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Abstract 

Aboriginal people comprise 3% of Canada's general population, yet they account for 

approximatel y 1 2% of al1 federal offenders (Solicitor General of Canada, 1 998). This over- 

representation of Aboriginals in corrections has been attribut4 in part, to racial disparities in the 

granting of full parole. To date, studies of fûll parole and Abonginal offenders have been 

descriptive and controls for other causai factors besides race have not been introduced. The 

purpose of the present study was to investigate the extent to which race group differences 

accounted for differences in the granting of full parole in cornparison to factors nomally 

considered in evaluaîing release potential. Al1 male federai offenders who reached their fiil1 

parole eligibility date in 1996 (N - = 2479) were followed across four stages of the parole process 

as provideci for by the Corrections and Conditional Release Act (1 992). Results indicated that 

Abonginal offenders were significantly less likely to apply for and be granted full parole as 

compared to non-Aboriginal offenders. Logistic regrasion analyses, however, found that race 

moup differences did not predict either full parole application rates or Parole Board decisions. - 
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Aboriginal Peoples and the Criminal Justice System: 

Differences in Full Parole Release Rates Between Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal Offenders 

Aboriginal Representation in Correctional Institutions 

Currently, Aboriginal issues in Canada are a major focus of correctional research. In the 

last two years there have b e n  two Supreme Court of Canada rulings that have acknowledged the 

circumstances of Aboriginal peoples and the existence of widespread prejudice against them (R. - 

v. Williams, 1998; R. v. Gladue, 1999). In addition, there has been an alarming growth in the 

activity of Aboriginal gangs in the Prairie provinces (Nafekh & Welsh, in press). Another 

continuing concern is the high numbers of Abonginal people incarcerated in Canada. Aboriginal 

people account for a much higher proportion of Canada's federal offender population than would 

be expected by looking only at their relative proportion in the general population. Although 

Aboriginal people comprise only about 3% of Canada's population, they account for 

approximately 12% of al1 federal offenders (SoIicitor General of Canada, 1998). 

The purpose of the present study was to investigate the extent to which differences in the 

paro!e process for Aboriginal and non-Abonginal offenders account for the disproportionate 

representation of Aboriginal offenders in the fderal prison population. As recent research has 

suggested that Abonginal offenders may actually stay longer in correctional institutions because 

of lower ful l  parole release rates (e.g., Cawsey, t Wl), the present study focused on racial 

dispari ti es in the granting of fiil1 parole between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders. To 

provide a sufficient background of parole and the Aboriginal experience, several issues were 

exarnined including: (1 ) existing hypotheses regarding Aboriginal ow-representation; (2) a brief 

review of existing research regarding Aboriginal offenders' experiences at the di fferent stages of 



the criminal justice system; (3) a review of existing research on Aboriginal offenders and the 

conditional release process; and (4) a focus on research regarding Abonginal offenders and full 

parole. 

Explaining Aboriginal Over-representation 

Over the past decade there has been a growing focus on Aboriginal peoples within the 

Canadian criminal justice system as evidenced by various governrnent task forces (e-g., Solicitor 

General Canada. 1988), inquiries (e-g., Cawsey, 1991), reports (McCaskill, 1985), and the Royal 

Commission ( 199 1 ) that have attempted to explain Aboriginal over-representation. Moreover, 

there have been recent developments in statutes and case law that reflect a growing concern over 

Aboriginal involvement in the justice system. Revisions to the sentencing principles codified 

under section 7 18.2(e) of Part XXIII of the Criminal Code (1985), as enacted in 1998, require 

sentencing judges to consider al1 available sanctions other than imprisonrnent and to pay 

particular attention to the circumstances of Aboriginal offenders. Moreover, the Supreme Court 

of Canada decision in R. v. Williams (1  998) granted an Aboriginal accused the right to challenge 

prospective jurors for cause on the basis of widespread prejudice against Aboriginal peoples. 

Not surprisingly, the explanations for over-representation are numerous, complex, and 

de@ easy categorization. Based on her research, LaPrairie (1 990, 1992a, 1992b, 1996) has 

identi fied three possible explanations for Aboriginal over-representation: ( 1 ) differential criminal 

justice system processing as a result of racial discrimination; (2) higher Aboriginal offending 

rates; and (3) the commission by Aboriginal people of the type of offences that are more likely to 

result in prison sentences (more serious and/or more visible). While the possibility of racism on 

the part of the criminal justice systern is a major issue, available data suggest that the over- 



representation of Aboriginal people in correctional systems cannot be attributed to racial bias 

aIone (LaPrairie, 1996). A growing body of research examining the poor living conditions, 

poverty. and general cultural and economic deprivation of Aboriginal groups has begun to 

emerge as factors to help explain the phenornenon of Aboriginal over-representation (e-g., 

Braithwaite, 1993). It is most likely that an exarnination of the socio-economic background of 

Aboriginal peoples would be necessary in order to address al1 three explanations, however, this 

falls outside the scope of the present paper (LaPrairie, 1996). 

Criminal Justice System Processing 

The cnminal justice system consists of three main components - the police, the courts, 

and corrections. Aboriginal people in prison, as well as in various Aboriginal cornrnunities, have 

consistently reported that prejudice against Abonginal peoples exists at al1 three of these levels 

(Cawsey. 199 1 ; Morse & Lock, 1988). Bonta (1 989) has also suggested that differential 

treatment of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal peoples may occur at these diffèrent points in the 

criminal justice system. What follows is a brief exarnination of the separate components of the 

criminal justice system - the point of police contact and arrest, the availability of legal 

representation, sentencing, and the length of sentence actually served - to serve as a possible 

fiamework for understanding the influence of these factors in Abonginal over-representation. 

Police Contact and Arrest 

Considerable information alludes to differential treatment of Aboriginal peoples by 

police. For example, 72% of Abonginal respondents to a survey in Alberta believed that "Police 

treat natives differently than non-Natives and that non-Natives get better treatment" (Cawsey, 

199 1 ). Similarly, the Law Reform Commission of Canada ( 199 1) concludeci that "one 



reasonable interpretation of the higher charge rate on reserves is that. in some respects. those 

communities are over-policed" (p. 45). Perhaps supporting the perception that Aboriginal 

communities are over-policed, Hylton (1 98 1) found that police officers in Regina hold 

substantially more negative attitudes toward Aboriginal peoples than does the general public. 

For instance, a quarter of police officers sweyeù  in the Regina Police Department (N - = 278) 

disagreed with the staternent, "Most Natives respect the law." 

Given the importance of discretionary decisions in police work, the question arises 

whether this negative stereotype translates into discriminatory treatrnent of Aboriginal peoples. 

Early studies by ff agan (1 974) and Schmeiser (1974) suggested that Aboriginal people in fact 

were charged more ofien than non-Aboriginal people for minor offences. A study of amest 

patterns in Winnipeg indicated that Abonginai peoples are disproportionately arrested by the 

police (Bienvenue & Latif, 1 974). A recent analysis of police data in one Western city, however, 

suggests little difference in charging levels for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal peoples alike 

(Canadian Centre for Justice Statistic [CCJS], 1992). Cornparisons between studies are difficult 

due to the use of different dependent variables (e.g., arrest vs. charging rates). Thus, it rernains 

unclear whether police decision-making accounts for the disproportionate presence of Aboriginai 

people in the justice system. 

Abori.ginal Peoples and the Court System 

The propensity of Abonginal accused to plead guilty more often than non-Aboriginal 

accused and lack of legal representation ofien are presented as major factors in over- 

representation. There are limited data, however, to support these claims. Recent research 

suggests, for example, Iittle difference in the proportion of guilty pleas for Cree accused in James 



Bay. Quebec in comparison to overall rates elsewhere in the province (LaPrairie, 1991). 

However, comparable data in other provinces and temitories are not available. 

The lack of adequate legal representation for Abonginal offenders is raised in several 

reports as a possible factor in explaining the disproportionate representation of Aboriginal people 

in the criminal justice system (e.g., Law Reforrn Commission, 199 1 ; Manitoba Aboriginal 

Justice Inquiry Report, 1991). Cornmon criticisms of Legal Aid in these reports include 

deficiencies in the availability or awareness of the availability of legal aid, and cultural and 

language barriers between legal aid representatives and Aboriginal clients. On the other hand, 

some research suggests that Aboriginal people do receive adequate legal representation. The 

Alberta Cawsey Report. for example, noted that tùnded lawyers were readily available to those 

who were eligible for legal aid (Cawsey, 199 1 ). and the James Bay research project found that 

virtually al: adults and youth appearing in James Bay cowts fiom 1986-1 989 were represented by 

lawyers (LaPrairie, 199 1 ). 

Sentence Length 

It has been argued that the differentiai impact of the justice system on Aboriginal persons 

may be most apparent at the sentencing stage. In a widety reported paper, Jackson ( 1  988) 

concluded that "one reason why Native inmates are disproportionately represented in the prison 

population is that too many of them are being u~ecessarily sentenced to ternis of imprisonment" 

(p. 2 12). Some studies do indeed show an increased use of incarceration for Aboriginal in 

comparison to non-Abonginal offenders (e-g., Cawsey, 199 1 ; Hagan, 1977). 

Nevertheless, most research does not support the existence of racial discrimination in 

sentencing practices in Canada. For instance, Hagan (1 974) found that judicial reliance on a law 



and order mode1 of society explained more variance in sentencing than did race. Boldt, Hursh, 

Johnson, and Taylor's ( 1983) examination of pre-sentence reports did not reveal evidence of 

harsher recommendations for sentence on the basis of ethnic background. In fact, differences in 

sentence recornmendations were largely accounted for by offence severity and the number of 

pnor convictions. Comparative dispositions for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people accused 

of homicide have revealed that Aboriginal offenders are less likely to be convicted of first- or 

second-degree murder and more likely to be convicted of manslaughter than are non-Aboriginal 

offenders (Moyer, 1987). In addition, Bonta (1 989) found no significant differences between 

average sentence lengths for Aboriginal compared to non-Abonginal provincial offenders when 

controlline for criminal history. 

There also is some evidence to suggest that Aboriginal accused may receive shorter 

sentence lengths. Recent data show that on July 2, 1995, non-Abonginal federal offenders had a 

mean sentence length of 5.2 years as compared to 4.2 years for Aboriginal offenders. Comparing 

sentence length by type of offence for federal offenders indicates that Aboriginal offenders still 

receive significantly shorter sentences (LaPrairie, 1996). If  Aboriginal offenders receive. on 

average. shorter sentences, why do they still constitute such a large proportion of the correctional 

population? One possibility is that Aboriginal offenders are incarcerated more ofien than non- 

Aborigi na1 offenders for minor offences for which they receive relative1 y short sentences. 

AIternatively, Aboriginal offenders may serve a greater portion of their sentence due to Iowa 

parole release rates. 



Aboriginal Offenders and Conditional Release 

Most of Canada's federal offenders serve only part of their sentences in prison. 

Conditional release programs make it possible for offenders to be released fiom prison to serve a 

portion of their sentence in the community under certain conditions of parole (Grant, Motiuk, 

Brunet, Lefebvre, & Couturier, 1996). Although Aboriginal offenders, overall, may receive 

somewhat shorter sentences there is evidence that they may actually stay longer in institutions 

because of Iower conditional release rates (e.g., Cawsey, 199 1 ). In 1987, fully 1 1% more non- 

Aboriginal than Aboriginal offenders, relative to their proportions in the offender population, 

were serving sentences in the community (Solicitor General of Canada, 1988). Comparatively, 

in 1995. 76% of Aboriginal and 62% of non-Aboriginal offenders were incarcerated, while 

nearly 38% of non-Aboriginal offenders were under some forrn of comrnunity supervision in 

cornparison to only 24% of Aboriginal offenders - a difference of 14% (LaPrairie, 1996). 

Before proceeding, it is necessary to briefly define the foms  of community supervision. 

Under the Corrections and Conditional Release Act (CCRA; 1992), several types of conditional 

release are available to offenders, including: 

1 ) Temporary absences (TA's) are granted to offenders so they may leave the institution for 

periods ranging from a few hours to several days. Generally, TA's are granted so offenders 

rnay receive medical treatment, contact their family, undergo personal development and/or 

counselling, and participate in comrnunity service work projects (CCRA, S. 1 1 5- 1 1 6, 1 992). 

2) Day parole is granted to offenders so they may leave the institution during the day in order 

to participate in community-based activities and to prepare for release on full parole or  

statutory release. Generally, offenders must r e m  nightly to an institution or a halfway 



house unless otherwise authorized by the National Parole Board (NPB) (CCRA. S. 1 19- 122, 

1992). 

Full parole is granted to offenders so they may serve the remainder of their sentence under 

s u p e ~ s i o n  in the community (CCRA, S. 123- 124, 1992). 

Statutory release is automatically granted to most federal inmates afier serving two-thirds of 

their sentence if they have not aiready been released on parole. Offenders serving life or 

indetenninate sentences are not eligible for statutory release, and the CSC may recomrnend 

an offender be denied statutory release if it is determineci that the offender is likely to commit 

an offence causing harm or death, a sexual offence, or a serious dmg offence (CCRA, S. 127, 

1992). 

Release on expiry of sentence or warrant expiry is not a conditional release but the tùll 

release required when someone has served the entire sentence. it applies to offenders who 

were considered too dangerous to retum to the community under statutory release. In 

addition, some offenders eligible for conditional release choose to stay in prison until the end 

of their sentences (CCRA. 1992). 

To date, there is little empincal research investigating racial disparities in the granting of 

conditional release. One element of the recent Alberta Cawsey Report ( 1 99 1 ) was a review of 

the treatrnent of Aboriginal offenders in respect to the temporary absence program in Alberta 

correctional centres. Statistics gathered fiom 1989 indicated that at the earliest opporhinity, 

fewer temporary absences were granted to Aboriginal inmates (30.5%) than to non-Aboriginal 

inmates (69.5%). Contrary to this report, Grant and Porporino (1992), in the only study of the 

granting of TA'S, found that Aboriginal offenders received more than the expected number of 



compassionate and family and comrnunity contact TA'S given their proportion of the inmate 

population. These findings, controlling for violence and criminal history variables, suggest that 

Aboriginal offenders are not being given more negative treatment in the granting of TA'S, and 

may even be receiving preferential treatment. 

Two recent investigations (Grant et al., 1996; Grant & Gillis, 1998) of offenders released 

on day parole have exarnined factors associated with day parole releases. The results of both 

studies indicate that Aboriginal offenders are slightly less likely to receive day parole than other 

offenders. Specifically, although Abonginal offenders account for approximately 12% of the on- 

register offender population, they only account for 9% of the day parole population. In addition, 

both studies revealed that day parole use has declined for Aboriginal offenders at a rate slightly 

higher than for non-Aboriginal offenders. 

Aboriginal Offenders and Full Parole 

The only specific legislative reference in the CCRA (1 993) relating to Aboriginal 

offenders with respect to the National Parole Board is section 15 l(3) which States that Parole 

Board decisions 'hiust respect gender, ethnic, cultural, and linguistic differences and must be 

responsive to the special needs of women and Aboriginal peoples". The overail intent of this 

section was to legislatively recognize the unique circumstances of Aboriginal offenders. 

Nonetheless, lower füll parole release rates for Aboriginal inmates have long been cited as a 

major contributor to the disproportionate levels of Aboriginal incarceration. 

Comparatively, in lW6/1997, the federal hi11 parole gant  rate for Aboriginal offenders 

was 34%, while it was 4 1 % for non-Aboriginal offenders - a 7% difference. Aboriginal 

offenders are also more likely to be released on statutory release than on fbll parole. Of the 609 



Aboriginal people who were on federal day, tùll, or statutory release supervision in 1996/1997, 

48% (n - = 292) were statutorily released in cornparison to 29% (n - = 1826) of  non-Aboriginal 

offenders. Furthemore, Aboriginal offenders are more likely to be released at their warrant 

expiry date ( 1 2% of Abonginal offenders compared to 6% of non-Aboriginal offenders). When 

reIeased on full parole, Aboriginal offenders are granted parole later in their sentences than non- 

Aborigi na1 offenders. Sixty-percent (60%) of non-Aboriginal hl1 parolees were released wi thin 

one month of their parole eligibility date (PED) compared to 5 1% of Aboriginal offenders. 

Almost twice as many Aboriginal (20.7%) as non-Aboriginal ( 1  1.5%) fiil1 parolees sewed 

between six months and one year beyond their PED (Solicitor General of Canada, 1998). 

