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Chapter 1 

Overview 

Background: The Parole Decision Making and Release Risk Project 
The Ministry of the Solicitor General of Canada has initiated a number of studies to improve 
Canadians' understanding both of the decision making processes leading to the release of inmates 
from penitentiary to Parole and Mandatory Supervision programs, and of the impacts of those 
decisions. 

Since 1986 the authors of the current report have been involved in one of the most significant of 
these studies, The Parole Decision-Making and Release Risk Assessment Project. 

The key results of that study, initiated by the Corrections Branch of the Ministry Secretariat, are 
documented in 4 reports. 

One of those reports, 
• Data Files Created for the Parole Decision-Making and Release Risk Prediction  

Proiectl , 
provides detailed descriptions of some of the most important products of this project — the data 
sets prepared to support a number of subsequent investigations of: the characteristics and criminal 
histories of inmates, parole release decision-making, and understanding and predicting post-release 
offender behaviour and risk. Some of the data sets provide information for exploring decisions 
and activities that occurred during a relatively short period of time, while other data sets allow the 
investigation of changes and trends in activities and decisions over quite extensive time periods. 

A second report, 
• Predicting General Release Risk for Canadian Penitentiary Inmates  (1992-07)2, 

1. Hann, Robert G. and William G. Harman (assisted by: Jean Pierre Leroux, Carolyn Canfield, Rena Frankel, 
and Charles Figueiredo) 	, submitted to the Ministry of The Solicitor General of Canada by The Research 
Group, (1992-07) 

2. Hann, Robert G. and William G. Harman (assisted by: Carolyn Canfield, Jean Pierre Leroux, Rena Frankel, 
and Charles Figueiredo), Predicting General Release Risk for Canadian Penitentiary Inmates,  submitted to the 
Ministry of The Solicitor General of Canada by The Research Group, (1992-07) 
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provides an overview of the project data bases but focuses on the task of predicting the general 
risks of recidivating for Non-Aboriginal inmates released from penitentiary — where general risk 
is defined as the commission (within 3 years of release) of any indictable offence that results in a 
custodial sentence. The report begins with an examination of the key characteristics of 
penitentiary releases, and then assesses the system now used by the Ministry (i.e., the Nuffield or 
S.I.R. system) to predict the general release risks for those inmates. This assessment utilizes a 
range of traditional and new theoretical and operational tests of predictive accuracy and usefulness. 
This range of tests is then used to compare the S.I.R. system with a number of alternative risk 
prediction systems that were developed especially for the project. The report ends by comparing 
actual parole release decisions with those decisions that would have been made if releasing 
authorities had relied solely on the available risk prediction systems. 

The third project report, 
• Prediction of Violent Recidivism: Canadian Penitentiary Inmates  (1992-08) 3, 

focuses, not on general release risk, but on the risk of violent recidivism. The analysis of that 
report also considers whether defining violence in a narrow or broad fashion has any implications 
for the nature and effectiveness of risk scoring systems. 

1.2 The Current Report 
Both of the latter two "risk prediction" reports are concerned with the prediction of release risk for 
a special group of inmates, male non-Aboriginals. 

The S.I.R.(Nuffield) system was originally developed using data describing male releases, and 
since non-Aboriginals make up by far the majority of such inmates, it is reasonable to assume that 
it would be appropriate to use the system for predicting the release risks of that group. 

However, since the S.I.R. system was not specifically developed for other groups of inmates which 
comprise smaller proportions of the total population of male releases — Aboriginals, Asians, 
previous parole violators, etc. — one would not have as much faith a priori  that the system would 
work equally well for those groups. 

A previous project report4  documented the results of a preliminary test of the S.I.R.system for two 
important more specific groups of offenders: Male Aboriginals and Females. Although the S.I.R. 
system was found to be of some assistance for predicting release risk for Aboriginals, for both 
groups — and especially females — the system did not yield sufficiently accurate predictions of 
release risk. Since the Nuffield system was not designed to be used specifically for these groups 

3. Hann, Robert G. and William G. Harrnan (assisted by: Carolyn Canfield, Jean Pierre Leroux, Rena Frankel, 
and Charles Figueiredo), Prediction of Violent Recidivism: Canadian Penitentiary Inmates,  submitted to the 
Ministry of The Solicitor General of Canada by The Research Group, (1992-08) 

4. Hann, Robert G. and William G. Harman, Release Risk Prediction: Testing the Nuffield Scoring System for 
Aboriginal and Female himates,  Corrections Research, Ministry Secretariat, the Ministry of the Solicitor 
General of Canada, User Report 1989-04 (1989) 
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of inmates, this finding is not surprising. In any case, further work to develop alternative scoring 
systems for both Aboriginals and Females was indicated. 

This report documents the results of the initial stages of that further work for Aboriginals. 

1.3 Report Format 
A companion project report compares the characteristics and release risks associated with 
Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal Imnates 5 . Chapter 2 begins the substantive part of this report by 
summarizing those findings. The Chapter also briefly describes the data base which supports the 
analysis in later Chapters. 

