC curve for violent recidivism shows that total sanction
amount is moderately associated with violent recidivism and total restitution amount is
weakly, but better than random chance, associated with violent recidivism.

In summary, logistic regression analysis revealed monetary sanction amounts
have null effects on violent recidivism. However, ROC curve analysis revealed total
sanction amount is moderately associated with violent recidivism and total restitution
amount is weakly associated with violent recidivism. Logistic regression results showed
younger offenders more likely to recidivate with an assault conviction than older

offenders.

Additional Data Analysis - Days to Recidivism Model

Additional data analysis was run on the studies primary covariates, total sanction
amount and total restitution amount, to see if a significant association exists with days to

failure (recidivism). Examination of the negative binomial regression model revealed
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both to be significant associations. From the results, it can be determined individuals with
higher amounts of monetary sanctions recidivate sooner than individuals with lower
amounts of monetary sanctions. Indicating court-ordered monetary sanctions interact with
recidivism in some fashion. Furthermore, it can be determined individuals with higher
amounts of total restitution recidivate later than individuals with lower amounts of
restitution. According to this information, restitution may act as a protective factor,
helping offenders stay out of prison longer. Indicating court-ordered restitution interacts
with the restorative justice philosophy in some fashion. Perhaps where the monetary
sanction money goes to (i.e. the government versus victim) has some effect on
recidivism.

This model also included sociodemographics and prior conviction types. No
sociodemographic variables were found to be significantly associated. Having a violent
offense from initial prison conviction was the only prior significantly associated with
days to recidivism. Indicating that individuals entering prison on a violent offense
recidivate quicker than individuals who did not. This is inconsistent with data reported by
the U.S. Department of Justice (2014) who found after six months, property offenders
were most likely to return to prison (21.8%), followed by violent offenders (16.2%), and
then drug offenders (15.4%); after one year property offenders were most likely to return
to prison (36.4%), followed by drug offenders (28.1%), and then violent offenders
(27.5%). This order continued through year five.

In summary, higher amounts of total monetary sanctions shorten time to
recidivism while higher amounts of total restitution lengthen time to recidivism. By

lengthening the time to recidivism, restitution acts as a protective factor for offenders.
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The data also concluded, offenders entering prison on a violent offense recidivate quicker

after release than those who entered prison on a drug or property offense.

Additional Data Analysis — Monetary Sanction and LSI-R Two-Sample T-Test
Models

Additional data analysis was run on the studies primary covariates, total sanction
amount and total restitution amount, and LSI-R score to see if a significant association
exists with these variables and SES (determined by whether a defendant retained a public
defender). Examination of two-sample t-test models revealed significant group
differences in all three models.

Individuals who qualified for and retained a public defender, on average, had both
significantly less total sanction amounts and significantly less total restitution amounts.
Per this information, the public defenders in this sample achieved more favorable
outcomes for offenders than private attorneys. The literature on attorney effectiveness is
mixed. A large portion of research indicates public defenders do as well as privately
retained attorneys in gaining favorable outcomes for defendants (Hanson, Ostrom,
Hewitt, and Lomvardias 1992; Cohen 2014). Other research finds private attorneys
achieve better outcomes than public defenders (Hoffman, Rubin, and Shepherd 2005).
According to Hanson et al. (1992:103-4), “...in instances where the type of attorney does
have an effect on these rates, the impact is very weak and not always in a more favorable
direction toward the defendants represented by privately retained counsel.”

A possible explanation for the finding in this study is that public defenders have

an immense workload and therefore may have more experience than a private attorney,
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giving them an upper hand on reducing monetary sanction amounts. An alternative
explanation could be that judges do take into consideration the offenders’ socioeconomic
status and sentence indigent individuals with lower amounts of monetary sanctions.

The third model showed indigent individuals who qualified for and retained a
public defender, on average, had significantly higher LSI-R scores. The LSI-R has 10
scales to determine risk/need score. One is Financial Situation (financial stability and
problems). A study conducted by Manchak, Skeem, Douglas, and Siranosian (2009)
found the financial scale of the LSI-R significantly predicted risk of general recidivism
for both men and women. Additionally, research shows that such factors as employment
problems, poverty, and low socioeconomic status are important contributors to crime
(\Valdez, Kaplan, and Curtis 2007). These findings contribute to the current study by
concurring that offenders with high financial instability (i.e. individuals who quality for a
public defender), have higher LSI-R scores and higher recidivism rates.

In summary, two-sample t-test models revealed that offenders who qualified as
indigent under lowa Code and retained a public defender had higher LSI-R scores, less
total sanction amounts, and less total restitution amounts, than offenders who retained a

private attorney.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

This thesis examined data from the lowa Department of Corrections and lowa
Courts Online. The data were collected in the state of lowa in the United States and
consisted of 729 first-time prisoners; 635 males and 94 females. The aim of this thesis
was to test the basic premise of general strain theory (Agnew 1992) as applied to court-
ordered monetary sanctions. This thesis used logistic regression analysis, ROC curve
analysis, negative binomial regression analysis, and two-sample t-test analysis to
determine if total sanction amount increases the likelihood of recidivism and if total
restitution amount decreases the likelihood of recidivism after first-time prisoners are
released from a term of incarceration. Recidivism was defined as a return to prison over a
three-year period following release. The number of offenders who have established
criminal histories shows that many offenders reoffend despite contact with the criminal
justice system. The statistical significance of court-ordered monetary sanction amounts
not being statistically significant suggests that the current practice of deterrence is
ineffective, as the threat of punishment (monetary sanctions) does not seem to deter
offenders from repeating their criminal ways.