Over one-third (35.7%) of federal full parole pre-release decisions are Accelerated Parole 

Reviews (APR). The APR process was designed to ensure that low risk, non-violent offenders 

wouId be released from prison at the earliest possible date to serve the remainder of their 

sentence in the community. All offenders serving their first federal sentence who have not been 

convicted of a violent or serious drug offence must have their parole eligibility reviewed by the 

NPB using the APR process and criteria. Federal offenders who qualiQ for an APR review and 

who are gantcd full parole are released earlier than most regular full parole releases (CCRA, S. 

1 25 - 1 26, 1 992). Not surprisingl y, fewer fidl parole pre-release reviews in 1 996197 for 

Aboriginal offenders (3 1.6%) were APR than those for non-Abonginal offenders (36.1 %). In 

addition, Aboriginal offenders are least likely to have full parole granted when they are reviewed 

by the APR criteria. Only 58% of Aboriginal offenders are directed for release, while 84% of  

non-Aboriginal offenders are directed (Grant, 1998a). 



Further, data indicate that Aboriginal offenders released on fiil1 parole are less likely to 

successfully complete their supervision period in the community and are more likely to have 

their parole revoked than are non-Aboriginal offenders. Twenty-three percent (23%) of 

Aboriginal day parolees were revoked compared to 17% of non-Aboriginal day parolees, and 

16% of Aboriginal offenders on full parole were revoked compared to 32% of non-Aboriginal 

full parolees. Alîhough similar proportions of Aboriginal (1 2%) and non-Aboriginal offenders 

( 1 1 %) were revoked for a new offence, Abonginal offenders (33%) were more likely to be 

returned to prison for a technical violation of release conditions in cornparison to non-Aboriginal 

offenders (2 1%) (Solicitor General of Canada, 1998). 

In short, these data demonstrate that Aboriginal offenders are serving a greater portion of 

their sentence due to lower day and fidl parole release rates. However, the extent to which race 

group differences alone explain the proportionately Iarger Aboriginal institutional population and 

the p a t e r  non-Aboriginal supervision population is still unclear. Simply put, several other 

factors are taken into consideration during parole reviews that could also account for the 

observed disparities. First. the higher proportion of Abonginal offenders on statutory release 

ancilor held until warrant expiry may partially account for the greater numbers incarcerated as 

these offenders rernain incarcerated for a larger percentage of their sentence. 

Another factor that could, in part, account for some of the variations in full parole grant 

rates and term served past PED found between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders is the 

hiçher rate at which Aboriginal offenders (49%) waive their full parole hearing compared to non- 

Aboriginal offenders (30%) (Solicitor General of Canada, 1998). It is possible that a lack of 

knowledge or misconceptions about the conditional release process may contribute to these 



higher waiving rates. In fact, Johnston (1994) reported that arnong northern Abonginal offenders 

in federal custody (N - = 64), 5 1.6% reported having "no knowledge of federal institutions." 

In addition, inteniew data demonstrate that there exists a significant apprehension on the 

part of Aboriginal offenders to deai directly with correçtional staff. More specifically, almost 

hvo-thirds of Aboriginal o f fenda  indicated perceiving anti-Native prejudices in their 

institutions. with the bulk of these offenders feeling these negative sentiments stemmed fkom 

correctional staff (Johnston, 1997). Self-report rates of contact with both Case Management 

Officers (CMOs) and other Correctional Officers (COS) are also low, with the most cited reasons 

for minimal contact being a dislike or mistmst of correctional staff (Johnston, 1997). Negative 

perceptions of correctional staff and the correctional system on the part of Abonginal offenders 

may influence Aboriginal offenders' likelihood to apply for conditional release, or to adhere to 

correctional plans in a way that would be conducive toward obtaining conditional release. 

Criminal history could also explain some of the existing variation in full parole release 

gan t  rates. Past research has shown that the single best predictor of a recommendation for 

incarceration is pt-ior convictions (Boldt et al., 1983), and sirnilar to NPB decisions, C M 0  

recommendations are mandated to be based primarily upon an offender's estimated risk of re- 

O ffending (CCRA. 1992; CSC, 1 996). There is growing body of research that suggests that there 

are substantial differences in the criminal history of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders. 

First. Aboriginal offenders appear to be disproportionatel y involved in the criminal justice 

system. Current data suggest that Abonginal offenders have contact with the justice system at a 

much younçer age (Nafekh & Welsh, in press) and are more likely to have served a pnor federal 

sentence. For example, fewer Abonginal (59.2%) than non-Aboriginal(65.6%) incarcerated 



offenders were serving their first federal term, while twice as many Aboriginal (7.6%) as non- 

Aboriginal (3.8%) offenders had three or more prior federal tenns (Solicitor General of Canada, 

199s). 

Some offenders also are more of a potential danger than others, and one of the most 

stnking differences between Aboriginal and non-Abonginal a i m e  in Canada is the 

preponderance of violent offences committed by Aboriginal offenders. Studies across time have 

consistently s h o w  that Aboriginal offenders are more likely to be incarcerated for violent crimes 

in comparison to non-Aboriginal offenders. The Alberta Cawsey Report (199 1) revealed that 

benveen 1985 and 1987,55.5% of the offences for which Aboriginal males, and 65% of those for 

which Aboriginal females were incarcerated in Alberta federal institutions, were crimes against 

the person and violent offences, as compareci to 39.9% and 3 1%, respectively, for male and 

female non-Abonginal offenders. In a parole decision-making and release risk project, Hann and 

Harman ( 1993) discovered the most likely admitting offence for non-Aboriginal offenders was 

property-related; by contrast, the most likely admitting offence for the Abonginal group was 

against the person, and break and enter. Moreover, Abonginal offenders are somewhat over- 

represented in the sex offender category. Aboriginal sex offenders comprise 17% of al1 sex 

offenders in federal institutions, and 28% of al1 Aboriginal offenders are incarcerated for a sex- 

related offence (Johnston, 1 994, 1 997; LaPrairie, 1 996). 

Furthermore, a larger proportion of incarcerated Aboriginal offenders in comparison to 

non-Aboriginal offenders have been convicte. of assault causing injury (28% vs. 20%, 

respectively) and manslaughter (1 0% vs. 6%) (Solicitor General of Canada, 1998). Aboriginal 

people in Canada, as in the United States, also have been more likely to be suspects in homicide 



cases than are non-Aboriginal people. In its reports on homicides, for example, CCJS (1  989) 

reported that Abonginal people were estimated to make up 2.8% of Canada's population but 

constituted 22.2% of Canada's homicide suspects in 1988. More recently, Doob, Grossman, and 

Auger ( 1 993) examined homicides involving Abonginal people in Ontario fiom 1980 through 

1990 and reported that Aboriginals çomprised 9.8% of known suspects in homicides despite only 

constituting about 2% of Ontario's population. 

In Boldt and colleagues' ( 1  983) examination of pre-sentence reports, offence sevet-ity was 

the second best predictor of a recommendation for incarceration after the number of prior 

convictions. In addition, criteria for release under section 132 of the CCRA (1992) States that an 

offender rnay be detained until their WED in those circumstances where the offender has 

demonstrated a partem of violent behaviour, cornmitteci a nwnber of offences causing physical or 

psychological harm, or had violence present in their cument offence. Thus, it is not unreasonable 

to suggest that by virtue of the nature of their offences, Aboriginal offenders are considerd to 

present an increased nsk of re-offending and are, as a result, seming a greater portion of their 

sentences in comparison to non-Abonginal offenders. When parole rates are re-examined by 

analysing release by offence type, offences involving violence were found to be responsible for 

the difference in lower levels of  full and day parole for Aboriginal offenders. For example, 

Aboriginal otienders charged with drug-related offences had a similar full parole rate (78%) as 

blacks (80%) and Caucasians (78%) who were also convicted of dmg offences. In contrast, the 

full parole release rate for Aboriginal offenders charged with offences involving violence was 

only 35% in comparison to blacks (39%) and Caucasians (44%) (LaPraine, 1996). 



Aboriginal offenders aiso present higher nsks with respect to recidivism. There is a 

growing body of data that shows Abonginal recidivism levels to be higher than those for non- 

Aboriginal offenders. In Canada the Iikelihood of a male Abonginai having his parole revoked 

is almost twice that of a male non-Abonginai (5 1 % vs. 28%) (LaPrairie, 1996). In addition, 

Bonta. Lipinski, and Martin (1992) found that for a sample of 282 Aboriginal offenders only 8% 

of those incarcerated were first offenders, and the overail recidivism rate was 66%. Under 

section 102(a) of the CCRA ( 1992), the NPB may grant parole to an offender if "the offender 

will not, by re-offending, present an undue risk to society"; thus, it is possible that by the nature 

of their extensive cnminal history, some Aboriginal offenders will be l a s  likely to be granted 

ful l  parole. 

Classification comprises an integral component of the comections process as it forms the 

basis for security level placements, program priority, and conditional release decisions. This 

activity requires an assessment of offender risk and needs, and the prediction of future criminal 

behaviour (Bonta, LaPraine, & Wallace-Capretta, 1997). Not surpnsingly, in light of the 

findings regarding the cnminal history of Aboriginal offenders, studies have consistently 

reveaIed that more Aboriginal than non-Aboriginal offenders are rated in the high- or medium- 

risk categories and have multiple needs (e.g., Hann & Harman, 1993; Johnston, 1994. 1997). For 

exarnple. 27.8% of Aboriginal offenders released on fbli parole in cornparison to 15.5% of non- 

Aboriginal offenders were classified in the high- or medium-risk categories. The same trend is 

evident for offenders on statutory release - 10.7% more of Aboriginal offenders are classified as 

high risk in cornparison to the non-Aboriginal group. It is possible that the under-representation 

of Abonginal ofiènders under cornmunity supervision is related to riskheed factors (Solicitor 



General of Canada, 1998). 

An important issue for Aboriginal corrections is the suitability of classification and risk 

prediction instruments for Aboriginal offenders. Relatively Iittle research has been conducted 

into the risk classification and prediction of recidivism for Aboriginal offenders. Some (Dana, 

1 986. 1996; Ham & Harman, 1993) have suggested that culture-specific classification and 

assessrnent instruments are required for this group of offenders. On the other hand. there is some 

evidence that many of the criminal history and offence variables that predict recidivism among 

non-Aboriginal offenders are the sarne variables that predict recidivism among Aboriginal 

oflenders. For example, in a study of federal offenders, the predictors of Aboriginal recidivism 

were virtually identical to that found with non-Aboriginal offenders (Bonta et al., 1992). Thus, 

the little evidence that does exist on standardized classification instruments suggests that they 

may be equally vaiid for Aboriginal offenders. 

Summary and Present Study 

Parole release data reveal that federal Aboriginal offenders are less likely than non- 

Aboriginal offenders to receive fidl parole. Many public inquiries (e-g., Cawsey, 199 1) and 

reports have attributed these differences to the existence of racism on the part of criminal justice 

system decision-makers. However, the empirical research in this area is limited at best. Studies 

of parole and Aboriginal offenders have been descriptive in nature and controls for other causal 

factors besides race have not been introduced. That is, the poor parole release rate for Aboriginal 

offenders may reflect other factors (e.g., criminal history) correlated with race and not race itself. 

Seriousness of offences appears to explain, in part, the differential release rates. Aboriginal 

offenders also have higher recidivism levels. As a result of prior offences and seriousness of 



offences. Aboriginal offenders may be considered a higher risk for re-offending which, in turn, 

might influence parole decision-making. 

To date, no study has employed a predictive methodology examining parole decision- 

making in relation to Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders. i 'he  purpose of the present study 

was to investigate the extent to which race group diffmences account for observed differences in 

the granting of f i d l  parole in cornparison to those factors nonnally weighed in evaluating release 

potential (criminal history, offence severity, sentence length, risk and need factors, program 

participation). Full parole was the focus of  the present study because of the availability and 

accessibility of information and because it is the most significant discretionary early release 

program available in Canada. Briefly, the fui1 parole outcornes of fëderal male offenders who 

reached their PED in 1996 were examined across several stages of the paroie process outlined by 

the CCRA (1992). These stages included: (1) Parole Eligibility Date (Apply/Do not Apply); (2) 

Parole Review Decision (GrantDeny); (3) APR Process (DiredDo Not Direct); and (4) Parole 

Outcome (SuccessfÙVUnsuccessful). Four primary hypotheses were tested: 

1 ) Based on pnor research which has shown differential waiver rates (Solicitor General of 

Canada. 1998) and a mistrust of correctional staff on the behalf o f  Aboriginal inmates 

(Johnston, 1 997), it was expected that race group differences (AboriginaUnon-Abonginal) 

would predict di fferences in the rate of offenders who applied for fiil1 parole upon their PED. 

2) Due to the disproportionate number of prior federal convictions and convictions for violent 

offences experienced by Aboriginal offenders, it was expected that race group differences 

would not predict parole review decisions (Grant/Deny). 



3) Due to the disproportionate number of prior federal convictions and convictions for violent 

offences experienced by Aboriginal offenders, it was expected that race group differences 

would not predict APR outcomes (Direct/Do Not Direct). 

4) Based on past research that has shown that Aboriginal fiil1 parolees are more likely to have 

their parole revoked due to techical violations of their conditional release (Solicitor General 

of Canada, 1998), it was expected that race group differences would not predict h l 1  parole 

release outcomes (SuccessfÙINnsuccessful). 

Method 

Participants 

The population was selected, retrospectively, from the correctional files of individuals 

who reached their fùll parole eligibility date (PED) in 1996. A total of 2479 male Meral 

offenders reached fùll parole eligibility in 1996. Of these male federal offenders, 1 1 -5% (n - = 

28 5) were Aboriginal offenders and 88 -5% (n - = 2 1 94) were non- Aboriginal offenders. The 

Aboriginal offender group was comprised of Inuit, Metis, and North American Indian offenders 

(stahishon-status). Al1 other offenders comprised the non-Aboriginal offender group. Due to 

their small numbers in federal institutions and issues with statistical power, female offenders 

were not included in this study. Although the present study used a population of federal 

offenders who reached their PED in 1996, sample statistics were still used since this offender 

group could either be considered a one-year eligibility sample of f d e r d  offenders or a sample 

drawn frorn al1 federal offenders in Canada currently incarcerated in Canada. 

The popuIation used in this study was obtained fkom the Offender Management System 

(OMS), a cornputer database maintained by the Correctional Service of Canada (CSC). The 



OMS stores information relating to each federal offender cmently (or previously) incarcerated in 

Canada. Factors extracted fiom the OMS include admission and release dates and related 

information, dernopphic information, offence history, sentence length, risk and need variables, 

and institutional incidents and program information. A limitation of the OMS is that it only 

contains information on offences for which offenders received a term in a fderal prison, 

nonnally a sentence of two years or more. 

Materials 

Offender tntake Assessment 

The Offender Intake Assessment (OiA) process is a comprehensive and integrated 

evaluation of the offender at the time of admission to the federal system that was initiated by 

CSC in 1994. Information is obtained fiom various interna1 and extemal sources, including the 

courts, police, probation officers, victims, family mernbers, employers, and the offender. The 

OIA is comprised of two core components: (1) the Criminal Risk Assessment, and (2) the Case 

Needs Identification Analysis. The Criminal Risk Assessment (CRA) is based on the Criminal 

H istory Record. the Offence Severity Record, and the Sex Offence History checklist. These 

three instruments are research-derived assessment tools that measwe the risk of re-offending. 

Each tool requires the rater to provide either a "yes," "no," or "unknown" response to a series of 

questions about the offender's criminal involvement. The Criminal History Record is based on 

si pi ticant factors related to the offender's involvement with the aiminal justice system (e-g., 

Has the offender ever served a prior federal term?). The Offence Severity Record measures the 

nature and degree to which an offender has inflicted harrn on society in general, and on victims 

in particular (e-cg., Was violence used in the current offence?). Finally, the Sex Offence History 



measures the nature and extent of sex offending, and the amount of h m  inflicted on victims 

(e-g.. Does the offender have a previous conviction for a sex offence?). The higher the number 

of positive responses, the greater the aiminal risk. Based on these three measures, a global risk 

rating of either "high," "medium," or "low" is assigned to each offender. 

The Case Needs Identification Analysis (CNIA) involves the identification of the 

offender's criminogenic needs, The identification and analysis of needs is based on a systematic 

assessment of indicators related to each of the following seven domains: Employment, Marital 

Family. Associates/Social Interaction, Substance Abuse, Community Functioning, 

Personal/Emotional Orientation, and Attitude (See the CSC Case Management Manual [1996] 

for a complete listing of individual domain indicators). Each domain is comprised of a number 

of "yes" and "no" indicators that relate to the presence or absence of specific skills ( e g ,  Has the 

offender completed Grade 8?). The objective of this assessment is to gain a detailed 

understanding of both strengths and problems related to each domain. Based on the responses to 

each indicator, domains are rated as either "Seen as an asset," "No immediate need for 

improvement," "Some need for improvement," or "Considerable Need for Improvement". An 

overall need rating of  "low," "medium," or "high is then assigned to each offender based on 

their ratings across the seven need domains. 