Chapter 3 then focuses on the Nuffield Risk Prediction System — and in particular the extent to 
which it yields accurate and operationally useful predictions of release risk for Aboriginals. This 
assessment utilizes a range of both traditional measures (e.g., the Index of Predictive Efficiency, 
and the Relative Improvement over Chance) and new methods (e.g., the Dynamic Parole Success 
Rate, and the Dynamic Relative Improvement over Chance) that were developed for this project6. 

Chapter 4 then presents the results of efforts to develop and test alternative risk prediction systems, 
systems based on: 

• simple Burgess scoring techniques, and 
• Linear regression models. 

Chapter 4 also compares these alternative risk prediction systems with the Nuffield system — in 
terms of the list of factors each system finds useful in predicting release risk, and in terms of their 
predictive accuracy and usefulness. 

Chapter 5 completes the analytic part of the report by assessing all the statistical prediction 
systems in terms of one the most important alternatives available — the system used in the past by 
Parole Board members to grant or deny parole. In particular, Chapter 6 compares the parole 
decisions that were actually made by Parole Board officials (without the assistance of formal 
statistical risk prediction systems) with the decisions that would have been made if such decisions 
had been based solely on risk prediction scores. 

Each Chapter concludes with a brief summary of major findings and promising directions for 
further investigation. 

, 5. 	See Chapter 3 of Predicting General Release Risk for Canadian Penitentiary Inmates  (1992-07) op cit. 

6. 	See Chapter 4 of Predicting General Release Risk for Canadian Penitentiary Inmates  (1992-07) op cit. 



Chapter 2 

Aboriginal Releases 

2.1 	Information Sources 
As noted in Chapter 1 an earlier report of this project' documented the results of preliminary tests 
of use of one risk prediction system — the Nuffield system — for predicting Release Risk for 
Aboriginals. However, a more complete test was warranted. In particular, certain of the 
shortcomings of the preliminary tests should be addressed, for instance: 

• our earlier test was based on data from a relatively small number of cases (i.e., cases 
from the File Review Data Base). These small sample sizes were especially 
problematic for tests related to Aboriginal offenders. 

• the earlier test had reconviction data for only a 21/2 year period following release, while 
the Nuffield system was designed to predict release risk within a 3 year follow-up 
period, and 

• the earlier test did not compare the effectiveness of the Nuffield System with that of 
alternative systems that were available. 

Many of these shortcomings have been corrected in the analysis that is presented in this and the 
following Chapter — in large part because the analysis is based on a more appropriate data base, 
the Risk Prediction File. 

This Risk Prediction File is composed of over 170 variables for each of 3180 male offenders and 
94 female offenders who were admitted to penitentiary for reasons other than parole or mandatory 
supervision violations and who were released in 1983/848 . Those data were collected from 3 
sources: 

• the Penitentiary History file, 
(data on each of 81,203 penitentiary terms served by 50,776 penitentiary inmates), 

7. Hann, Robert G. and William G. Harman, Release Risk Prediction: Testing the Nuffield Scoring System for 
Aboriginal and Female Inmates,  Corrections Research, Ministry Secretariat, the Ministry of the Solicitor 
General of Canada, User Report 1989-04 (1989) 

8. Sufficiently complete data could not be collected for 282 of the 3556 such inmates released in that year. 
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• additional data elements specially extracted from CSC data bases (i.e., information on 
marital status, and whether or not the inmate was in a maximum security institution at 
time of release), and 

• the Criminal Offences and Sentences file. 
(the full offence and sentencing histories of over 3,000 released inmates). 

A detailed description of types of variables contained in the Risk Prediction file (and the other 
data files created for the project) can be found in a separate project report9 . 

2.2 Characteristics of Aboriginal Releases 
Chapter 3 of the project report that focuses on General Risk prediction for Non-Aboriginals 
contains a statistical comparison of key characteristics and release risks associated with Non-
Aboriginals and Aboriginals. 

Of particular interest, that report argued that there are important differences between Non-
Aboriginal and Aboriginal releases that would suggest the strong possibility that risk prediction 
scoring systems developed for Non-Aboriginals would not necessarily work for Aboriginals. The 
interested reader should consult that report, but certain of the findings that support this conclusion 
are summarized here. 

Findings related to the characteristics of releases include: 
• Of the 3,180 Male inmates that would constitute the sub sample to be analyzed in this 

report, only 271 (8.5%) were classified as Aboriginals. 

• Aboriginals accounted for 9% of Male Releases. The analogous percentage for Female 
releases was moderately higher at 17%. 

• Aboriginals and Non-Aboriginals differ with respect to the types of offences for which 
they are admitted to Penitentiary: 

- of the 17 offence groupings, the most likely admitting offence for Non-Aboriginals 
(40% of cases) was Property (not including Robbery or Break and Enter). In 
contrast, the most likely admitting offence groups for Aboriginals were Against the 
Person and Break and Enter (32% each). 

9. 	Hann, Robert G. and William G. Harman (assisted by: Jean Pierre Leroux, Carolyn Canfield, Rena Frankel, 
and Charles Figueiredo),Data  Files Created for the Parole Decision-Making and Release Risk Prediction  
Project,  submitted to the Ministry of The Solicitor General of Canada by The Research Group. 
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- The two groups of inmates had roughly equal likelihoods l°  of having the 
following offences as admitting offences: 

- B & E (32% for Non-Aboriginals vs. 32% for Aboriginals), 
- Weapons (18% vs. 15%), and 
- Escapes (20% vs. 15%). 