In summary, while criminal defendants are overwhelmingly poor, the findings
related to the research hypotheses from this thesis show some association, but are not
overwhelmingly supported. Logistic regression analysis showed neither total sanction
amount nor total restitution amount to be significantly associated with drug, property, or

violent recidivism defined as a return to prison over a three-year time span. However,
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ROC curve analyses found total sanction amount to be weakly associated with drug
recidivism and moderately associated with both property and violent recidivism.
Furthermore, ROC curve analyses found total restitution amount to be weakly associated
with both drug recidivism and violent recidivism and moderately associated with
property recidivism. Lastly, Negative binomial regression concluded higher amounts of
total monetary sanctions shorten time to recidivism while higher amounts of total
restitution lengthen time to recidivism. These findings suggest some association exists
between recidivism and monetary sanctions.

Further logistic analysis revealed offenders were more likely to recidivate with a
drug offense if they were sentenced to prison on a drug conviction and if they were male.
In addition, offenders whose initial prison conviction included a drug offense were more
likely to recidivate with a drug trafficking offense than a drug possession offense,
although both were significantly linked to prior drug offending. The offenders
recidivating with a drug possession offense were likely to have lower LSI-R scores.
Logistic regression also showed offenders recidivating with an assault offense were likely
to be younger in age; negative binomial regression showed offenders entering prison on a
violent offense recidivate quicker after release than those who entered prison on a drug or
property offense conviction. Two-sample t-test models revealed that offenders who
qualify as indigent under lowa Code and retained a public defender had higher LSI-R
scores, less total sanction amounts, and less total restitution amounts, than offenders who

retained a private attorney.
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Limitations and Future Research

As indicated, the results from this analysis were derived from data collected
throughout lowa in the United States on a sample of male and female offenders who were
first-time prisoners. Provided the diversity of offense classification, the results of this
analysis can be generalized across offender type. While women were slightly
overrepresented, the results from this analysis can be generalized across lowa. However,
the results cannot be generalized across geographic areas because lowa does not have an
offender population that matches large urban areas. Future research should examine
effects using a more diverse sample population collected across multiple states in the
United States. Furthermore, results from this analysis cannot be generalized beyond the
criteria which classified an offender as a first-time prisoner. Future research should
examine effects, both restrictive to lowa and across multiple states, using a broader
population.

Additional limitations likely exist due to the inability to gather country-wide data
and court expungements. During the three-year tracking period, it is probable some
offenders were imprisoned in another state. Analyzing a national dataset would
counteract this limitation. It is also probable some offenders have expunged cases beyond
their initial prison conviction cases. These cases have been sealed, or erased in the eyes
of the law, therefore making the records and court-ordered monetary sanction information
unavailable. Cases are not allowed to be expunged before full payment, but some
defendants may have fully paid off a case, thus allowing the expungement and restricting
monetary sanction amounts from being included in analysis (lowa Code, Chapter 901C,

Section 2; lowa Code, Chapter 907, Section 9).
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Future research should expand upon how court-ordered monetary sanctions affect
days to failure (recidivism) by fleshing out the differences between who pays and who
does not pay their court-ordered monetary sanctions. Future research should analyze the
days to recidivism rates between these two groups, specifically focusing on restitution, as
restitution may be the key to lowering recidivism. Qualitative interviews could be useful
in figuring out if where the monetary sanction money goes to (i.e. the government or
victims) really does matter to offenders, or if some other component is allowing a
restorative factor to be seen with restitution. Examining data and using this level of detail
will allow for further examination of the restorative justice punishment philosophy.

Lastly, future research should more intensely examine socio-cultural factors,
especially race and ethnicity. Specifically, it would be interesting to group offenders by
racial categories who commit stereotype congruent crimes compared to those who do not
in order to determine if there are differences in court-ordered monetary sanction amounts
and recidivism outcomes. Research by Harris et al. (2011) suggests that defendants who

commit stereotype congruent offense receive more severe monetary sanctions.

Future Implications
Though the results do not highlight any particularly significant effect of total
court-ordered monetary sanction amounts on increasing or reducing recidivism,
significant effects of total court-ordered monetary sanction amounts on days to
recidivism were found. This research adds to the growing body of knowledge on the topic
of criminal recidivism and shows that court-ordered monetary sanction amount is a

potentially significant factor when it comes to recidivism and time to failure. No one
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factor is solely a predictor of potential recidivism for offenders; it is a combination of
variables that increases the risk they pose to reoffend when released from prison. Further
investigation of the link these factors share would benefit legislators, all personnel in the
criminal justice system, and the community. Additionally, perhaps restorative justice
criminologists are onto something and further investigation of court-ordered restitution’s
protective factor could help reduce recidivism, bettering the lives of those persons who

were incarcerated instead of solely reducing the time to recidivate.
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