The CRA and CNIA components of the OIA have been founded to have predictive ability 

of performance on conditional release. A six-month follow-up of a release sarnple of male 

federal offenders found that 1 16 (2 1 %) male offenders were issued suspension warrants. By 

combining assessments of criminal risk (low, medium, high) with global ratings of need (low, 

medium. high), approximateiy 37% of male offenders assessed as high-risk, high-need cases had 



suspension warrants issued within six months of being released. In contrast substantially fewer 

offenders assessed as low-risk, low-need cases were issued suspension warrants (9%) (Motiuk & 

Brown, 1 993). 

Criminal History 

Four variables were used to measure criminal history. First, an indicator fiom the Youth 

Court Record component of the CRA was used as a measure of an offender's involvement with 

the criminal justice system as a young offender - Youth Court Conviction (yesho). Three 

variables were used fiom the Adult Criminal Court Record component of the Criminal Risk 

Assessrnent as measures of an offender's involvernent with the aiminal justice system as an 

adult - Prior Provincial Term (yedno), Prior Federal Term (yesho), and Prior Failure on 

Condi tionaI Release (yedno). 

Characteristics of the Index Offence 

An Offence History database is maintained on the OMS that contains information on an 

offender's past and current criminal convictions. Since offenders are often convicted of several 

otTences on a current sentence, the OMS has multiple records for each offender corresponding to 

each offence. For the purpose of the present study, twelve dichotomous variables were created to 

reflect the index (current) ofiènce by flagging for the following offences in each offender's 

current criminal convictions: ( 1) homicide-related offence (first-, second-degree, manslaughter); 

(2) sex offence; (3) assault offence; (4) robbery offence; (5) thefi; (6) utter threats; (7) drug 

offence (possession and trafficking); (8) kidnapping; (9) weapons offence; ( 10) escape; (1 1 ) 

fiaud; and ( 12) break and enter. Brïefly, if an offender was sening his current sentence for three 

break and enter convictions, a sexual assault conviction, and a drug possession conviction, the 



variables Drug Offence. Sex-related offence. and Break and Enter offence would be coded as 1. 

while the remaining index offence variables would be coded as O. As a result, offenders could be 

in more than one offence category. 

Three other variables were coded to reflect circmstances of the index offence for each 

offender. To obtain a measure of the severity of the current offence, an indicator fiom the 

Offence Severity Record component of the CRA was used to indicate the presence or absence of 

violence in the current offence (Violence Used in the Current Offence). The level of violence 

involved in the index offence was measured by using three indicators from the Offence Severity 

Record - ( 1 ) Caused Death, (2) Serious Injury (Wound/Maim/Disfigure), and (3) Minor Injury 

(Hit/Slap/Strike). 

Institutional Behaviour 
--  - - - 

Several variables were used fiom the OMS to reflect an offender's behaviour while 

incarcerated in a federal institution. First, 10 variables were flagged from the Incident database 

to measure an offender's disciplinary behaviour in prison. The following variables reflected 

institutional incidents for which the offender had b e n  charged and found guilty by a disciplinary 

cornmittee: (1 ) Murder, (2) Sexual assault, (3) Possession or dealing of contraband, (4) Damage 

property, (5) Assault, (6) Stealing, (7) Drug use, (8) Disciplinary charge, (9) Causing a 

disturbance, and ( 10) Escape or escape attempt. In addition, seven variables were flagged from 

the Correctional Program database to rneasure an offender's participation in rehabilitative 

progams. The following variables reflected whether an offender had successfully completed at 

least one program in the following areas: (1) Employment program, (2) Education program, (3) 

Community re-integration program, (4) Personality program, (5) Attitude program, (6) Sex 



offender program, and (7) Family program. Similar with the index offence variables, these 

variables were not mutually exclusive. An offender could be in more than one category for both 

institutional incidents and program variables. 

Custody Rating Scale (CRS) 

The Custody Rating Scale (CRS) is a research-based tool which was developed to assist 

the C M 0  in detemining the most appropnate level of security for the initial placement of the 

offender in accordance of sections 17 and 18 of the CCRA (1 992). CMOs review the offender's 

criminal history and institutiona1 behaviour and the scale is completed by assigning scores on 

two independent sub-scaies. Five items pertaining to the Institutional Adjustment Scale include: 

( 1 ) History of Involvernent in Institutional Incidents, (2) Escape History, (3) Street Stability, (4) 

Alcohol/Drug Use, and (5) Age at Time of Sentencing. The seven items that comprise the 

Security Risk Scale are as follows: (1) Number of Pnor Convictions, (2) Most Serious 

Outstanding Charge, (3) Severity of Cument Offence, (4) Sentence Length, (5) Street Stability. 

(6) Pnor Parole ancilor Statutory Release, and (7) Age at time of Admission. Potential scores 

range fiom O to 186 points on the institutional Adjustment scale, and fiom 17 to 190 points on 

the Security Risk scale. Security classification is bas& on the total sub-scale scores, in 

accordance with predetermined decision rules that speciQ cut-off values for security ratings. 

Procedure 

Four stages of the full parole review process, outlined by the C C M  (1 W2), were 

examined: ( 1 ) Parole Eligibility; (2) Parole Board Decision; (3) the APR process; and (4) Parole 

Outcome. At the first stage, a review of the Decision Hearing Review database of the OMS was 

conducted to determine the number of male federal offenders who applied for full parole upon 



reaching their PED in t 996. Most offenders are eligible to apply for full parole afier sening 

either one-third of their sentence or seven years. Offenders serving life sentences for first-degree 

murder are eligible only after serving 25 years'. Eligibility dates for offenders s e ~ n g  life 

sentences for second-degree murder are set between 1 0 to 25 years by the court. An offender 

may waive his or her rïght to fiil1 parole review upon eligibility (CCRA, S. 120, 1992). 

Therefore. the outcome of this stage was coded such that eligible offenders eirher Applied (coded 

as 1 ) or Did Not Apply (coded as O). The number of offenders who Applied and the nurnber of 

offenders who Did Not Apply were aggregated. Moreover, files were coded to indicate whether 

an offender had ever waived a full parole hearing (coded as 1 )  or had never waived a hearing on 

his current sentence (coded as O). 

The next stage of the parole process is the Parole Board decision. At this stage, the 

Parole Board rnay either Grant or Deny parole to the offender (CCRA, S. 123, 1992). Of those 

cases where an application for full parole was submitted upon PED, the number of offenders who 

were Granted full parole (coded as 1) and the number of offenders who were Denied full parole 

(coded as O) was aggregated. In some cases, an offender may have more than one hl1 parole 

hearing on his current sentence. To account for those cases, the Parole Board decision was coded 

(grantldeny) separately for the first hearing, the second hearing, and al1 subsequent hearings. 

Another stage of the parole process is the Accelerated Parole Review (APR). Offenders 

who are serving their first federal sentence and who have not committed either a Schedule 1 or 

Schedule II offence must be reviewed by APR criteria (see the CCRA [ 19921 for a complete 

- 

I FAlST HOPE CLAUSE PROCEDURE. UNDER SECTION 745 OF THE CRMINAL CODE AN OFFENDER SERViNG A SENTENCE 
FOR FIRST-DEGREE MURDER OR TREASON WHO HAS SERVED AT LEAST 15 Y E A U  OF HIS SENTENCE MAY APPLY FOR 
REDL'CTION IS  THE NUMBER OF YEARS OF IMPRlSONMENT WiTHOLT ELIGlBILITY FOR FULL PAROLE. 



listing of Schedule 1 and Schedule II offences). Subsequently, these offenders are either Directed 

or Not Directed for fiil1 parole release (CCRA, S. 125- 126, 1992)- The number of APR-eligible 

inmates was identified using the OMS. Of those offenders identified as APR-eligible, the 

number of offenders Directed for fil1 parole (coded as 1) versus Not Directed for h l 1  parole 

release (coded as 0) was aggregated. 

Finally. the fourth stage of the parole process is Parole Outcorne. Before release is 

granted, offenders must agree to abide by certain conditions. These conditions place restrictions 

on the offender. Under Section 124(3) of the CCRA (1992), the National Parole Board has the 

authority to revoke release if those conditions are breached. Among those offenders identified as 

having been granted full parole, the number of cases where parole was successfiilly completed 

(coded as 1) and the number of cases where fidl parole had been revoked due to either a technical 

violation or commission of a new offence (coded as 0) was aggregated. Offenders who were 

released on hl1 parole but were still under supervision in the community were not included in the 

analyses (n - = 283). 

Results 

Initial cornparisons between Aboriginal and non-Abonginal offenders in the proceeding 

sections focus on demographic characteristics, variables pertaining to the index offence and 

criminal history, risk and need factors as measured by the OIA, and institutional behaviour. 

Analyses are then reported in sections reflecting the four primary hypotheses of the curent study. 

The ordering of the sections follows the order of the full parole process as outlined by the 

Corrections and Conditional Release Act (CCRA; 1992). 



Profile of Male Federal Offenders Eligible for Full Parole in 1996 

SampIe Demographics 

The demographic characteristics of the Aboriginal offender group (n - = 285) and the non- 

Aboriginal offender group (n - = 2 1 94) are presented in Table 1. Both groups were around 36 

years of age at their full parole eligibility date. Over half of both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

offenders were unemployed at the time of arrest for their current sentence (64.9% and 58.9%. 

respectively). Moreover, a large percentage of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders were 

single at the time of  their current offence (42.2% and 38.7%, respectively). However, Aboriginal 

offenden had a significantly shorter sentence length (M - = 1377.9 1, - SD = 57 1.28) than non- 

Aboriginal offenders (M - = 153 1.56, - SD = 933.66), - t (2477) = 2.7 1, p c -01. Noticeable 

diffcrences also arose in the regional distribution of offenders with a higher percentage of 

Aboriginal offenders incarcerated in the Prairie (67.3%) and Pacific (1 5.1 %) regions as compared 

to non-Aboriginal offenders (20.1% and 8.5%, respectively). In addition, a higher percentage of 

Aboriginal offenders had iess than Grade 10 education (63.9%) as compared to non-Aboriginal 

offenders (45.1 %). Aside fiom sentence length, no significance tests were conducted. 

Criminal Hist-ory Record 

Table 2 depicts comparisons between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders on those 

variables pertaining to the index offence, level of violence, and criminal history-related variables. 

A Bonferroni correction was used to adjust for the multiple dependent variables. An initial level 

of signi ficance of -05 was chosen and divided by the number of dependent variables describing 

Index Offence Characteristics (1 O). This resulted in a critical value of -005 that was applied in 

determining statistical significance for chi-square analyses. For the Criminal History Variables, 



a further Bonferroni correction was made, where an initial .O5 level of significance was divided 

by the number of dependent variables (4), resulting in a critical value of -01. 

With respect to the index offence, Aboriginal offenders were convicted of more serious 

offences overall than non-Aboriginal offenders. As illustrated in Table 2, Aboriginal offenders 

were nearly three times as likely to have been convicted of a homicide-related offence in the 

current sentence as compared to non-Aboriginal offenders (9.1 % vs. 3.5%, respectively), X' (1, - N 

= 2479) = 20.47, p < .ûû 1 . Moreover, Aboriginal offenders were twice as likely as non- 

Abonginal offenders to have been convicted of an assault-related offence (35.8% vs. 17.7%), X' 

( 1. - N = 2479) = 5 1.79, p < -00 1, and a sex-related offence (37.5% vs. 18.7%), X' (1, - N = 2479) = 

55.34, p < .OOl. Interestingly, Aboriginal offenders were Iess likely to have been convicted of a 

dru2 offence as compared to non-Abonginal offenders ( 1 1.2% vs. 33.1 %), X' (1, N = 2479) = 

57.0, p < -001. 

As might be expected based on their offence history, Aboriginal offenders' offences were 

more likely to be characterized by violence as compared to non-Aboriginal offenders (58.6% vs. 

25.3%). X" ( 1 ) = 122.16, p c .O0 1. n i e  level of violence at the index offence (amount of h m  

incurred by the victim), as measured by the Offence Severity Record, was significantly higher for 

Aboriginal offenders as compareci to non-Aboriginal offenders, X' (2, - N = 1670) = 60.726, p < 

.O0 1 . That is, a higher percentage of Abonginal than non- Aboriginal offenders caused death 

(9.1 Oh vs. 3.3%) or serious injury in the index offence (27.3% vs. 8.6%). 

In ternis of criminal history record, Abonginal offenders were significantly more likely to 

have been exposed to the criminal justice system as young offenders as compared to non- 

Aboriginal offenders (42.8% vs. 28.8%), X' (1, - N = 1806) = 2 1.6, p < -001. An overwhelming 



proportion of  al1 offenden in the study sarnple had ptior involvernent in the adult provincial 

correctional system. Aboriginal offenders, however, were more likely to have served a pnor 

provincial term of incarceration as compared to non-Aboriginal offenders (7 1.606 vs. 59.0%), X' 

( 1 .  - N = 1 8 1 5 )  = 1 5.79, p < .O0 1 .  In terms of  pnor incarcerations in the federal correctional 

system, the rates o f  incarceration were quite similar between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

offenders (2 1.2% vs. 20.7%). 



Table 1 

Demographic Characteristics of Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal Offenders 

Demographic Variable Aboriginal (n - = 285) Non-Aboriginal (n - = 2 194) 

Age at full parole eligibility - M = 36.38 (SD - = 10.48) - M 35.58= (SD - = 10.75) 

Sentence Length (in days)* - M = 1377.91 (SD - = 571.29) M = 153 1.56 (SD = 933.66) - - 

Region 

Atlantic 

Quebec 

Ontario 

Prairie 

Pacific 

Single 

Unemployed at time o f  arrest 64.9% 58.9% 

Less than Grade 10 Education 63 -9% 48.1% 

Note. *p < -05. **p c . O l ,  ***p < .O01 



Table 2 

Cornparison o f  AboriHnal and Non-Aboriginal Offenders on Offénce Variables 

Offence Variable Aboriginal Non-Aboriginal Test 

Irt d a  Ogen ce Characteristics 

T y p e  of  most serious offence (%) 

Homicide 

Sex offences 

Robbery 

Assault offences 

Break and enter 

Thefi 

Drug offences 

Weapons offences 

Escape 

Violence in Current Offence (%) 

Level of Violence at Index Offence (%) 

Causes Death 

Serious (Wound? Dis figure) 

Minor (Hit, Slap, Strike) 

Criminal Histog~ F"ariables (%) 

Pnor Youth Record 



Table 2 

Cornparison of Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal Offenders on Offence Variables 

Offence Variable Aboriginal Non-Aboriginal Test 

Crimimz/ Hisrory Variables (%) 

Prior Provincial Tem 71.6 59.0 xZ (1) = 15.79*** 

Prior Federal Tenn 21.2 20.7 X' (1) = 0.04 

Failure on Conditional Release 32.1 26.5 x2 (1) = 3.79 

Note. *p < .05, **p c -01, ***p < - 0 0 1  



Offender Intake Assessrnent (OIA) Variables 

Table 3 depicts comparisons between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders on the 

OIA variables pertaining to criminal risk and need. Because painrise comparisons were 

conducted, the Bonferonni correction was taken to correct for farnily-wise error rates. An initial 

level of significance of -05 was chosen and divided by the number of dependent variables (9). 

This resulted in a critical vaIue of .O06 that was applied in determining statistical significance. 

With respect to the global risk rating, a significantly higher percentage of Aboriginal 

offenders were designated as either high- or medium-risk (27.7% and 34.7%, respectively) as 

compared to non-Aboriginal offenders (20.3% and 24.1 %, respectively), xZ (2, - N = 2443) = 

32.5 1 ,  p < -001. This may be amibutable to the Iarger proportion of Aboriginal o f fenda  who 

were convicted of a homicide or sex offence. Offenders who are currently serving sentences for 

offences that caused death or senous h m  must be given a high-risk rating. In addition, an 

overall rating of high criminal risk is given to offenders assessed as having a criminal history 

record that reflects considerable sex offending (Correctional Service of Canada, 1996). A 

signi ticantly higher percentage of Aboriginal offenders were rated as high- and medium-need 

cases (32.3% and 47.0%, respectively) as compared to non-Abonginal offenders (2 1.3% and 

3 8.3 %. respectively), X' (2, - N = 2443) = 43.65, p < -00 1. 