- Non-Aboriginals were considerably more likely than Aboriginals to have as 
admitting offences 

- Robbery (35% vs. 24%), 
- Property (40% vs. 26%) and 
- Drugs (16% vs 7%). 

- Non-Aboriginals were considerably less likely than Aboriginals to have as 
admitting offences 

- Against the Person (19% vs. 32%) and 
- Violent Sexual (7% vs. 14%). 

• Non-Aboriginals were more than twice as likely to be released to Full Parole than were 
Aboriginals (50% vs 21%). 

There were also important findings regarding the post release risks associated with Non-
Aboriginals and Aboriginals. 

• The likelihood of a male Aboriginal revoking his parole is almost twice that of a male 
Non-Aboriginal (51% vs. 28%), and 

• the likelihood of an Aboriginal penitentiary release committing an indictable offence 
(for which a custodial sentence is awarded) is 19 percentage points higher than that for 
Non-Aboriginals (66% vs. 47%) 11 . 

• Aboriginals also present higher risks with respect to both types of violent recidivism 
considered in that and other reports. 

• For both Non-Aboriginal and Aboriginal offenders, those released on Parole represent 
lower risks than  those denied parole — using any one of the four different indicators of 

10. Since the analysis in this part of the report is concemed with comparing what are to all intents and purposes 
populations (as opposed to samples) of Non-Aboriginals and Aboriginal releases in one year, statistics that 
relate to the statistical significance of any differences shown were not appropriate. 

11. However, the risks associated with Non-Aboriginal parolees are very similar to the risks associated with 
Aboriginal parolees. This observation holds for all risk indicators for parolees: 

• Revocation 	 (16% for Non-Aboriginals vs. 21% for Aboriginals), 
• General Risk 	 (29% vs. 33%), 
• Broad Violent Risk 	(8% vs. 9%), and 
• Narrow Violent Risk 	(4% vs. 7%). 
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risk. (For instance, 29% of Aboriginal parolees were within 3 years convicted of an 
offence leading to a custodial term — as opposed to 66% of Aboriginals released to 
Mandatory supervision.) 

• However, at the aggregate level considered in the Non-Aboriginal General Risk report, 
the distribution of offences committed by released Non-Aboriginals seems very similar 
to that for Aboriginal releases. 

• On the other hand, again at an overall level, not only did Aboriginals have a higher rate 
of General Risk (compared to Non-Aboriginals) — among those that did recidivate, 
Aboriginals were more likely than Non-Aboriginals to be returned to a penitentiary 
(56% vs 33%). 

- However, virtually equal percents of Non-Aboriginal and Aboriginal releases 
(4% and 5%) returned to penitentiary on simple warrants of committal (i.e., for 
conviction of an offence after the current sentence had expired) and 
similar proportions of Non-Aboriginal and Aboriginal releases were returned for 
Parole Revocation (2% vs. 1%) or Parole Revocation with an Indictable Offence 
(5% vs. 3%). 

- The source of the overall difference was due to differences between Non-
Aboriginal and Aboriginal Mandatory Supervision releases who returned for 
M.S. revocation — both without a new indictable conviction (7% vs 21%) and 
with an Indictable Conviction (11% vs. 21%). 

• Finally, with respect to General Risk Non-Aboriginals seem to take slightly longer to 
reoffend than do Aboriginals 12 . 

2.3 Concluding Comments 
The above findings show that Aboriginals and Non-Aboriginals differ with respect to key 
characteristics related to admitting offences, to subsequent offences after release, to type of 
readmission and especially to the likelihoods of being paroled. The findings therefore suggest that 
there is a strong possibility that separate risk scoring systems would be appropriate for predicting 
the release risks associated with the two groups of inmates. 

12. However, only minor (if any) differences are evident between Non-Aboriginals and Aboriginals for either type 
of Violent Risk. 



Chapter 3 

Assessing the Nuffield System 

3.1 	Introduction 
One of the most influential Release Risk Prediction studies that has been carried out in Canada to 
date is the study completed by Joan Nuffield in the late 1970's (Nuffield, 1979)' 3 . The results of 
her study form the foundation of the Risk Prediction Scoring System that is currently being 
implemented by the National Parole Board of Canada to assist Board members in their decision-
making regarding whether or not to release penitentiary imnates on full parole. 

It is therefore important that those using the Nuffield System be fully aware of the extent to which 
the system yields accurate predictions of the risks associated with offenders released from 
penitentiary — in particular, offenders released in more recent years. 

Earlier reports of this project14  documented  the. results of preliminary  tests of use of one risk 
prediction system — the Nuffield system — for predicting Release Risk for both Non-Aboriginals 
and Aboriginals. However, a more complete test was warranted. 

A separate project report15  provides information on this issue for Non-Aboriginal offenders. The 
current report addresses the same issue, but for Aboriginal offenders. 

13. All references to the "Nuffield Study" will be to the full detailed research report of her work, namely: Nuffield, 
Joan, Parole Guidelines, Preliminary Version, Third Draft (revised), June 1979. A summary version of the 
report was later published by the Ministry of the Solicitor General  m 1983. 