As indicated in Table 3, offenders in the current study presented difficulties in multiple 

need domains as measured by the CNIA. Notably, Aboriginal offenders were identified as 

having considerable difficulties in the areas of substance abuse (92.2%), personal/emotional 

orientation (90.0%), and employment (73.7%). Chi-square analyses revealed only two 

differences between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders on the CNIA. That is, a 



significantly higher percentage of Aboriginal offenders were identified as requinng considerable 

need for improvernent in the areas of substance abuse (92.2% vs. 63.9%)- xX' (1, N = 2089) = 

88.98, p < .O0 1, and rnaritallfamily (68.7% vs. 55.1 %), XL ( 1, - N = 2089) = 18.19, p < -00 1. 

Institutional-Related Variables 

Cornparisons between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders on the Custody Rating 

Scale. initial security level. institutional incidents, and program completion information are 

presented in Table 4. Because pairwise cornparisons were conducted without the use of an 

omnibus test, the Bonferonni correction was used. With respect to secunty ratings and incident 

history, an initial -05 level of significance was chosen and divided by the number of dependent 

variables (9). This resulted in a critical value of .O06 that was applied in detennining statistical 

significance for the chi-square analyses. An additional Bonferonni correction was conducted for 

program information where an initial -05 level of significance was divided by the number of 

dependent variables (7), resulting in a critical value of -007. 

As illustrated in Table 4, a higher percentage of Abonginai offenders were rated as high 

and medium (3.6% and 70.6%, respectively) on the Custody Rating Scale as compared to non- 

Abonginal offenden (2.1 % and 60.2%, respectively), X' (2, - N = 1883) = 17.34, p < -00 1. 

Despite difierences in secunty ratings on the Custody Rating Scale, there were no statistically 

significant differences between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders with respect to the 

initial security level in fderal institutions. The only statistically significant difference in 

incident history was with respect to fighting in prison; a higher percentage of Aboriginal 

offenders were charged with fighting as compared to non-Aboriginal offenders (27.2% vs. 

19.0%), X' ( 1, - N = 2479) = 1 1.23, p < -00 1. The resuits in Table 4 indicate that Aboriginal 



offenders were significantly more likely to have completed a family program (24.9% vs. 16.8%), 

a personality program (42.5% vs. 27.8%), an anit..de program (38.6% vs. 27.0%), and a sex 

offender program (2 1.1 % vs. 1 1.8%). 



Table 3 

Cornparison of  Aboriginal Offenders and Non-Aboriginal Offenders on O U  Variables 

OIA Variables Aboriginal Non-Aboriginal Test 

Oflender lntake Assessmenr 

Global Risk Rating (%) xZ (2) = 32.8 1 *** 

Low 

Medium 34.7 24.1 

High 

Global Need Rating (%) 

Low 20.7 40.3 

Medium 47.0 38.3 

High 

CNIA (Oh) 

Associates 67.3 66.7 (1) = 0.4 

Substance Abuse 92.2 63 -9  xL (1) = 88.98*** 

Community Functioning 52.7 58.1 xL (1) = 2.91 

Attitude 53.9 53.7 x2 (1)  = 0.05 

Note. *p c -05, **p < -01; ***p < .O01 
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Table 4 

Com~arisons of Aborieinal Offenders and Non-Abonaina1 Offenders on Institutional Variables 

Institutional Variables Aboriginal Non-Abonginal Test 

Farnily program 24.9 16.8 x L ( l ) =  11.32*** 

Personality program 42.5 27.8 ;CZ ( 1 )  = 26.05*** 

Sex offender program 21.1 11.8 X1 ( 1 )  = 19.24*** 

Education program 29.8 23.7 xL(I) = 5.13 

Community reintegration 20.4 16.3 xL (1) = 3.01 

Attitude program 38.6 27.0 x2 (1) = 15.76*** 

Note. *p < .OS. **p < .O 1 ,  ***p < -001 



Hypothesis 1 : Factors Predicting Full Parole Application 

Full Parole A~dication Status 

It was hypothesized that race group differences (Abonginahon-Aboriginal) would 

predict differences in the rate of offenders who apply for full parole upon their PED. To examine 

this hypothesis, the decision review files of al1 offenders in the this sample were reviewed and 

coded as to whether each offender had not applied for full parole (coded O) or had applied for full 

parole at least once on his current sentence (coded as 1). The fidl parole application status of 

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal o f f e n d a  is presented in Table 5. Because pairwise cornparisons 

were conducted without the use of an omnibus test, a conservative approach, the Bonferonni 

correction, was taken to correct for family-wise error rates. With respect to hl1 parole 

application and waivers. an initial level of significance of -05 was chosen and divided by the 

number of dependent variables (2). This resulted in a critical value of -025 that was applied in 

determining statistical significance for the chi-square analyses. An additional Bonferonni 

correction was conducted for chi-square analyses controlling for riskheed levels and offence 

types. An initial level of significance of .O5 was divided by the number of dependent variables 

(6). resulting in a critical value of .008. 

As indicated in Table 5, Aboriginal offenders were significantly less likely to apply for 

full parole (47.7%) as compared to non-Aboriginal offenders (73.5%), X' ( 1, - N = 2479) = 80.8 1, 

p < -00 1 .  Aboriginal offenders were also more likely to waive a fùll parole hearing (58.8%) as 

compared to non-Aboriginal offenders (33.1 %), X' (1, - N = 2479) = 72.174, p < -001. Controlling 

for risk and need level revealed no statistically signifiant differences in who applied for fidl 

parole. However, controlling for the index offence illustrated that Aboriginal offenders were still 



less likely to apply for full parole regardles of  the serioumess of the offence committed on the 

current sentence. For example, Aboriginal offenders who comrnitted a homicide-related offence 

were still less likely to apply for full parole (42.3%) as were non-Aboriginal offenders who 

committed a homicide-related offence (72.4%), X' (1, - N = 102) = 7.665, e < -001. 

Factors Predicting Full Parole Application 

Logistic regressions were used to determine the proportion of variance accounted for by 

race group differences, over the criminal history record, nsk and need, and institutional 

behaviour of offenders. The logistic regression procedure allows one to predict a dichotomous 

outcome such as group membership by estimating the probability of an event occuning given the 

status of a set of predictor variables that may be continuous, discrete, or  dichotomous. Since the 

logistic regression has no assumptions about the distribution of the predictor variables, this 

particular procedure is advantageous for dichotomous data (Noursis, 1993). Multivariate 

normality was an issue in the current study as many of the dichotomous variables had skewed 

distributions'. 

2 Variables reflecting more serious offences would be more likely to have skewed distributions. For example, few 
offenders in the current study were conticted of homicide-related offences and an even smaller proportion of 
offenders granted full parole would have a homicide offence in their criminal record. 



Table 5 

Full Parole Application Status of Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal Offenders 

Variable Aboriginal Non-Aboriginal Test 

Full Parole Application Status (%): 

Applied for full parole 47.7 73.5 X' (1) = 80.81*** 

Waived fùll parole hearing 58.8 33.1 X Z  (1) = 72.174*** 

FP Application by RisWNeed Level: 

High risk cases 47.4 59.0 X 2  (1) = 0.057 

High need cases 53.3 59.1 zL (1)  = 1.04 

FP Application by Index Oflince (%): 

Homicide-related offence 42.3 72.4 x2 (1) = 7.665** 

Sex-retated offence 41.1 55.1 X' (1) = 6.666** 

Assad t-related offence 4 1.2 63 -5 X 2  (1) = 16.625*** 

Robbery-related offence 44.3 61.3 X 2  (1) = 8.327** 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .O 1, ***p -= .O01 



However, logistic regression is sensitive to multicollinearity. Multicollinearity is a 

problem that mises when independent variables are highly correlated with one another, resulting 

in unstable coefficients and high standard m o r s  (Menard, 1992). To detect for multicollinearity, 

a multiple linear regression was calculated using the same dependent and independent variables 

as used in the logistic mode1 to obtain tolerance values. Because the concem is with the 

relationship arnong the independent variables. the functionai fonn o f  the mode1 for the dependent 

variable is irrelevant to the estimation of multicollinearity. The tolerance value for an 

independent variable is simply 1 - R,' which represents the variance accounted for by al1 of the 

other independent variables. As R,' increases, the tolerance approaches zero, thus a tolerance of 

less than .10 indicates a serious mu1ticoIiinearity problem. The tolerance values for al1 predictors 

used in the logistic regression analyses are presented in Table 6. No tolerance values approached 

.10. thus multicollinearity is not an issue in the current study. 

Four lo~gistic regressions were calculated with respect to full parole applicationl so a 

Bonferonni correction was used to correct for farnily-wise error rate. An initial level of 

significance of .O5 was chosen and divided by the number of logistic regressions calculated (4), 

resulting in a critical value of  . O 1 2 5  First, a hierarchical logistic regression was used to 

determine the extent to which race group differences accounted for variance in full parole 

application in addition to other factors. Thirty-nine variables were used to predict the 

dichotomous dependent variable: (1) Did not apply (coded 0); and (2) Applied (coded 1). Table 

7 reports the regression coefficients (B), their standard mors (SE), the odds ratio ([ExplB), and 

the Wald statistics (significance test of the regression coefficients) for each predictor variable as 

each block was entered into the equation. 



Table 6 

Tolerance Values for Predictor Variables 

Variable Tolerance Value 

Age at fùll parole eligibility 

Sentence length 

Aboriginal offender (yesho) 

Homicide-related offence in current sentence 

Sex-related offence in current sentence 

Assault-related offence in current sentence 

Robbery-related offence in current sentence 

Drug-related offence in current sentence 

Break and Enter offence in current sentence 

Violence used in the current offence 

Prior Youth Record 

Pnor Provincial Term 

Prior Federal Term 

Prior Failure on Conditional Release 

OIA Risk Level 

OIA Need Level 

CNIA: Employment Domain 

CNIA: MaritalEamily Domain 



Table 6 

Tolerance Values for Predictor Variables 

Variable Tolerance Value 

CNIA: Associates/Socia~ Interaction Domain .56 1 

CNIA: Substance Abuse Domain -7 16 

CNIA: Community Functioning Domain .649 

CN IA: Personal/Emotional Orientation Domain .652 

CNIA: Attitude Domain .757 

Fighting in prison -795 

Dnig charge in prison 

Contraband charge in prison 

Darnage property in prison 

Disciplinary charge in prison 

Causing a disturbance in prison -748 

Escape or escape attempt -739 

Completed an employrnent program 

Completed a family program 

Completed a personality program -849 

Completed a sex offender program 

Completed an education program 

Completed a community reintegration program -933 



Variables were entered into two blocks. In the first block, thirty-eight variables 

describing factors related to criminal history, risk and need ratings, and institutional performance 

were entered. In the second block, the variable Aboriginal offender (yesho) was added in order 

to investigate the arnount of variance for which race group differences would account in addition 

to the other predictors, Al1 categorical predictor variables were re-coded using the deviation 

procedure prior to their entry. OIA risk and need ratings were collapsed into two categories ( 1  = 

Low or medium, and 2 = High), and the seven need domains of the CNIA were collapsed into 

three categories ( 1  = An asset or no need for improvement, 2 = Some need for improvement, and 

3 = Considerable need for improvement). 

As expected, those variables pertaining to the index offence, criminal history, risk and 

need factors, and institutional behaviour entered in Block 1 alone were strong predictors of full 

parole application, correctIy classi@ng offenders as either appl ying or not applying for hl1 

parole in 74.89% of cases, X' (52)  = 497.092, p c -001. In particular, several criminal history 

variables were significant predictors. Regression coefficients indicate that being convicted of a 

homicide-related, sex-related, or robbery-related offence, having used violence in the current 

offence. and having a prior federal term decrease the likelihood of applying for full parole, while 

being convicted of a drug-related offence increases the likelihood of applying. Surprisingly, only 

two risk and need factors as measured by the OIA were significant predictors in Block 1. Being 

rated as having considerable difficulties in the maritaVfmily and personaYemotionaf domains 

decrease the likelihood of  applying for full parole. Contrary to expectation, institutional 

variables (e.g., incidents, program completion) were not strong predictors of full parole 

application. Interestingly, having successfiilly completed an education program during an 



offender's most recent incarceration decreases the likelihood of applying for fiil1 parole. 

The Aboriginal offender (yedno) variable was entered in Block 2. The final model 

correctly classified 75.5 1 % of the cases as having applied or not applied for full parole, X' (53) = 

506.738, p c .O0 1. The Abonginal offender variable only increased the classification ability of 

the model by 0.62% over that which was classified by criminal history variables, risk and need 

factors. and institutional performance. (x' [ l ]  = 9.646. p < .O 1). To investigate the magnitude of 

the effect of the Abonginal variable, the phi-coefficient was calculated by taking the square root 

of the chi-square value for the second block divided by the sample size (n - = 1605). This resulted 

in a phi-coefficient vaIue of only 0.077, demonstrating that little of the variability in fiil1 parole 

application is related to race group differences. Once the Aboriginal offender variable was added 

to the equation in Block 2, having cornmitteci a homicide-related offence was no longer a 

significant predictor of full parole application. The only new predictors to achieve significance 

were institutional escapdescape attempts and sex offender programming. Regression 

coefficients indicate that being charged with an escape or escape attempt inmeases the likelihood 

of applying for full parole, while having successfùlly completed a sex offender program 

decreases the likelihood of applying for full parole. 



Table 7 

Hierarchical Logistic Regression Predicting Full Parole Application 

Variables B SE E ~ P ( B )  Wald 
Block 1: 
Age at fiil1 parole eligibility 
Sentence length 
Homicide offence in current sentence 
Sex offences in current sentence 
Assaul ts in current sentence 
Robbery ot'fences in cwrent sentence 
Dmg offences in current sentence 
Escape offence in current sentence 
Break and enter in current sentence 
Violence used in current offence 
Unemployed at time of offence 
Youth record 
Prior provincial term 
Prior federal tenn 
Prior failure on conditional release 
Global risk level 

Medium nsk 
High risk 

Global need Ievel 
Medium need 
High need 

CNIA: Employment Domain 
No need for improvement 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 

CNIA: Marital/Farnily Domain 
No need for improvement 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 

CN 1 A : Associates/Social Interaction 
No need for improvement 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 

CNIA: Substance Abuse 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for i m ~ .  



Table 7 

Hierarchical Logistic Remession Predicting Full Parole Application 

Variables B SE ExdB1 Wald Statistic 
I .  I 

~ - - - - - - - 

CN 1 A: Community Functioning 
No need for irnprovement 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 

CN 1 A : Personal/Emotional 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 

CNIA: Attitude 
No need for improvement 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 

Fighting charge in prison 
Escape or escape atternpt fiom prison 
Drug charge in prison 
Darnage property in prison 
Contraband charge in prison 
Discipliniuy charge in prison 
Causing a disturbance in prison 
Completed an employrnent program 
Completed an education program 
Completed a sex offender program 
Completed a personality program 
Completed an attitude program 
Completed a community program 
Block 2 
Aboriginal ofliender (yesho) 
Age at full parole eligibility 
Sentence length 
Homicide offence in current sentence 
Sex offences in current sentence 
Assaults in current sentence 
Robbery offences in current sentence 
Drug offences in current sentence 
Escape offence in current sentence 
Break and enter in current sentence 
Violence used in current offence 
Unemployed at time of offence -. 134 ,074 375 3.248 



Table 7 

Hierarchical Lo,gistic Remession Predicting Full Parole Application 

Variables B SE E ~ P ( B )  Wald Statistic 
Youth record 
Prior provincial term 
Prior federal term 
Prior failure on conditional release 
Global risk level 

Medium risk 
High risk 

Global need level 
Medium need 
High need 

CNIA: Employment Domain 
No need for improvement 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 

CNIA: MaritaUFamily Domain 
No need for improvement 
Some need for improvernent 
Considerable need for irnp. 

CNIA: Associates/Social Interaction 
No need for improvement 
Some need for improvernent 
Considerable need for imp. 

CNIA: Substance Abuse 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 

CN IA: Community Functioning 
No need for improvement 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 

CN 1 A : Personal/EmotionaI 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 

CNIA: Attitude 
No need for improvement 
Some need for improvernent 
Considerable need for imp. 

Fighting charge in prison 
E s c a ~ e  or escaDe attempt fiom prison .380 



Table 7 

Hierarchical Logistic Regression Predicting Full Parole Application 

Variables B SE Exp(B) Wald Statistic 
Dnig charge in prison -.O05 .155 .995 .O0 1 
Darnage property in prison .427 -229 1.533 3 -464 
Contraband charge in prison -. 136 .O92 -873 2.12 
Disciplinary charge in prison -. 167 -102 -846 2.682 
Causing a disturbance in prison -.O03 -141 .997 -00 1 
Completed an employment program -. 10 1 .O67 .904 2.3 19 
Completed an education program -.151 .O74 .860 4.1 18' 
Completed a sex offender program -.220 .111 302 3.905* 
Cornpleted a personality program ,079 .O74 1 .O82 1.148 
Completed an attitude program -. 128 .O72 379 3.169 
Completed a community reintegration -. 13 1 .O85 3 7 7  2.4 
progr- 
Note. Block 1 - X' (52) = 497.092***; Block 2 - X' (1) = 9.646**. Final - x' (53) = 506.738***. 
*p< -05, **p<.Ol,  ***p< -001 



A second logistic regression, using the backward elimination procedure, was çonducted 

in an effort to fùrther explore what factors are theoretically linked to full parole application. 

Backward elimination rather than fonvard inclusion was selected as the method of stepwise 

regression because there is Iess nsk of failing to find a relationship. In some cases, a variable 

may appear to have a statistically significant effect only when another variable is held constant. 

This is called a suppressor effect. One disadvantage to forward inclusion as a method for 

stepwise regression is the possible exclusion of variables involved in suppressor effeçts. With 

backward eliminâtion, because al1 variables will already be in the model, there is less risk of 

faiting to find a relationship when one exists (Menard, 1992). 

The results of the final equation are given in Table 8. As found in the hierarchical 

logi stic regression, being Aboriginal decreased the likelihood of appl ying for fil1 parole. 

Looking at the odds ration [Exp(B)], as the Aboriginal variable increased fkom O to 1, the odds of 

applying for hl1 parole decreased by 17%- The results, however, indicate that the most 

important variables for predicting whether an offender in this sample will apply for full parole or 

not (classification at 74.64%) pertain to criminal history variables, Regression coefficients 

indicate that having cornmitted either a homicide. sex, or robbery offence and having used 

violence in the index offence decreased the likelihood of applying for full parole, while having 

committed a drug-related offence increased the likelihood of applying for hl1 parole, In 

addition. regession coefficients demonstrated that being unernployed at the time of the offence 

and having sewed a prior federal sentence decreased the likelihood of applying for full parole. 

Only three of the OIA risk and need factors were sigificant predictors. Being rated as medium 

or high risk and as requiring considerable need for improvement in the maritallfmily and 



personal/emotional orientation domains decreased the likelihood of applying for füll parole. 

Contrary to expectation, institutional variables (e-g., incidents, program completion) did not have 

much impact on full parole applications. Being charged with a disciplinary incident decreased 

the likelihood of applying for full parole. Interestingly, having completed either a sex offender 

program or an education program also decreased the likelihood of applying for full parole. 

Factors Predicting Full Parole Application for Aborianal Offenders 

To determine whether there were differences between those Aboriginal offenders who 

applied for full parole and those Aboriginal offenders who did not apply, a series of chi-square 

anaIyses were perforrned on selected index offence and OIA variables. The Bonferonni 

correction was used to correct for family-wise error rates. An initial level of significance of .O5 

was divided by the nwnber of dependent variables (a), resulting in a critical value of -006. 

Table 9 presents the chi-square analyses cornparhg the application rates arnong 

Aboriginal offenders controlling for selected index offence and OIA variables. Contrary to 

expectation, there were not many statistically signifiant d i e e n c e s  between those Aborianal 

offenders who applied for full parole and those who did not apply. Abonginal offenders who 

appIied for füll parole were significantly less likely to have used violence in the index offence as 

compared to those Aboriginal offenders who did not apply (32.4% vs. 67.6%), X' (1, N = 2 10) = - 

9.513. E x .O0 1. However, a higher percentage of Aboriginal offenders classified as high-need 

cases applied in cornparison to those Aboriginal offenders classified as low-neeà cases (35.3% 

vs. 27.196). Nonetheless, Aboriginal offenden who applied were more likely to have been rated 

as low-need as compared to those Aboriginal offenders who did not apply (27.1% vs. 15.5%). 



Table 8 

Backward Elimination Procedure Predicting Full Parole Application 

Variable B SE Exp(B) Wald Statistic 

Aboriginal offender (yesho) 

Sentence length 

Homicide offence in current sentence 

Sex offences in cument sentence 

Rob bery offences in current sentence 

Dmg offences in current sentence 

Violence used in current offence 

Unemployed at time of offence 

Prior federal term 

Global risk level 

Medium risk 

High risk 

CNIA: MaritaVFamily Domain 

No need for improvement 

Some need for improvement 

Considerable need for imp. 

CNIA: Personal/Emotional Orientation 

Some need for improvement 



Table 8 

Backward Elimination Procedure Predicting Full Parole Application 

Variable B SE Exp(B) Wald Statistic 

CN 1 A: PersonaVEmotional Orientation 

Considerable need for imp. -.293 .IO9 -746 7.173** 

Disciplinary charge in prison -. 182 .O90 -834 4.074* 

Completed an education program -. 186 .O7 1 -786 6.8 12** 

Completed a sex offender program -.24 1 -109 3 3 0  4.897* 

Note. %' (19) =469.087*** 
p c -05. ** p c -01, *** p < -001 



Table 9 

Full Parole Application Status for Abonginal Offenders 

Variable Applied Did Not Apply Test 

FP Applicarion by Inder Offence: 

Homicide-related offence 42.3 57.7 X' (1) = -336 

Sex-related offence 47-1 58.9 x2 ( 1  ) = 2.989 

Assault-reiated offence 41.2 58.8 x1 (1) = 2.726 

Robbery-related offence 44.3 55.7 X' (1) = -51 1 

Violence in current offence 32.4 67.6 xL (1)  = 9.543 

Prior Federal Term 34.1 65.9 x2(1) = 1.514 

FP Application by RiskNeed Levek: 

Global Risk Rating xi (2) = 2.97 

Low risk 42.9 33.9 

Medium risk 30.1 38.5 

High risk 27.1 27.7 

Global Need Rating 

Low need 27.1 15.5 

Medium need 37.6 56.1 

High need 35.3 28.4 

Note. *p < -05, **p < .01, ***p < .O0 1 - 



In addition. a third logistic regression, using the backward elimination procedure, was 

used to examine whether a unique set of factors predicted the likelihood of applying for full 

parole for Aboriginal offenders. The final equation correctly classified 71.78% of cases, X' (8) = 

42.06 1, p < .O0 1. As shown in Table 10, only six variables were included in the final equation: 

failure on a pnor conditional release, the presence of violence in the index offence, global need 

rating, personaVemotional orientation, and having completed a sex offender and education 

program. Not surprisingly, having failed on conditional release on a prior sentence, having used 

violence in the index offence, and being assessed as requinng considerable improvernent in the 

personal/ernotional orientation decreased the likelihood of applying for full parole for Aboriginal 

offenders. Interestingly, having completed either a sex offender program or an education 

program also decreased the likelihood of applying for full parole for Aboriginal offenders. 

Factors Predicting Full Parole Application for Non-Aboriginal Offenders 

A fourth logistic regression was conducted to examine those factors associated with full 

parole application for non-Aboriginal offenders. The final equation correctly classified 74.84% 

of cases as applying or not applying for full parole, X' (13) = 386.537, p c - 0 0 1 .  As shown in 

Table 1 1, criminal history variables were the most important predictors. Having committed a sex 

or robbery offence, using violence in the index offence, being unemployed at the time of arrest, 

and having served a prior federal term decrease the likelihood of applying for full parole, and 

having a drug offence increases the likelihood of applying. Being assessed as high risk and as 

requiring considerable need for improvement in the personallemotional orientation domain 

decreased the likelihood of applying for full parole. 



Table 10 

Backward Elimination Procedure Predicting Fu11 Parole Application for Aboriginal Offenders 

Variables B S.E. E w B )  Wald Statistic 

Previous failure on conditional release -.483 -181 -6 17 7.1 O** 

Violence used in current offence -.456 

Global need level 

Medium need -.543 

High need - 1  76 

CNIA: PersonaVEmotional Orientation 

Some need for improvernent -.26 1 

Considerable need for imp. -.686 

Completed a sex offender program -.5 16 

Completed an education program -.432 

Note. X' (8) = 42.06 1 *** 
p c .05. ** p < . O l ,  *** p < -001 



TabIe 1 1 

Backward Elimination Predicting Full Parole Application for Non-Aboriginal Offenders 

Variables B S.E. Exp(B) Wald Statistic 

Sentence Length 

Sex offences in current sentence 

Robbery in current sentence 

Dmg offences in current sentence 

Violence used in current offence 

Unemployed at time of offence 

Pnor federal term 

Global risk level 

Medium risk 

High risk 

CN I A: Personal/Emotional 

Some need for improvernent 

Considerable need for imp. 

Contraband charge in prison 

Completed an employment program 

Completed an attitude program 

Note. X' (13) = 386.537*** - 
p < .Os, ** p < . O l ,  *** p -C .O01 



H ypothesis 2: Factors Predicting Full Parole Hearing Outcornes 

Conditional Release Status 

An oveniew of the conditional release status of offenders in this sample is presented in 

Table 1 2 .  Although a roughly equal proportion of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders were 

released on day parole (4.8% and 6.3%, respectively), only 18.3% (n - = 52) of Aboriginal 

offenders were granted full parole at least once during their current sentence. as compared to 

3 4 . 7 O %  (n - = 980) of non-Aboriginal offenders. Comparatively, a larger proportion of Aboriginal 

offenders was statutorily released on their current sentence as compared to non-Aboriginal 

offenders (74.4% vs. 50.2%). These differences in conditional release status were statistically 

significant. X 2  (4, - N = 2479) = 75.608, p c -001. 

Full Parole Hearing Decision Status 

It was expected that race group differences would not predict Parole Board decisions. To 

examine this hypothesis, the decision review files of al1 offenders in this sample were coded as to 

whether each offender had been denied (coded O) or granted hl1 parole at least once on his 

current sentence (coded as 1). Federal offenders, however, may have more than one full parole 

heanng on a sentence. As a result, hearing decisions (graddeny) were coded for the first. 

second. and third hearings. Since so few Aboriginal offenders in the current study had a second 

or third parole full parole hearing on their current sentence (n - = 30 and - n = 0, respectively), 

analyses focused only on the first fidl parole hearing decision. The full parole hearing decision 

status of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders is presented in Table 13. A Bonferonni 

correction was conducted resulting in a critical value of -01. 



Table 12 

Overview of Conditional Release Statu 

Forrn of Conditional Release (%) Abonginal Non-Abonginal 

Day parole 6.3 4.8 

Full parole 18.3 44.7 

Statutory release 74.4 50.2 

Warrant expiry 0.7 O. 1 

Deceased 0.4 0.2 



As illustrated in Table 13. a smaller proportion of Aboriginal offenders were granted full 

parole at their first full parole hearing as çompared to non-Aboriginal offmders (29.3% vs. 

38.7%), X' (1, - N = 1 174) = 3.888, < -05. Controlling for nsk and need level revealed no 

statistically significant differences in who was granted full parole. That is, high-risk Abonginal 

offenders were as likely to be granted full parole as high-risk non-Aboriginal offenders (15.2% 

S .  1 6 1 % )  Controll ing for the type of index offence also revealed no statistically significant 

differences in the number of offenders granted full parole. For instance, a similar percentage of 

Aboriginal offenders who committed an assault-related offence were granted fil1 parole as non- 

Aboriginal offenders also convicted of an assault-related offence (24.4% vs. 26.9%). Although a 

smaller percentage of Aboriginal offenders convicted of sex- and robbery-related offences were 

ganted full parole (3 1 .O% and 14.7%, respectively) as compared to non-Aboriginal offenders 

(40.0% and 24.0%, respectively). the differences were not statistically significant. However, it is 

possible that failure to achieve the probability level for statistical significance may be due to the 

smaller sample of offenders who cornmitted these offences and applied for full parole. 



Table 13 

Full Parole Hearing Decision Status of  Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal Offenders 

Variable Aboriginal Non-Abonginal Test 

Full P a r d e  Hearing Decision (%): 

Granted on first hearing 29.3 38.7 XI (1) = 3.888 

Granted on second hearing 33.3 49.8 

FP Decision by RisWNeed Level(%o): 

High risk cases 

High need cases 

FP Application by indbr Oflence (%): 

Sex-related offence 31.1 40.0 X' (1) = 1.251 

Assault-related offence 24.4 26.9 xL(l)=.115 

Robbery-related offence 11.7 24.0 (1) = 1.503 

Note. *D < -05. **D < -01. ***v < -001 



To detemine the proportion of variance acçounted for by race group differences, over the 

criminal history record, risk and need, and institutional behaviow of offenders, four logistic 

regressions were calculated. An initial level of significance of .O5 was chosen and divided by the 

number of logistic regressions calculated (4). This resulted in a critical value of -0 125 that was 

applied in detennining statistical significance. First, a hierarchical logistic regression was 

conducted. Thirty-nine variables were used to predict the dichotomous dependent variable: ( 1 ) 

Denied (coded O); and (2) Granted (coded 1). Table 14 reports the regression coefficients (B), 

their standard errors (SE), the odds ratio ([ExplB), and the Wald statistics (significance test of 

the regression coefficients) for each predictor variable as each block was entered into the 

equation. Variables were entered into two blocks. In the first block, thirty-eight variables 

descnbing factors related to criminal history, nsk and need ratings, and institutional performance 

were entered. In the second block, the variable Aboriginal offender (yesho) was added in order 

to investigate the arnount of variance for which race group differences would account in addition 

to the other predictors. Al1 categorical predictor variables were re-coded using the deviation 

procedure prior to their entry. OiA risk and need ratings were collapsed into two categories (1  = 

Low or medium, and 2 = High), and the seven need domains of the CNIA were collapsed into 

three categories (1 = An asset or no need for improvernent, 2 = Some need for improvement, and 

3 = Considerable need for improvement). 

As hypothesized, cnminal history, nsk and need, and institutional variables were strong 

predictors of full parole hearing outcorne, correctly classi@ng offenders as either being granted 

or denied full parole in 76.4% of cases, X' (52) = 246.096, p < .O 1. In particular, several 

criminal history variables were signifiant predictors. Regression coefficients indicate that being 



convicted of a robbery offence and having a prior provincial or federal term decrease the 

likeIihood of being granted full parole. Interestingly, having a youth record increases the 

Iikelihood of being granted full parole. Several risk and need variables as measured by the OIA 

were signi ficant predictors in Block 1 . Being rated as high risk and having considerable 

difficulties in the attitude and community fiuictioning domains decrease the likelihood of being 

granted full parole, while having no difficulties in the employment domain increases the 

Iikelihood of being granted full parole. Contrary to expectation, most institutiond variables 

(e-g., incidents, program completion) were not strong predictors of full parole decisions. Only 

being charged with fighting in prison decreases the likelihood of being granted fiil1 parole. 

The race group differences variable, Aboriginal offender (yesho), was entered in Block 

3. The final mode1 correctly classified 76.55% of the cases as either being granted or denied full 

parole. X' (53) = 246.622, p < .001. As hypothesized, the improvement to the classification 

ability added by the Aboriginal offender variable was not statistically significant. Thus, the 

Aboriginal offender variable was not a significant predictor of the full parole decision outcome. 

Once the Aboriginal offender variable was added to the equation at Block 2, pnor federal term 

was no longer a significant predictor. No new variables achieved significance at Block 2. 



Table 14 

Hierarchical Logistic Regression Predicting Full Parole Hearing Outcome 

Variables B SE Exp(B) Wald Statistic 
Block 1: 
Age at full parole eligibility 
Sentence length 

Homicide offence in current sentence 
Sex offences in current sentence 
Assaults in current sentence 
Robbery offences in current sentence 
Dnig offences in current sentence 
Escape offence in current sentence 
Break and enter in current sentence 
Violence used in curent offence 
Unemployed at time of offence 
Youth record 
Pnor provincial term 
Prior federal tenn 
Prior failure on conditional release 
Global nsk level 

Medium nsk 
High risk 

Global need level 
Medium need 
High need 

CNIA: Employment Domain 
No need for improvernent 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable neeà for imp. 

CNIA: Marital/Family Domain 
No need for improvement 
Some need for improvernent 
Considerable need for imp. 

CNIA: Associates/SociaI Interaction 
No need for improvernent 
Some need for improvernent 
Considerable need for imp. 