14. Hann, Robert G. and William G. Harman, Release Risk Prediction: A Test of the Nuffield Scoring System, 
Corrections Research, Ministry Secretariat, the Ministry of the Solicitor General of Canada, User Report 
1989-05 (1989) 

Hann, Robert G. and William G. Harman, Release Risk Prediction: Testing the Nuffield Scoring System for 
Aboriginal and Female Inmates,  Corrections Research, Ministry Secretariat, the Ministry of the Solicitor 
General of Canada, User Report 1989-04 (1989) 

15. Hann, Robert G. and William G. Harman (assisted by: Carolyn Canfield, Jean Pierre Leroux, Rena Frankel, 
and Charles Figueiredo), Predicting General Release Risk for Canadian Penitentiary Inmates, submitted to the 
Ministry of The Solicitor General of Canada by The Research Group, (1992-07) 
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3.2 The Nuffield System 

3.2.1 The Original Version 
The earlier Nuffield study was undertaken to identify which inmate characteristics were strongly 
related to National Parole Board decisions — and to release risk16 . 

The study developed a risk prediction system based on a simple summation (Burgess) technique. 
Data for constructing and validating the scoring system were derived from a random sample of 
roughly 2500 males released from penitentiaries in 1970, 1971 and 1972. All of these inmates had 
been previously admitted on simple warrants of committal (i.e., admissions for supervision 
violation were excluded). Excluded as well were certain relatively rare "release" types such as 
death and court orders. 

In constructing the scores, Nuffield utilized information on inmate characteristics such as: current 
admitting offence, prior criminal history, inmate demographic characteristics, and criminal 
behaviour within 3 years after release. A more complete description of the procedures for 
calculating Nuffield risk scores can be found in an earlier project report (Hann and Hamian, 1989, 
Appendix A, op cit). 

Nuffield also found that certain variables (26 in all'', see Figure A3.1 in Appendix A), when 
utilized in the construction of risk scores, improved the ability of the system to predict release risk 
— while others (e.g., seriousness of the current admitting offence) were of less utility in this 
regard. 

Use of data on these factors for inmates in Nuffield's original sample of cases yielded scores from 
-24 to +19. However, since it would be infeasible to implement any scoring system based on so 
many (45) categories of inmate risk, Nuffield developed a smaller number of score groupings. 

Specifically, the scoring system was used to classify inmates into one of five groups, with each 
group containing at least 16% and no more than 25% of the inmates. 

16. To allow this report to be "self-contained", this description of both the original and modified Nuffield system 
has been repeated from other project reports. 

17 Depending on how one counts the Nuffield variables, the number of variables could range from 23 to 32 or 
more. For instance, one could count "Current Offence of Kidnapping, Hijacking, Abduction, Obstructing Peace 
Officer" as one to four separate variables. 
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The approximate probabilities of recidivating (defined as commission of an indictable offence 
within 3 years of release) for each of 'the groups are shown below (and in Figure 3.2 later). 

Nuffield 	(Approximate) Probabilities  
Score 	of Recidivating 

VERY GOOD 	(-6 TO -27) 	4 out of 5 will not recidivate 
GOOD 	 (-1 TO -5) 	2 out of 3 will not recidivate 
FAIR 	 ( 0 TO +4) 	1 out of 2 will not recidivate 
FAIR TO POOR 	(+5 TO +8) 	2 out of 5 will not recidivate 
POOR 	 (+9 TO +30) 	1 out of 3 will not recidivate 

3.3 The Modified Nu ff ield Scoring System 
The Risk Prediction Data File assembled for the current project contained data on all except two 
of the variables needed to calculate Risk Scores using the Nuffield Scoring System is . For this 
report, we were therefore able to calculate a modified, but very close, version of these scores for 
each of 271 Non-Aboriginal Male simple warrant of committal admissions released in 1983/84. 

The major task of this Chapter is to assess the extent to which the Nuffield Scoring System — 
which was developed using data on offenders released in 1970 through 1972 — could be expected 
to still yield useful predictions about the release risks associated with offenders released today and 
tomorrow. 

Most attempts to develop and implement risk prediction systems find that the ability of the system 
to predict risk for some other sample of offenders (i.e., the validation sample) is lower than the 
same system's ability to predict risk for the sample of offenders used to construct the system in 
the first place (i.e., the construction s'ample). Survival of a test of whether the Nuffield Scoring 
system worked for inmates released in 1983 and 1984 — at least 11 years after the release dates 
for the inmates upon whose characteristics and risk experience the Nuffield Scoring System was 
calibrated — would be regarded by many as very strong evidence that the prediction system was 
based on a firm foundation. 

3.4 Tests of the Nuffield System 
Other project reports strongly argue that no one statistical indicator is likely to be capable of 
catering to all of these different valid perspectives for assessing risk prediction instruments. 
Instead, what is needed is a battery of tests that assess the scoring system from a sufficiently broad 
number of viewpoints. 