CNIA: Substance Abuse 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 



Table 14 

H ierarc hical Logistic Regression Predicting Full Parole Hearing Outcome 

Variables B SE ExP(B) Wald Statistic 
CN 1 A: Community Functioning 

No need for improvement 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 

CNIA: Personal/Emotional 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 

CNIA: Attitude 
No need for improvement 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 

Fighting charge in prison 
Escape or escape atternpt fiom prison 
Dnig charge in pnson 
Darnage property in pnson 
Contraband charge in prison 
Disciplinary charge in prison 
Causing a disturbance in prison 
Completed an employment program 
Completed an education program 
Completed a sex offender program 
Completed a personality program 
Completed an attitude program 
Completed a community program 
Block 2 
A boriginal offender (yesho) 
Age at full parole eligibility 
Sentence length 
Homicide offence in current sentence 
Sex offences in current sentence 
Assaul ts in current sentence 
Robbery offences in current sentence 
Dmg offences in current sentence 
Escape offence in current sentence 
Break and enter in current sentence 
Violence used in current offence 
Unemployed at time of offence 
Youth record 



Table 14 

Hierarchical Logistic Regession Predicting Full Parole Hearing Outcome 

Variables B SE Exp(B) Wald Statistic 
-776 4.265' Prior provincial term 

Pnor federal tenn 
Prior failure on conditional release 
Global risk level 

Medium risk 
High risk 

Global need level 
Medium need 
High need 

CNIA: Employment Domain 
No need for improvement 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 

CNIA: MaritaVFarnily Dornain 
No need for improvernent 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 

CNIA: Associates/Social Interaction 
No need for improvernent 
Some need for improvernent 
Considerable need for imp. 

CNIA: Substance Abuse 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 

CNIA: Community Functioning 
No need for improvement 
Some need for irnprovement 
Considerable need for imp. 

C N  1 A: PersonaL/Emotional 
Some need for improvernent 
Considerable need for imp. 

CNIA: Attitude 
No need for improvernent 
Some need for improvement 
Considerable need for imp. 

Fighting charge in prison 
Escape or escape attempt from prison 
Drug charge in ~ n s o n  .265 



Table 14 

Hierarchical Logistic Reggression Predicting Full Parole Hearing Outcome 

Variables 
Damage property in prison 
Contraband charge in prison 
Disciplinary charge in prison 
Causing a disturbance in prison 
Completed an employment program 
Completed an education program 
Completed a sex offender program 
Completed a personality program 
Completed an attitude program 

Wald S tatistic 
.O72 

2.6 17 
-002 

3 -47 1 
.O42 
.O80 
-423 
.558 
-432 

CompIeted a community program .152 -136 1.164 1.244 
Note. Block 1 - X' (52) = 246.096***; Block 2 - X' (1) = -527. Final - X' (53) = 246.622***. 



A second logistic regression, using the backward elimination procedure, was conducted. 

The results of the final equation are given in Table 15. The results indicate that the most 

important variables for predicting whether a case in this sample will be denied or granted hl1 

parole (classification at 73.98%) pertain to criminal history variables and risWneed factors 

assessed by the OIA. Regression coefficients indicate that being charged with either an assault, 

sex, or robbery offence in the current sentence decreases the likelihood of being granted fiil1 

parole. Having served a pnor provincial or federal terrn of incarceration also decreases the 

likelihood of being granted hl1 parole. Offenders classified as medium-need cases were less 

likely to be granted full parole, while being identifieci as requinng considerable need for 

improvernent in the attitude domain also decreases the likelihood of being granted full parole. 

As in the hierarchical logistic regression analysis, the only institutional variable included in the 

final equation was fighting such that those offenders charged with fighting in prison were less 

likely to be granted full parole. 

Factors Predicting Full Parole Hearing Decision for Aboriginal Offenders 

In an effort to detennine whether there were difierences between those Abonginal 

offenders who were granted full parole and those Aboriginal offenders who were denied full 

parole, a senes of  chi-square analyses were performed on selected index offence and OIA 

variables. Because pairwise comparisons were conducted without the use of an omnibus test, a 

conservative approach, the Bonferonni correction, was taken to correct for farnily-wise error 

rates. An initial level of significance of .O5 was chosen and divided by the number of dependent 

variables (7). This resulted in a critical value of -007 that was applied in determining statistical 

significance for the chi-square analyses. 



Table 15 

Backward Elimination Procedure Predicting Full Parole Hearing Outcume 

Variable B S E  Exp(B) Wald Statistic 

Sentence Iength 

Sex offences in current sentence 

Assaults in current sentence 

Robbery offence in current sentence 

Prior provincial term 

Prior federal term 

Global need level 

Medium need 

High need 

CNIA: Attitude 

No need for improvement 

Some need for improvement 

Considerable need for imp. 

Fighting charge in prison 

Note. Y' (1 3) = 205.850*** 



Table 16 presents the chi-square analyses comparing the full parole decision rates among 

Abonginal offenders controlling for selected index offence and OiA variables. Contrary to 

expectation, there were no statisticaily significant differences between those Abonginal offenders 

who were granted full parole and those who were denied fùll parole. Not surprisingly, 

Aboriginal offenders who were denied full parole were statistically more likely to be classified as 

high-need cases as compared to those Aboriginal offenders who were granted full parole (40.7% 

vs. 2 1 2%). Similarly, Abonginal offenders who were granted full parole were more likely to be 

assessed as low-need cases in cornparison to Aboriginal offenders who were denied full parole 

(48.5% vs. 19.8%). 

In addition, a third logistic regression, using the backward elimination procedure, was 

used to examine whether a unique set of factors predicted the likelihood of being granted full 

parole for Aboriginal offenders. The results of  the final equation are presented in Table 17. 

Only five variables were significant predictors including age at full parole eligibility, a robbery 

offence in the current sentence, global need rating, and having completed either a personality or 

attitude program. The final equation correctly classified 8 1.43% of cases as either being denied 

or çranted full parole, X' (5) = 26.42 1, p < -00 1. Being charged with a robbery offence or 

classified as a high-need case decreases the likelihood of being granted full parole for Aboriginal 

offenders. Interestingly, having completed a personality program decreases the likelihood of  

being granted full parole, while having completed an attitude program increases the likelihood of  

being released on full parole. 



Table 16 

Fu11 Parole Hearing Decision Status for Aboriginal Offenders 

Variable Granted D e ~ e d  Test 

FP Applicatiori 617 I n d a  Offence: 

Sex-related offence 41.2 37.8 x Z ( l )  = - 1  15 

Assault-related offence 29.4 37.8 x2 (1) = -741 

Rob bery-related offence 14.7 35.4 x2 ( 1 )  = 4.951 

Violence in current offence 43.5 52.0 x2 (1) = 0.458 

Prior Federal Terrn 8-7 25.5 x2 (1) = 2.766 

FP Application 6y RisWVeed Levels: 

GIobal Risk Rating X 2  (2) = 7.623 

Low risk 

Medium tisk 

High risk 

Global Need Rating 

Low need 48.5 19.8 

Medium need 30.3 39.5 

High need 2 1.2 40.7 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .O 1 ,  ***p < .O01 



Table 17 

Backward Elimination Procedure Predicting; Full Parole Hearing Outcome for Aboriginal 

Offenders 

Variable B SE Exp(B) Waid Statistic 

Age at full parole eligibility -064 .O32 1 .O66 4.127* 

Robbery offences in current sentence -.947 .452 -388 4.392* 

Global need level 

Medium need œ.834 .462 .434 3 -266 

High need - 1.222 -494 -295 6.129' 

Completed a personality program -1.106 -438 -33 1 6.38 1 * 

Completed an attitude program -8 14 -428 2.257 3.609* 

Note. -Y' ( 5 )  = 26.421*** 



Factors Predicting Full Parole Hearing Decisions for Non-Aboriginal Offenders 

A fourth logistic regression, using the backward elimination procedure, was conducted to 

derive a prediction mode1 for non-Aboriginal offenders. The results of the final equation are 

presented in Table 18. Based on the final equation, 73.94% of cases were correctly classified as 

either being denied or granted full parole, X' (1 3) = 187.372, p < -00 1. Consistent with previous 

regression analyses. criminal history and OIA variables are the most important variables for 

predicting who will be released on fùll parole. Non-Aboriginal offenders charged with either an 

assault. sex. or robbery offence in their curent sentence were less likely to be granted fùll parole. 

As expected. being classified as having considerable difficulties in the attitude dornain decreases 

the likelihood of being granted hl1 parole. Interestingly, being classified as a medium-need case 

by the OIA decreases the likelihood of being granted full parole. 

Hypothesis 3: Factors Predicting Accelerated Fui1 Parole Hearings 

It was expected that race group differences would not predict APR outcomes (Direct/Do 

Not Direct). A chi-square analysis revealed that substantially fewer Aboriginal offenders were 

eligible for an accelerated parole review hearing (6.0%) as comparai to non-Aboriginal offenders 

(26.1 %), X' ( 1 ,  N = 2479) = 56.48 1, p < .O0 1. Due to the small number of Aboriginal offenders 

who were eligible for an APR hearing (n = 17), no further analyses could be conducted to 

examine those factors which predict APR outcomes. 



Table 18 

Backward Elimination Predicting Parole Board Decision for Non-Aboriginal Offenders 

Variable B SE Exp(B) Wald Statistic 

Sentence length .O0 1 .O00 1.001 10.47 1 ** 

Sex offences in current sentence -.54 1 -136 332 15.842*** 

Assaults in current sentence -.436 -139 .647 9.844** 

Robbery offences in current sentence -.584 -132 .558 19.50 1 *** 

Prior provincial tenn -.234 -113 .79 1 4.276* 

Prior federal term -.427 .147 -652 8.488* 

GIobal risk level 

Medium risk 

High risk 

Global need level 

Medium need 

High need 

CNIA: Attitude 

No need for improvement -3 1 1 .161 1.365 3.757 

Some need for improvement -.285 -182 -752 2.449 

Considerable need for improvement -.44 1 -188 -644 5.478* 

Fighting charge in prison -.430 .168 -65 1 6.53 1 * 

Note. Y' ( 1  3 )  = l87.372*** 



Hypothesis 4: Factors Predicting Full Parole Release Outcome 

It was expected that race group differences would not predict fiil1 parole release outcornes 

(Successful/Unsuccessfiil). A total of 48 Aboriginal offenders in the current sarnple were 

released on full parole, while 707 non-Aboriginal offenders were in the cornmunity under full 

parole. Chi-square analyses revealed no statisticaliy significant differences between Aboriginal 

and non-Aboriginal offenders with respect to success on conditional release. X' (2. - N = 755) = 

3.95 1 ,  p = -229. A sirnilar percentage of Aboriginal offenders as non-Aboriginal offenders 

successfuily completed their hl1 parole release (77.1 % vs. 8 1.1 %). Furthemore, only four 

Abonginal offenders (8.3%) re-offended on hl1 parole, while seven Aboriginal offenders 

( 13.6%) were re-admitted into fderal custody due to a technical violation of the conditions of 

release. Comparatively, 79 non-Aboriginal offenders (1 1.2%) were re-admitted into federal 

custody with a new offence, while 55 non-Aboriginal offenders (7.8%) were revoked with a 

technical violation of their conditional release. Due to the small nwnber of Aboriginal offenders 

who failed on conditional release, no tùrther analyses were conducted to determine the factors 

that predict the outcome of fidl parole. 

Discussion 

This study was conducted to evaluate factors contributing to disparities in h l 1  parole 

g a n t  rates between Abonginal offenders and non-Abonginal offenders. As such, this section 

begins with a sumrnary of the findings tiom the cornparisons on the predictor variables between 

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders followed by a review of the findings related to each of 

the specific hypotheses with respect to previous research: (1) Factors predicting fidl parole 

applications; (2) Factors predicting accelerated fidl parole review decision; (3) Factors predicting 



full parole hearing decisions; and (4) Factors predicting outcome on fùll parole. Since those 

factors that are associateci with applying for fùll parole are most likely tied to the factors that 

influence a parole board's decision to gant release, al1 findings are interpreted under one section. 

Finally, this discussion concludes with the policy implications of these findings, the limitations 

of this study, and directions for îûture research. 

Summary of Current Findings 

Profile of Federal Offenders Who Reached Full Parole Eligibility in 1996 

Consistent with previous research (Cawsey Report, 199 1 ; Hann & Harman, 1993; 

Solicitor General of Canada, 1998), the criminal history record of Aboriginal offenders differed 

markedly tiom non-Aboriginal offenders. Similar to recent research that has shown that 

Aboriginal offenders become involved in the criminal justice system at a young age (Nafekh & 

Welsh, in press). nearly half of the Aboriginal offenders (42.8%) in the current sarnple had a 

previous conviction as a young offender. In addition to beçoming involved in the criminal 

justice system at a younger age, a large body of research suggests that Aboriginal offenders are 

more likely to have a history of p ior  convictions in the criminal justice system (Bonta et al., 

1992, 1997: Ham & Harman, 1993; LaPraine, 1996). Aboriginal offenders in the current study 

were more extensively involved in the provincial systern as adult offenders. Nearly three- 

quarters of Aboriginal offenders had served at least one pnor provincial term of incarceration 

(7 1 33%) as compared to only 59.0% of non-Aboriginal offenders. 

Contrary to findings reporteci in the Solicitor General's report (1 998), Aboriginal 

offenders in the current sample were not more likely to have served a pnor federal term of 

incarceration than non-Aboriginal offenders. There were also no significant differences between 



Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders with respect to failing on conditional release during a 

prior federal sentence. Consistent with other research in this area, however, a high percentage of 

Aboriginal offenders in the current sarnple had used violence in their index offence (59%) as 

compared to non-Aboriginal offenders (25%). Similar to Doob et a1.k (1 994) findings, 

approximately 10% of Aboriginal offenders here were serving their current sentence for a 

homicide offence. However. the most common offence for Aboriginal offenders in the current 

sarnple was a sex-related offence as opposed to homicide. Approximately 38% of Aboriginal 

offenders were convicted of a sex offence as compared to only 18.7% of non-Abonginal 

ofYenders. as was found in the past (Johnston, 1994, 1997; LaPrairie, 1996). Consistent with 

findings reported in both the Alberta Cawsey Report (199 1) and the Solicitor General Repon 

( 1998). a large proportion of Aboriginal offenders were convicted of an assault (35.8%) or 

robbery offence (27.7%). In contrast, Aboriginal offenders were not as likely to be serving their 

current sentence for a dmg-related offence as compared to non-Aboriginal offenders (1 1.2% vs. 

33.196). Past research (Nafekh & Welsh, in press) has shown that Aboriginal offenders are less 

involved in dnig trafficking and are more likely to be charged with drug possession. However, 

such cornparisons were not possible in the current study as drug offences were grouped into one 

generai variable. 

Findings in the current study with respect to risk and need factors as measured by the 

OIA reflect those found in prior research with respect to Aboriginal offenders (Ham & Harman, 

1993; Johnston, 1994, 1997; Solicitor General of Canada, 1998). In general, Aboriginal 

offenders were significantly more likely to be classified by Case Management Officers (CMOs) 

as both high risk (27.7%) and hi& need (32.3%). Moreover, a larger proportion of Abonginal 



offenders were classified as medium risk and medium need cases (34.7% and 47%, respectively) 

as opposed to non-Aboriginal offenders (24.1% and 38.3%, respectively). With respect to the 

seven need domains rneasured by the CNIA, Aboriginal offenders evidenced problems in al1 

seven areas. In particular, Aboriginal offenders were more likely to have considerable 

difficulties in the maritaYfamily and substance abuse domains as compared to non-Aboriginal 

offenders. Nearly the entire sample of Aboriginal offenders (92.2%) was identified as having a 

substance abuse problem. 

To date, little research has addressed the institutional behaviour of Aboriginal offenders. 

Past reports have suggested that the "existence of  a noticeably large racial minority from a 

different and underprivileged background within a prison system has traditionally been a source 

of tension and security nsk" (Newby, 198 1, p. 39). Some reports also indicate that Aboriginal 

inmates perceive correctional policies as being made by non-Aboriginals for non-Aboriginals 

(Morse & Lock, 1988). This particular component is an important issue to address when 

discussing the h l1  parole process as it is very likely that an inmate's behaviour and participation 

in rehabilitative programming while incarcerated will significantly influence a parole board's 

decision. Not surprisingly, given their criminal history record and socioeconomic stahis, 

Aboriginal offenders were significantly more likely to be rated as High and Medium security 

concem (4.6% and 70.6%, respectively) as compared to non-Aboriginal offenders (2- 1 % and 

60.2%. respectively). There were no differences, however, in the initial penitentiary placements 

between the two groups. A similar percentage of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders were 

placed in maximum, medium, or minimum security. 