Group 

18. Sufficiently accurate and complete data on Number of Dependents and Employment Status were not available 
from the sources used to c,onstruct the Risk Prediction File. 
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3.4.1 General Relationship with Risk 
Figure 3.1 starts with a simple graphical depiction of the general relationship between, on the one 
hand, the risk scores that were calculated for each case using the (modified) Nuffield Risk Scoring 
system and, on the other hand, the likelihood of offenders' with similar (modified) Nuffield Risk 
scores actually succeeding after release (the General Success Rate) 19 . General Success Rates 
correspond inversely to General Risk as defined earlier. They are defined as the percent of all 
inmates receiving a particular score who received no conviction for an indictable offence leading 
to a custodial sentence within 3 years of release. For comparison, Figure 3.1 also shows 
analogous information for Non-Aboriginal releases. 

Figure 3.1 

Actual 1983/84 Release Success Rates 
by Nuffield Risk Scores: 

Aboriginal vs. Non-Aboriginal Male Releases 

(3) 
Nuffield 

3 
General 

9. 
Risk Score 

0 6 

Non-Aboriginal Aboriginal 

19. The raw data for Aboriginals needed to create Figure 3.1 and all other Figures in this Chapter is based on data 
from Figure A3.2 in the Appendix. 
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Visual inspection of Figure 3.1 shows a definite relationship between the scores Aboriginal 
inmates receive on the Nuffield Risk score2°  and the General Success Rates for those same 
inmates. As one would hope, as the Nuffield Release Risk Scores increase (from -15 to +21), the 
actual success rates for Aboriginal inmates decrease in a reasonably steady manner21 . In fact, the 
power of the scoring system to differentiate between the best and worst risks is quite substantial. 
Those with a Nuffield risk score of -9 or lower have a general success rate of over 80%, while 
those with a risk score of +12 or higher have a success rate of less than 25%. 

As was discussed earlier in Chapter 2, given the quite substantial differences in the characteristics 
of Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal releases, one would not be surprised if a risk prediction system 
developed for one group would be appropriate for the other. However, Figure 3.1 shows that the 
relationships between the Nuffield Risk Scores and General Success Rates are very similar for both 
Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal releases. More specifically, Aboriginals with a particular Nuffield 
Risk Score are likely to have a General Success Rate very close' to the General Success Rate of 
a group of Non-Aboriginals with the same score. 

Figure 3.2, Figure 3.3 .  compares (separately for Aboriginals and Non-Aboriginals) the predictive 
accuracy on the 1983/84 releases with Nuffield's original results — using the same 5 broad 
groupings of Release Risk Prediction Scores as did Nuffield in reporting her results (see earlier). 

The actual Success rates for each Group of Nuffield Scores (for the 1983/84 Aboriginal releases) 
follow the same pattern as those for the predicted success rates (i.e., from the 1970-72 data on 
Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal releasees) for the same group of scores — and the similarities 
between the values for corresponding risk groupings are quite striking. 

The Nuffield Scoring System certainly differentiates among the 5 groups of Aboriginal releases in 
the intended manner — with General Success Rates starting at 75% for the very good group and 
falling steadily to 22% for the poor group. 

The Nuffield Scoring System also seems to do comparably well for both the Aboriginal and Non-
Aboriginal releases. Further, although the Aboriginal very good risks are not as "good" risks as 
the Non-Aboriginal very good risks (i.e. Success Rates of only 75% vs 85%), the Nuffield system 
does isolate out a group of poor risk Aboriginals that are "poorer" risks than are the analogous 

20. It should be noted that in their original form higher Nuffield scores were associated with lower chances of 
success. We have adopted this convention in the current report — and have not followed the recent 
convention of multiplying Nuffield scores by "4" so that higher scores imply higher success rates. 

21. ...with the exceptions of General Success Rates for Nuffield scores of -6 and 0. 

22. 	 albeit slightly higher 
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Figure 3.2 

Nuffield Predicted vs. Actual 1983/84 
Release Success Rates 

Aboriginal vs. Non-Aboriginal 
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group of poor risk Non-Aboriginals (i.e., Success Rates of 22% vs 29%) 23 . 

Another perspective for assessing the power of a risk prediction system is one which asks, "How 
effectively does the system differentiate among different risk subgroups within the particular 
group of releases being considered — in this case, within Aboriginal Releases. The previous type 
of direct comparison of Success Rates for similar Risk Scores would be appropriate for 
explorations from this perspective only if the three sets of results did not have significant 
differences in their overall success rates. 

23. In addition, the Aboriginal results do not have the problem that was noted in a separate report for the Non-
Aboriginal releases. Namely, for Non-Aboriginals the Scoring system's ability to differentiate between "Good" 
and "Fair" risks (using the original 5 Nuffield Groupings) decreased significantly from 1970-72 to 1983/84. 
The difference in the success rates was (67 - 53 = ) 14 percentage points for the 1970-72 sample and only (61 - 
58 = ) 3 percentage points for the 1983/84 releases. Conversely, for Aboriginals, the analogous difference 

increases (to 19 percentage points). 
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In fact, the overall differences are relatively minor between the predicted and the actual Non-
Aboriginal results (56% vs. 53%) but there are sizeable differences when these two are compared 
to the Aboriginal results (the latter having an overall General Success Rate of only 35%). For 
comparing Non-Aboriginal and Aboriginal results, an indirect comparison is more appropriate — a 
comparison of the differences between the Success Rates (for each Risk score group) and the 
average rate of success (separately for the original Nuffield sample (of Aboriginal and Non-
Aboriginals combined), for the 1983/84 Non-Aboriginal releases, and for the 1983/84 Aboriginal 
releases). This method assesses the ability of the risk scoring system to distinguish the best and 
worst risks from the more average risks within either Non-Aboriginal or Aboriginal releases. This 
type of comparison is made in Figure 3.3. 

Figure 3.3 

Nuffield Predicted vs. Actual 1983/84 
Release Success Rates (Deviations from Average) 

Aboriginal vs. Non-Aboriginal 
40 

S.\\: Predicted 

Overall Nuffield Predicted = 56% 
Actual Overall Success Rates 

Non-Aboriginals = 53% Aboriginals = 34% 

Actual Non-Aboriginal 1111 Actual Aboriginal 

From this relative perspective, the results for the Non-Aboriginal 1983/84 releases are close to the 
results for the 1970-1972 (combined Non-Aboriginal and Aboriginal) releases 24 . 

24. In fact, the only difference worth mentioning is that, although the Group labelled as "Fair" risks by the 
Nuffield Scoring System had a success rate (53%) slightly below the overall average rate (56%) for the 1970- 

(continued...) 
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Similarly, the ability of the Nuffield Scoring System to differentiate among different risk 
groupings of Aboriginals is still evident. However, certain differences are also evident. 

First, the Nuffield System does a better job for Aboriginals than for Non-Aboriginals in identifying 
groups of each that are Vey Good and Good risk groups — relative to other Aboriginals or Non- 
aboriginals, respectively (i.e., +40 vs only +32 and +28 vs only +8). On the other hand, the 
Nuffield System does a worse job for Aboriginals than for Non-Aboriginals in identifying groups 
of each that are Poor risk groups — again relative to other Aboriginals or Non-aboriginals, 
respectively (i.e. only -13 vs -24). 

Secondly, although the Aboriginals classified as fair to poor risks by the Nuffield system are "fair 
to poor" risks when compared to all types of inmates (i.e., Aboriginals plus Non-Aboriginals — 
see Figure 3.2, Figure 3.3), they are actually "better than average" risks when compared only to 
other Aboriginal irunates. Specifically, they have a General Success Rate 4 percentage points 
above the average rate (34%) for Aboriginals. 

3.5 Measures of Prediction Accuracy 
The project report that focused on General Release Risk for Non-Aboriginal offenders contains a 
detailed discussion of the rationales behind using different types of measures to assess the 
predictive accuracy and usefulness of risk prediction system. The discussion that follows assumes 
that the reader is familiar with that material. However, one of the major conclusions of that 
discussion requires emphasis here — namely, that a test of the predictive accuracy and operational 
usefulness of any prediction system must review the system in terms of a wide variety of tests. A 
review in terms of only one statistical test is lilcely to be inconclusive at best, and misleading at 
worst. 

3.5.1 Different Types of Errors 
The test of the Nuffield System for predicting General Release Risk for Non-Aboriginal offenders 
found that some of the problems encountered by Nuffield still persist. A similar situation exists for 
the system when used for Aboriginal offendere. 

As noted in the test for Non-Aboriginals, ideally one would want a scoring system that correctly 
classifies a very large proportion of offenders into two main groups — one group with very high 
(i.e., close to 100%) chances of success, and a second group with very low (close to 0%) chances 

24(...continued) 
72 sample, the same risk group within the 1983/84 releases had a success rate slightly above the overall 
average for those releases (i.e. 58% vs. 53%). 

25. To ensure that this discussion can be compared to the analogous discussion regarding results for Non-
Aboriginals, the sections that follow draw heavily from the format and actual text to be found in Chapter 4 of 
the project report that focuses on Non-Aboriginal General Release Risk. 
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of success. In this ideal system, only a small percent of inmates would be left over to be 
classified into a third group that had close to equal chances of success and failure. 

The first major shortcoming is that, as with use of the system for Non-aboriginals and for most 
other risk prediction devices, the Nuffield system does not isolate out groups of inmates that are 
almost certain to commit further serious offences — i.e., inmates with expected Success Rates 
approaching "0". The Success Rates for the 12% and 57% of all 1983/84 Aboriginal releases 
assigned to the two most risky categories were 39% and 22% (respectively). Decision-makers are 
still left with the problem that if they refuse release to all the inmates in these two worst risk 
categories, they will be denying release to the just over one third and just over one-fifth 
(respectively) of the inmates within each of the two risk categories who would be expected to 
succeed after release. 

On the other hand, although the Nuffield Scoring system does allow us to isolate out a subgroup 
of Non-aboriginal offenders which could be released with the quite reasonable expectation that 
they have a very low chance of general recidivism, it does not do so for Aboriginals. More 
specifically, from the results for the 1983/84 Aboriginal sample we can expect that, of the (only) 
10% of all inmates that would be classified as the best (Very Good) risks, nearly 1 in every 4 will 
fail after release. 

Our results also differ from those for Non-Aboriginals in that they do not replicate what Nuffield 
felt was a second major shortcoming of the Nuffield Scoring system. A substantial percent of 
Aboriginal inmates are not classified into groupings that have a prediction of success or failure 
that is similar to pure chance. Instead, only 15% of Aboriginals al.' e classified into the fair group 
(with a success rate of 44%). 