Past research kas shown that Aboriginal offenders are more likely to be involved in 

incidents of prison violence as compared to non-Aboriginal offenders (Campbell, Porporino, & 

Wevrick. 1985). An examination of the overall rates of institutional incidents in the current 

study revealed that Aboriginal offenders were in fact more likeiy to be charged with fighting 

while incarcerated. There were no other differences in the rates of incidents noted between 

Aborigi na1 and non- Aboriginal offenders. Recent research on Aboriginal gangs has found that 

these offenders are disproportionately involved in institutional misconduct (Welsh & Nafekh, in 

press). However, there are reasons to expect that the behaviour of offenders affiliated with gangs 

would differ fiom other offenders, thus here is linle base for comparison with the cwrent 

findings. Contrary to expectation, Aboriginal offenders did not evidence any difficulties in 

progam participation in institutions. I t  has been suggested that current correctional 

rehabilitative programming does not address the unique cultural needs of  Aboriginal offenders 

(Solicitor General of Canada, 1998). In the current sarnple, only a small percentage of 

Aboriginal offender either refused to participate in a program (1 0.3%) or were unsuccessîùl in a 

program (i.e., suspended) (8.2%). In fact, a larger percentage of Aboriginal offenders had 

successfuIly completed a number of programs as compared to non-Aboriginal offenders 

including family programs (24.9% vs. 16.8%), personality programs (42.5% vs. 27.8%), and sex 

offender programs (2 1.1 % vs. 1 1.8%). 

Conditional Release Status 

Previous research has shown that although Abonginal offenders receive somewhat 

shorter sentences they may actually stay longer in institutions because of lower conditional 

release rates (e-g., Cawsey, 199 1 ). The Solicitor General report ( 1 998) stated that the federal hl1 



parole gant  rate in 1996/1997 for Aboriginal offenders was 34% as compared to 4 1 % for non- 

Aboriginal offenders. Moreover, a larger percentage of Aboriginal offenders were on statutory 

release in 1996/1997 as cornpared to non-Aboriginal offenders (48% vs. 29%). As these studies 

have pointed out, Aboriginal offenders in the current study were less likely to be on full parole 

and more likely to be on statutory release. Only 18.3% of Aboriginal offenden were released on 

full  parole during their current sentence as compared to 44.7% of non-Aboriginal offenders - a 

difference of 26.4%. With respect to statutory release, approximately two-thirds of Aboriginal 

offenders (74.4%) in the current sample sewed the remaining portion of their sentence in the 

community on statutory release as compared to approximately half of non-Aboriginal offenders 

(50.2%). 

Although consistent with what others have observai, the difference in full parole rates 

found in the current study is much larger when compared to other research in Canada (e-g.. 

Solicitor General, 1998). The difference is most likely attributable to the way in which full 

parole gant rates were exarnined. The Solicitor General report looked at a snapshot of offenders 

on conditional release for a designated one-year period. In contrast, the current snidy selected a 

sarnple of offenders who reached hl1 parole eligibility for a one-year period and subsequently 

followed those offenders across the duration of their sentence to determine whether they were 

ever granted full parole on their current sentence. 

Hypothesis 1 : Factors Predicting Full Parole Application 

As hypothesized, Aboriginal offenders were significantly less likely to apply for full 

parole as compared to non-Aboriginal offenders. Over ha1 f of Abonginal offenders (52.3%) in 

the current sample did not apply for full parole, while only a quarter of non-Abonginal offenders 



(26.5%) did not apply. Consistent with the Solicitor General's (1998) report which f o n d  that 

49% of Aboriginal offenders waived their full parole hearing in l996/1997, approximately 59% 

of Aboriginal offenders in this sample waived a fi111 parole hearing on their current sentence. 

Controlling for the type of offence committed did not reduce differences in application rates. 

That is, Abonginal offenders were still less likely to apply for füll parole even when controlling 

for the type of index offence committed. For example, Aboriginal offenders charged with assault 

were still less Iikely to apply for hl1 parole as compared to non-Aboriginal offenders charged 

with a similar offence. 

As postulated, race group differences were a significant predictor of full parole 

application, with Aboriginal o f f e n d a  being less likely to apply for f i l1  parole. While race 

group diffèrences were statistically significant, the variable was most likely theoreticafiy 

meaningless as it only increased the prediction model's classification ability by 0.62% and its 

effects, in large part, were probably attributable to the large sarnple size. It was found, however, 

that variables associated with the index offence and criminal history were important predictors of 

full parole application. Those offenders most likely not to apply for full parole were those with a 

prior federal term of incarceration and those for whom there was evidence of violence during 

their index offence. Consistent with the presence of  violence as an important contributor, 

offenders who committed crimes against the person (e-g., robbery, homicide, sex offence) were 

less Iikely to apply for full parole. In contrast, offenders convicted of offences where there was 

no visible victim (e.g., drug-related offences) were more likely to apply. 

Those offenders seen as presenting more of a risk, as measured by the Criminal Risk 

Assessment portion of the OIA, and as having considerable difficulties in particular need 



domains, as measured by the CNIA, were less likely to apply for full parole. In particular, 

offenders classified as medium- or high-risk cases were less likely to apply for fidl parole, 

irnplying that CMOs were not supporting early release for this group of inmates. Moreover, 

there is some indication that case management officers are paying special attention to dynamic 

factors that may affect one's integration into the community. Offenders who were unernployed 

at the time of the index offence were less likely to apply for hl1 parole, as were offenders who 

were identi fied as needing considerable improvement in the mantal/famil y and 

personal/emotional orientation domains. 

In an effort to draw distinctions among those Abonginal offenders who applied for full 

parole and those who did not, cornparisons between these two groups were made on several 

variables pertaining to the index offence and risWneed factors measured by the OIA. Although 

feew differences existed, the presence of violence in the index offence was an important mediator 

of hl1 parole application rates. A larger percentage of Aboriginal offenders who used violence 

did not apply for full parole as compared to those Abonginal offenders who did not use violence 

(67.6% vs. 32.4%). Interestingly, Aboriginal offenders classified as medium-need cases (56.1 %) 

were less likely to apply as compared to Aboriginal offenders who were classified as either low- 

need ( 15.5%) or high-need (28.4%). In general, it appears as though need factors contribute 

strongly to Aboriginal offenders' likelihood of applying for full parole. Aboriginal offenders 

who were classified as medium-need cases and having considerable difficulty in the 

personal/ernotional orientation domain were less likely to apply for full parole. Given their 

criminal history record, however, it was not surprising that Abonginal offenders who used 

violence in the current offence were also less likely to apply. Comparatively, static nsk factors 



appeared to be more important predictors for non-Aboriginal offenders. That is, non-Abonginal 

offenders who committed an offence against the person (e.g., robbery, sex offence), used 

violence in the current offence, had a prior federal term, and were classified as medium- or high- 

risk were less likely to apply for fiil1 parole. 

Hypothesis 2: Factors Predicting Full Parole Hearing Outcornes 

Abonginal offenders who applied for hl1 parole were less likely to be granted early 

release as compared to non-Aboriginal offenders (29.3% vs. 38.7%). However, when full parole 

decisions by offence type and riskheed level were analysed, there were no longer any 

statistically significant differences with respect to who was granteci h l1  parole. That is, an 

equivalent percentage of Aboriginal offenders who were classified as hi&-risk and high-need 

cases ( 15.2% and 2 1.9%, respectively) were granted fùll parole as high-nsk and hi&-need non- 

Aboriginal offenders ( 16.1 % and 17.1%, respectively). Interestingly, a smaller percentage of 

Aboriginal offenders convicted of either a sex or robbery offence were granted fidl parole as 

compared to non-A boriginal offenders convicted of the same offences, however, the di fferences 

were not statisticaIly significant. Failure to reach significance may be attributable to the smaller 

number of sex and violent offenders who applied for h l 1  parole. 

As hypothesized, race group differences did not predict who was granted or denied fidl 

parole. Specifically, it was found that variables pertaining to the index offence, criminal history, 

and risk and need factors transcended race group differences. The offenders most likely to be 

denied full parole were those who committed offences against the person (e.g., assault, robbery, 

sex offence) and those with an extensive criminal history (e.g., prior provincial or federal tm) .  

Contrary to expectation, offenders who became involved in the criminal justice system at a 



young age (e.g., prior youth record) were more likely to be granted full parole. 

Consistent with the mandates of the CCRA (1 992), the overall assessrnent of nsk and 

criminogenic needs contributed to Board decisions. As expected, high-nsk offenders, as 

measured by the Criminai Risk Assessment portion of the OIA, were more likely to be denied 

Full parole. In addition, offenders identifie- as having considerable difficulties in the community 

Functioning and aninide domains were less likely to be granted full parole. while those offenders 

whose employment skills were seen as an asset were more likely to be granted full parole. 

Surprisingly, institutional variables (e.g., incidents, program participation) did not predict the 

decision of parole boards. The only exception was the institutional incident category, fighting, 

which includes assaults on staff, inmates, and prison visitors. As might be expected, those 

inmates charged with fighting in prison were less likely to be granted full parole. 

Of particular interest, the global need ratings, as measured by the OIA, mediateci 

differences in the release rates arnong Aboriginal offenders. That is, Aboriginal offenders who 

were classified as hi&-need cases were significantly less likely to be granted full parole as 

compared to those Aboriginal offenders who were classified as low-need. Although not 

statistically significant, a larger proportion of low-risk Aboriginal offenders was granted full 

parole as compared to those Aboriginal offenders who were classified as high-risk. The failure 

to reach statistical significance may be attributable to the smaller number of  Aboriginal offenders 

who applied for full parole. 

Interpretation of the Current Findings 

The large difference in applic2tion rates in the current study is an important finding with 

respect to explaining differences in the proportion of offenders released into the community on 



full parole. To date, no study has taken into consideration the rate of applications for a full 

parole hearing. Based on the current findings, a considerable proportion of the disparity in 

offenders granted h l 1  parole can be explained, in part, by the differences in applying for full 

parole. Race group differences (AboriginaVnon-Aboriginal) was a statistically significant 

predictor of full parole application, yet it did not increase the classification ability of the mode1 

enough to have any theoretical implications. Similarly, race group diffaences did not 

significantly predict Parole Board decisions with respect to full paroIe. In terms of the decision 

to either recomrnend an offender to apply for fùll parole or to conditionally release an offender 

on full parole, it appears that Case Management O f f i c a  and Parole Boards consider variables 

pertaining to the index offence (presence of violence, employment, sex offences), criminal 

history (prior provincial and federal terms), and risk and need factors. Thus, the results suggest 

that the gap in full parole release rates between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders is more 

related to di fferences in criminogenic variables as opposed to race group differences. 

Based on these findings, it does not appear that Aboriginal offenders are systematicall y 

discriminated against with respect to full parole decisions. Nonetheless, this study represents an 

examination of differential decision-making at the end of the criminal justice system process. 

thus it can not be argued that no systematic discrimination exists against Aboriginal peoples in 

the cnminal justice system. When interpreting the current findings, it is important to take into 

consideration the possibility that systematic discrimination has influenced decisions earlier in the 

criminal justice system which, in tum, would have an impact at the parole stage. 

The Importance of Criminal History and Index Offence Variables 



Not surprisingly, offenders with an extensive criminal background (e-g., prior provincial 

or federal term) were less likely to apply for or be granted full parole. Given the findings in the 

jurisdiction of risk assessrnent that have shown that the "probability of fùture crime increases 

with each prior criminai act" (Monahan, 198 1, p. 184), it appears as though correctional staff are 

placing considerable emphasis on previous criminal behaviour as a rnarker for future risk of re- 

offending. This is consistent with findings in other areas of the criminal justice system. 

Research on the preparation of pre-sentence reports has shown that primary emphasis is placed 

on the number of pnor convictions when making recommendations for incarceration (Boldt et 

al., 1983). Given that the criminal history of Aboriginal offenders (e.g., prior provincial tenn) 

are, on average, more extensive than non-Aboriginal offenders, it is not unreasonable to suggest 

that Aboriginal offenders are seen to present a higher risk to re-offend by CMOs and the Parole 

Board. Contrary to past research (Bonta et al., 1992; Solicitor Generai of Canada, 1998), 

however, Aboriginal offenders in this sample were not more likely to have served a pnor federal 

sentence. Nonetheless, the variable, Pnor Federal terni, was coded as a dichotomous variable so 

as to indicate either the presence or absence of having served a pnor federal term. 

Comparatively. other studies have looked at the number of prior federal terms served by an 

offender and found that Aboriginal offenders were more likely to be serving their second or third 

federal sentence. 

Both National Parole Board (NPB) decisions and Case Management Officers' (CMOs) 

recommendations are rnandated to be based primarily upon an offender's estimated risk of re- 

offending (CCRA, 1992; CSC, 1996). The criteria for granting parole under Section 102 (a) state 

that the Board may gant  parole to an offender who "will not, by re-offending, present an undue 



risk to society" (CCRA, 1993). Furthermore, an offender may be detained past his or her 

statutory release date under Section 132 of the CCRA ( 1992) if that offender has committed an 

offence causing the death or serious harm to another person, has committed a number of violent 

offences, or is serving a current sentence for a serious offence. This mandate reflects the 

development of risk assessrnent literature in the last two decades that has shown a strong link 

between past violent behaviour and re-offending (e.g., Borum, 1996; Douglas & Webster, 1999a; 

Klassen & O'Connor, 1994; Monahan & Steadman, 1994). As suggested by Monahan (1 98 1, 

1993, it is a well established principle that past violence is one of the best predictors of future 

violence. 

Thus, it is not surprising that whether one is seen as a signifiant threat to the public 

weighs heavily on decisions for conditional release, as evidenced by the strength of prediction of 

the index offence, the presence of violence in the current offence, and the global nsk rating as 

measured by the OIA. Consistent with correctional mandate, those individuals with offences 

against the person (e.g., homicide, sex offence, assault, robbery) or violence present in the 

offence were Iess likely to apply for full parole. With the exception of the homicide and violence 

in the current offence, these same factors influenced Board decisions such that these offenders 

were less likely to be granted hl1 parole. Previous research has found that assessments of global 

risk on the Criminal Risk Assessrnent component of the OIA are predictive of outcome on 

conditional release for male releases with the suspension rate for low-risk cases being 

substantially lower than hi@-risk cases (12% vs. 3 1.3%) (Motiuk & Brown, 1993). Consistent 

with these findings, those offenders who were rated as medium- or high-risk cases were less 

likely to apply for full parole, and high-nsk offenders were less likely to be granted hi11 parole. 



Based on the weight placed on the characteristics of the index offence and criminal risk 

assessment, it is possible that Aboriginal offenders are less likely to apply for hl1 parole and less 

Iikely to be granted full parole as a result of the type of offences in which Aboriginal people are 

involved. Research has consistently demonstrated that Aboriginal offenders are 

disproportionately involved in Mmes against the person. For example, Ham and Harman (1 993) 

reported that the most likely admitting offence for non-Aboriginal offenders was property- 

related, whereas the most likely admitting offence for Abonginal offenders was against the 

person, and break and enter. Similarly, the top five admitting offences for Abonginal offenders 

in the current sample were (1) sex-related offences, (2) assault offences, (3) break and enter, (4) 

robbery, and (5) theft. In contrast, the top five offences for non-Abonginal offenders were (1 ) 

drug offences, (2) robbery, (3) break and enter, (4) theft, and (5) weapons offences. Moreover, 

studies have consistently revealed that a larger percentage of Aboriginal offenders as compared 

to non-Abonginal offenders are classified in the medium- or high-risk categories (e.g., Ham & 

Harman, 1 993 : Johnston, 1 994, 1997; Nafekh & Latimer, 1999). Aboriginal offenders in the 

present study were also more likely to be classified in medium- and high-risk categories. 

Analyses looking at only Aboriginal offenders confirmed the importance of the presence 

of violence as a mediator of full parole outcomes. Those Aboriginal offenders who applied for 

fidl parole were less likely to have used violence in the current offence as compared to 

Aboriginal offenders who did not apply. Although not statistically significantly, Aboriginal 

offenders who were granted full parole were also less likely to have used violence in the current 

offence, whereas Aboriginal offenders who were denied h l 1  parole were more likely to have 

used violence. Mesures of the level of violence in the Offence Severity Record confirmed past 



research iIlustrating that the offences cornmitted by Aboriginal offenders in the current sample 

were characterized by a higher level of violence. 

The disproportionate involvernent of Aboriginal offenders in sex-related offences 

(3 7.5%) would also negatively influence perceptions of future risk for re-offending. Correctional 

policy mandates that an overall rating of high criminal nsk be given to offenders assessed as 

having a criminal history that reflects considerable sex offending (CSC, 1996). In general, 

sexual offenders are more likely to be subjected to discretionary decisions by the criminal justice 

system as compared to other offenders (Blanchette, 1996). For example, the Dangerous Offender 

Iegislation outlined in Part XXIV of the Canadian Criminal Code specifically cites sexual 

violence as one of the prerequisites for assigning an indeterminate sentence to an offender, and 

research has s h o w  that a Crown attorney is more likely to initiate a DO application in the 

instance of a sexual offenses or an offense against a child (Bonta et al., 1996). In addition, recent 

research pertaining to sexuaI recidivism has illustrated that sexual recidivists can be significantly 

di fferentiated by their previous record of sexual offenses (Quinsey, Rice, & Harris, 1 995). 

Interestingly, neither having committed a homicide-related offence nor having used 

violence in the current offence significantly predicted Board decisions with respect to full parole. 

A possible explanation for this finding is simpty that very few homicide offenders applied for 

full parole (n - = 66) and, as a result, there was not much power associated with this factor. This 

same explanation was put forth for the failure of the violence indicator to predict Board 

decisions, however, there was a large enough sarnple of violent offenders who did apply for full 

parole (n - = 22 1). Nonetheles, it is possible that violent offenders waited longer into their 

sentence to apply for full parole and, as a result, were seen as less of a risk to re-offend violently. 



The Importance of Need Factors 

In addition to the importance of static or historical items with respect to the assessrnent of 

risk, there has been a growing emphasis on gaining a greater understanding of dynamic nsk 

factors as evidenced by the Clinical and Risk Management scales of the HCR-20 (Webster, 

Douglas, Eaves, & Hart, 1997a) and the CNIA component of the OiA. Research conducted by 

CSC has revealed that offenders with substantial criminogenic needs are significantly more likely 

to fail on conditional release. Motiuk and Brown (1993) found that high-riskhigh-need 

offenders were four times as likely to fail on conditiond release as were low-nsMow-need 

offenders. Given the increasing importance of assessing criminogenic needs, it is not surprising 

that offenders with needs identified in certain domains were less likely to apply for full parole 

and less likely to be granted full parole. Need factors were particularly important factors for 

Aboriginal offenders in the parole process. Consistent with past research (e.g., Johnston, 1994, 

1997), Aboriginal offenders in the current sarnple were more likely to be in the medium- and 

high-need categories, and a substantial proportion evidenced difficulties in al1 seven domains 

measured by the CNIA. 

With respect to hl1 parole applications, considerable difficulties in the maritaVfamily and 

personaliemotional orientation domains were particularly important. An examination o f  the 

individual indicators in the maritaVfamily domain of the CNIA reveal that Abonginal offenders 

have a number of problems in this area. Over half of Aboriginal offenders had criminal family 

members (54%), and approxirnately 45% had parents who were spousal abusers while 43% were 

identified as being spousal abusers thernselves. In addition, Aboriginal offenders evidenced a 

number of difficulties in the PersonaVEmotional orientation domain. For instance, 



approximately 58% of Aboriginal offenders were described as aggressive. 60% as showing poor 

regard for others, and 79% as having poor problem-solving skills. In general, al1 offenders with 

difficulties in these two areas were less likely to apply for fidl parole. Understandably, offenders 

with little family support in the comrnunity and poor personal/emotional skills may be viewed by 

CMOs as lacking the necessary coping skills to re-integrate successfully in the community. The 

end result may be that CMOs have few options tiom which to chose, particularly when deding 

with Aboriginal offenders who have increased needs in these areas. 

Criminogenic needs were also important factors in Parole Board decisions. It appears as 

though offenders who were seen as having skills that would potentially assist them in re- 

integrating into the community successfiilly were considered better candidates for conditional 

release. For instance, offenders who were assessed as having good employment skills were more 

iikely to be granted full parole. This is consistent with research that shows that ernployment 

probiems are related to general recidivism (Andrews & Bonta, 1995). Several widely used risk 

assessrnent measures including the Statistical Information on Recidivism Scale (SIR; Nuffield, 

1982), the Violence Risk Appraisal Guide (VRAG; Harris, Rice, & Quinsey, 1993), and the 

HCR-20 (Webster, Douglas, K.S., Eaves, D., & Hart, 1997), take ernployment status into 

consideration. Upon examining ratings on the individual indicators in the Employment domain 

of the CNIA. it is clear that Aboriginal offenders are particularly lacking in both education and 

employment skills. Nearly a third of Aboriginal offenders had less than a grade eight education 

(3 1 %). and almost two-thirds were r a t 4  as having no definitive ski11 area or trade (60.1 %). 

Furthemore, approximately 16% of Aboriginal offenders had no legitimate ernployment history. 



An interesting result that arose in the analyses examining predictors of full parole release 

decisions concerned global needs level as measured by the OIA. Specifically, medium-need 

offenders were less likely to be granteci full parole; however, being classified as a hi&-need 

offender was not a significant predictor of Parole Board decisions. One potential explanation for 

this finding is that high-need offenders were less likely to apply for parole and, as a result, the 

sample of offenders in this category was too small to find a statistically significant effect. This 

was not the case, however, as an examination revealed that 127 high-need offenders applied for 

full parole which inciuded 24 Abonginal offenders. An alternative explanation concems 

correctional programming and availability of programs for offenders. There are typically limited 

positions in progams for inmates, and admissions to programs are on a priority-basis. Perhaps 

high-need offenders are considered high pnority cases for admission to programs. Thus, these 

offenders may receive more rehabilitative programming during the course of their incarceration 

as compared to medium-need offenders. 

Limitations of the Current Study 

There are several major limitations of the data used in the current study that rnay impact 

the conclusions and the generalizations that cm be drawn fiom these results. First, the program 

participation data obtained fiom OMS was limited in the amount of information it could provide 

regarding Aboriginal offenders' rehabilitative programming. It has been suggested that 

Aboriginal offenders often do not participate in, complete, or benefit as much as non-Aboriginal 

offenders from rehabilitation program designed for non-Aboriginal offenders (Solicitor General 

of Canada. 1998). Thus, it was considered important to include any available program 

in formation in the current study . However, since offenders typicall y participate in severai 



programs there were multiple records for each offender. Due to the large simple size of the 

current study, offenders' records were simply flagged for completion of any program in each of 

the categories (e.g., education, employrnent). In other words, if an offender had successfûlly 

completed at least one education program, this would be coded as a success in the dichotomous 

variable - education program (Failed/Completed). Al1 program variables were coded in this 

dichotomous fashion. 

This provides only a gross estimation of the impact of correctional programming in the 

conditional release process. There are a number of limitations to looking at program 

participation in this fashion. Of primary concern, the current study's program information does 

not give an accurate assessrnent of the overall correctional plan designed for each offender. That 

is, an offender will typically have a series of  prograrns recommended with respect to those needs 

identified at intake as contributing to his crime cycle. For example, a violent offender may have 

several prograrns identified as a necessq  component of his rehabilitative process such as a 

personality program, anger management training, and a cognitive skills program. To address his 

correctional plan, an offender would need to enroll and successfully complete al1 those programs 

identified as addressing his needs. The data in the current study, however, do not provide this 

sort of examination of the stages of an offender's correctional plan. Second, by using a 

dichotornous systern for coding program participation variables, there is no indication of an 

oflender's level of performance in a particular program. In other words, an offender may have 

met the minimum requirements to complete the program and, as a result, was classifiai as a 

success. Yet it is possible that an offender may complete a program and, in the course of 

participating, have new problems or concerns identified. These problems might also explain why 



offenders who successfiilIy completed a sex offender and education program were l e s  likely to 

apply for parole. 

A second problem with respect to the current study's data concerns the categorizing of 

offenders into two categories - Aboriginal or non-Aboriginal. Recent research has shown that 

Aboriginal offenders are not a homogenous group. For example, Nafekh and Welsh (in press) 

found that Aboriginal offenders affiliated with gangs were younger. had more substance abuse 

problems, and were less likely to have cornmitteci a sex offence as compared to their non-gang 

rnember counterparts. Research has aiso suggested that potential differences exist between wban 

and non-urban Aboriginal offenders. To date, few studies have distinguished urban Aboriginal 

offenders in Canada fiom non-urban ones. However, we do know that a large number of 

Aboriginal people who are admitted to Canadian correctional institutions lived in urban areas at 

the time of the offence. For example, the Cawsey Inquiry (199 1) found that only 5.7% of the 

Aboriginal persons charged with a criminal offence in Alberta were charged on the reserve. 

.Moreover, LaPrairie ( 1995) identifieci three distinct sub-groups among i ~ e r  city Aboriginal 

offenders based on in-depth interviews with 62 1 Aboriginal persons in four major Canadian 

urban centres. 

In the current study, al1 Aboriginal offenders, including Inuit, Metis, and North American 

Indians, were examined as a single group. Due to the large sample size, it was not possible to 

identi@ and divide these offenders into sub-pups  in order to draw comparisons. Ali 

comparisons among Aboriginal offenders here were based on offence types and nsk and need 

Ievels as designated by the OIA process and were, as a result, superficial. Unfortunately, it was 

not possible in this study to compare rates of application and release among sub-groups of 



Aboriginal offenders. 

A third limitation of the current study was that the data were comprised solely of 

information collected at the point of entry into the f e d d  correctional system and on 

charactenstics of the offenders themselves. However, as pointed out by Douglas, Cox, and 

Webster ( 1  999), there is a category of risk markers that relate to aspects of the situation or 

environment in which a person will be living upon release. For exarnple. the availability of 

personal support from family and fnends has been found to ameliorate the risk for re-offending 

(Estroff & Zimmer, 1994; Klassen & O'Connor, 1989). Moreover, the presence of stressors such 

as criminal fiiends may also have a negative impact on an offender's stability in the community. 

Many Aboriginal communities are geographically isolated and are characterized by high 

unemployrnent, lack of resources, and high levels of crime and disorder (Solicitor General of 

Canada. 1998). It has been suggested that many Aboriginal offenders return to criminogenic 

conditions upon release. For example, Thompson (1 993) found that more Aboriginal than non- 

Aboriginal young offenders in northem Ontario returned to a criminal neighbourhood (as defined 

by living with others who had problems with the law, sold drugs, etc.). These factors are likely 

to have a large impact on conditional release decisions as some offenders may have fewer 

resources available to them in the community and, as a result, may not be seen as likely to benefit 

from early release. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

Given the large percentage of Aboriginal offenders that do not apply for full parole, 

future research should move in the direction of uncovering those factors that contribute to this 

gap in application rates. The limitations of the present study highlight the importance of two 



future directions of research. First. the lack of differences among those Aboriginal offenders 

who apply and those who did not apply allude to the need for researchers to better understand 

inmates' knowledge and attitudes toward conditional release. Data on  knowledge and attitudes 

toward the Iegal system are limited, and data on knowledge of the conditional release systern 

specifically are virtually non-existent. To date, there has been no comprehensive or systematic 

investigation of inmates' knowledge of conditional release criteria or. more specifically, inmates' 

knowledge regarding their own conditional release eligibility. As such, having an index of 

inmates' knowledge may be potentially usefùl for criminal justice policy-makers. As McNeece 

and Lusk ( 1979) suggest, the perceptions and reactions of individuals who are ultimately at the 

cmx of criminal justice policies (i.e., inmates) may be important in terms of facilitating the 

implementation of these policies. Given that a Iarger proportion of Aboriginal o f f e n d a  waive 

their full parole hearings, and there are increased reports of negative perceptions with respect to 

correctional staff among Aboriginal inmates (Johnston, 1997)' it is not unreasonable to suggest 

that there may be some differences in knowledge of and attitudes toward conditional release 

procedures between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders. 

The current study also highlights the importance of exarnining the community re- 

integration potential of Aboriginal offenders. Without measures of re-integration ptential it is 

difficult to conclude that the smaller number of Aboriginal offenders on hl1 parole is associated 

solely with criminal history variables and nsk to re-offend, as the results imply. The association 

between criminal history variables and risWneed factors as measured by the OIA with application 

rates and release decisions does provide strong evidence that CMOs and Parole Boards are not 

recommending those offenders who represent a signifiant threat of re-offending for early 



release. Given that a growing body of research suggests that Aboriginal communities are 

characterized by high levels of social disorganization and, as a result, provide a less stable 

environment for offenders upon release, it would be interesting to examine what role community 

variables play in CM0 and Parole Board decisions. To date, little anpirical attention has been 

paid to risk management factors in the comrnunity with respect to Aboriginal o f fenda .  

Implications and Conclusions 

A nurnber of cnminal justice initiatives have been enacted in the last several years to 

address the over-representation of Aboriginal offenders in the federal correctional systern. 

Among these initiatives, the recently enacted section 7 18.2(e) of Part XXIII of the Cnminal Code 

( 1 985) is of particular interest as it addresses sentencing alternatives to incarceration with respect 

to Aboriginal peoples. Consistent with past research, however, the current study found that a 

large proportion of federal Aboriginal offenders was convicted of serious offences involving the 

use of violence. Consequently, it is unlikely that alternatives to incarceration would be enacted 

for a large number of Aboriginal of fenda  in the federal systern. In the R. v. Gladue ( 1999) 

decision, the Supreme Court of Canada noted that there were no special circumstances arising 

fiom the Aboriginal status of the accused. Fuxther, it was argueci that section 7 18.2(3) does not 

alter the fundamental duty of the sentencing judge to impose a sentence that is a fit for the 

offence and the offender. As such, it was stated in the body of the decision it would generally be 

the case that particularly violent and serious offences would result in imprisonment for 

Aboriginal offenders as for non-Aboriginal offenders. 

In terms of offence patterns, this study did not examine whether any differences existed 

between offenders' original charges and their subsequent convictions. To date, only LaPrairie 



( 1 99 I ) h a  looked at the propensity of Aboriginal accused to plead guilty more often than non- 

Aboriginal accused. Perhaps non-Aboriginal offenders are more likely to have serious offences 

plead down during the trial procedure. Although LaPrairie found no differences in the likelihood 

to plead guilty between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders, it is plausible that the quality 

of Iegal representation may differ between Aboriginaf and non-Aboriginal offenders that, in tuni, 

may affect the likelihood of obtaining a plea bargain. Consequently, caution should be adopted 

when discussing differences in criminal history records between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

offenders. 

When discussing the involvement of Abonginai peoples in the criminal justice systern 

and the type of offences in which Aboriginal people are involved it is also important to discuss 

their persona1 and background charactenstics given that some researchers have suggested that 

socio-economic factors are more important than race in identifjmg Abonginal correctional 

populations (e.g., Muirhead, 1982). The relationship between socio-economic s ta tu  and 

involvement in the criminal justice system has been well documented and will not be discussed 

in much detail. Hsieh and Pugh ( 199 1 ) found evidence for positive relationships between 

income inequality and poverty and the commission of assault, homicide, rape, and robbery 

offences. Moreover, a large body of research has found a relationship between the quality of 

early farnily life (child abuse, separated fiom parents before the age of 16, witnessing parental 

physical abuse) and fbture violence (e.g., Klassen & O'Connor, 1989). 

Aboriginal people have frequently been described as marginalized in Canadian society. 

Many contemporary reserves are characterized by geographic isolation, small size, poor land, 

lack of education, employment and other resources, differential access to community options and 



opportunities. and domestic abuse (For a more thorough review of socio-economic conditions of 

Aboriginal communities, see LaPraire, 1996). A 1989 study by the Ontario Native Women's 

Association reported that 8 out of 10 Aboriginal women were abused, while a 1987 report by the 

Child Protection Centre of Winnipeg reported an epidemic of child sexual abuse on reserves 

(LaRoque, 1993). Moreover, it has been reported that registered Indians are over-represented in 

inmate populations and i ~ e r  cities as compared to non-Statu and Metis groups. For example. 

78% of the Aboriginal inmates in Saskatchewan institutions were status Indians as compared to 

12% Metis and 10% non-status (LaPrairie, 1996). In short, the characteristics and conditions of 

many reserves are also important factors in detennining Aboriginal involvement in the criminal 

justice system. 

Finally, with respect to correctional policy, the findings of the cwrent study are 

preliminary and, as such, recommendations drawn here will be tentative. First and foremost, the 

goal of fùture correctional policy should be a continuation of research into Abonginal justice 

issues with a more narrow focus on the factors underlying Aboriginal offenders' propensity to 

apply for full parole. In addition, the current data imply that intervention strategies and diversion 

progams should focus on Aboriginal youth. Consistent with past research (e.g., Nafekh & 

Welsh, in press), Aboriginal offenders in the current sample had extensive involvement with the 

criminal justice system at a young age. Consequently, successful intervention with Abonginal 

youth could have a large impact on the over-representation of Aboriginal peoples in the adult 

federal correctional systern. 
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