These observations do, however, open up the more general problems associated with the (possibly 
different) importance to be assigned to two different types of prediction/ decision errors: 

• the release of inmates when they will eventually fail on parole (releasing failures), and 
• the denial of early release to inmates when they eventually would prove to have been 

successful releases (denying successes). 

3.5.1.1 Simple Counts of Errors 
Simple indicators of the usefulness of prediction scoring systems are the number of both types of 
errors that one would expect to make if one released inmates based on the risk assessments 
produced by the system. The most commonly used assumption in calculating this type of measure 
is that decision-makers are risk neutral. In other words, decision-makers would release all inmates 
in any category of offender that had an expected chance of success over 50%, and, conversely, one 
would deny early release to irunates in categories with less than a 50% chance of success. 

The original Nuffield analysis found that (in her original sample of Aboriginals and Non-
Aboriginals) releases with scores in the Very Good, Good and Fair Categories had predicted 
General Success Rates over 50%26 . Therefore, following the above release procedure, the 

26. The rate for the fair group was just over 50%. 
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Nuffield System would suggest that all offenders in the sample of cases receiving Risk Scores 
within these categories would be released early to parole. 

Table 3.1 earlier provides, for the 1983/84 sample of Aboriginals, the numbers of inmates within 
each of the 5 Nuffield (original27) Risk Score Groupings that succeeded and failed after release. 
The resulting number of errors would be as follows: 

Errors from Releasing Offenders in Groups 
with Predicted Success Rates of more than 50% 

Releasing failures 	517 ( 21%) 	36 ( 13%) 
Denying successes 	318 ( 13%) 	45 ( 17%)  
Total Errors 	835 ( 34%) 	81 ( 30%) 

Total.Cases 	2,475 (100%) 	269 (100%) 

The Denying/Successes error rates that would result from basing (1983/84) release decisions on 
scores produced by the Nuffield Scoring System are above those for the original 1970-72 cases 
(upon which the Scoring System was developed). However, both overall error rates and the rate 
of Releasing/Failures for the 1983/84 releases are below the rates for the original 1970-72 cases. 

In addition, the error rates for Aboriginals were below the analogous rates calculated for Non-
Aboriginals28 . This robustness of predictive accuracy over more than a 10 year time interval is 
fairly rare in the risk prediction field. 

Further, if the Scoring System were used in this manner, one would still expect that (100% - 30% 
=) 70% of the predictions of whether or not an inmate would recidivate — and 70% of any release 
decisions based solely on those predictions — would be right. However, a very sizeable 30% of 
the decisions would be wrong. 

As with the results presented elsewhere for Non-Aboriginals, although the Nuffield Scoring System 
seems to be still performing better than would normally be expected, there is considerable room 
for improvement. 

o  

27. This discussion is based on the original Nuffield risk score group categories. A similar test could be 
performed using the alternative categories discussed earlier. 

28. The total error rate for Non-Aboriginals was 30%. 
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3.5.1.2 Index of Predictive Efficiency 
In presenting her report, Nuffield utilized another measure of predictive accuracy, the Index of 
Predictive Efficiency (IPE). The IPE is based on the statistical fact that, if a decision-maker only 
has information on the overall success rate of a group of offenders, then (from a purely statistical 
point of viewpoint) the best way to minimize the total number of release/failure and deny/success 
errors is to release all the offenders if the overall success rate is over 50% — and to deny early 
release to all offenders if the overall success rate is under 50%. 

The IPE is the percentage reduction in total release errors that would occur if the scoring system 
were used -- instead of releasing all or none of the inmates29 . 

Nuffield acknowledges the measure's obvious shortcomings. However, since the measure was 
used by Nuffield, it will be considered here. On the 1970-72 sample of releases, the Nuffield 
scoring system achieved EPE's of .224 on the construction sample (the sample of cases used to 
develop the system) and .230 on the validation sample (used to test the system). 

If we had refused parole to all of the sample of 269 Aboriginal releases in 1983/84 (based on the 
prediction from the 1970-72 sample that the overall success rate was 35%), then the 94 parole 
denials that would have been successes would count as decision errors. Alternatively, if we had 
instead released only those offenders with Nuffield Scores that fell within the original groups 
associated with predicted overall chances of success of more than 50% (i.e., Very Good, Good and 
Fair), then the number of decision errors would have been be 81 (see above). The Index of 
Predicted Efficiency for the 1984/85 sample would therefore be calculated as: 

IPE- 	 

94-81- .05 
2 6 9 

Under this scenario, the change in the IPE implies a sizeable drop from 1970-72 to 1982/83 in the 
improvement in decision-making (over pure chance) that would result from use of the Nuffield 
System — i.e., from .23 to .05. This drop is even larger than the drop (presented elsewhere) that 
was found when the Nuffield system was used to predict risks for Non-Aboriginal releasesn. 

29. It is again assumed that those using the scoring system were "risk neutral" — i.e. one would release all inmates 
within groups that had scores associated with predicted success rates greater than 50%, and would release no 
inmates within groups that had scores associated with predicted success rates of 50% or less. 

30. The I.P.E. for Non-Aboriginal 1983/84 releases was calculated as .15. 
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3.5.1.3 Relative Improvement Over Chance 
The companion project report that considers General Release Risk for Non-Aboriginals discusses a 
number of obvious statistical problems with the use of the Index of Predictive Efficiency (IPE) as 
a measure of the usefulness of a prediction system. 

One of those problems is especially evident when one compares I.P.E.'s for samples of offenders 
that exhibit different overall risk rates and/or different overall distributions of risk scores — a 
situation that certainly exists for Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal samples. Additional indicators of 
predictive accuracy that better "control for" these differences have therefore been developed. One 
of the more interesting of those measures is the Relative Improvement Over Chance, the RIOC 
(see Loeber and Dishion, 1983). 

If the only offenders released to parole were those who had Nuffield Risk Scores originally31  
associated with probabilities of success greater than 50%32 , then the following table would 
describe the results of that decision process: 

Decision Results based on Application of 
(Modified) Nuffield Risk Scores 

Prognosis 	Actual Outcome 
Total 

Failure 	Suc,cess 

Deny Parole 	139 	45 	184 
(52%) 	(17%) 	(69%) 

Parole 	 36 	49 	85 
(13%) 	(18%) 	(31%) 

Total 	 175 	94 	269 
(65%) 	(35%) 	(100%) 

70% of the predictions made would have been valid: 
- 52% of the decisions related to offenders who actually failed and who would have been 

denied parole (based on the risk predictions), and 

31. It should be noted that one must use the predicted probabilities associated with each group (i.e. predicted by 
the original Nuffield study). The fact that the actual probabilities found for Aboriginals released in 1983/84 
would imply different release decisions for offenders in those risk groupings does not change this procedure. 

32. Of course, the choice of 50% as the cutoff risk percentage that differentiates between grants and denials of 
parole is arbitrary. It would only be the appropriate cutoff if risk were the only factor to be considered in 
deciding whether or not to parole inmates and if decision makers were (statistically) "risk neutral" with respect 
to release risks. If decision makers were actually "risk aversive", then they would require a predicted Success 
Rate over 50% before granting parole. Conversely, decision makers who were "risk preferers" would be 
willing to grand parole release to offenders who had predicted Success rates of less than 50%. 

However, since the Release Success/Risk Rate of 50% is used in much of the predictive literature when 
calculating RIOC and other risk related indicators, it is also used in the discussion in this Chapter. 

1 
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- 18% of the decisions related to offenders who actually succeeded and who would have 
been paroled (again, based on the risk predictions). 

The Relative Improvement over Chance recognizes two shortcomings of this simple measure (i.e., 
percent valid predictions) as a basis for comparing the predictive accuracy of scoring systems. 
First, the percent valid predictions gives no indication of whether one would have been able to 
make better predictions simply by knowing the overall success rate (the base rate) and the percent 
of the population to be paroled (the selection rate). 

For the current sample of offenders, the base rate is 35% (i.e., 35% of the cases succeed) and the 
selection rate (i.e., the percent paroled) is 31%. Thus, if offenders were released on a purely 
random basis, one would expect the results given in the following table. The expected number of 
cases in each interior cell in that table is calculated by multiplying the corresponding row and 
column total percents (the table marginals). For instance, the expected number of cases in the 
"Deny Parole" / "Expected Failure" cell (121) is calculated as .69 x .65 x 269. 

• 	 Decision Results based on Chance 
(i.e. Based on Marginal Probabilities) 

Prognosis 	Expected Outcome 
Total 

	

Failure 	Success 

Deny Parole 	121 	63 	184 

	

(45%) 	(24%) 	(69%) 

Parole 	 54 	31 	85 

	

(20%) 	(11%) 	(31%) 

Total 	 175 	94 	269 

	

(65%) 	(35%) 	(100%) 

Thus, even if imnates were released randomly, one would expect that (45% + 11% =) 54% of the 
decisions would be valid. The 70% valid predictions that was obtained by use of the Nuffield 
Scoring system thus represents a (70% - 54% =) 16 percentage point Improvement Over Chance 
(IOC). 

Secondly, the Relative Improvement over Chance measure also allows one to control for the very 
best predictions one could possibly make given the particular sample's base rate and selection 
ratio -- i.e., the Maximum Possible Percent Valid Predictions. The Maximum Possible percent 
valid predictions are again dependent on the values for the Base Rate and the Selection Ratio. In 
general, the closer these two values are to each other, the higher the Maximum Possible percent 
valid predictions. 
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For the current sample of 1983/84 Aboriginal releases, although 184 of the offenders would be 
denied parole if the Nuffield system were utilized properly33 , since only 175 of the 269 offenders 
actually failed, then the maximum number of correct Deny-Failure decisions would be 175. The 
rest of the numbers in the following table are then determined by the row and column totals. 

Best Possible Decision Results 

Prognosis 	Expected Outcome 
Total 

' 	 Failure 	Success 

Deny Parole 	175 	9 	184 
(65%) 	(3%) 	(69%) 

Parole 	 85 	85 
(0%) 	(32%) 	(31%) 

Total 	 175 	94 	269 
(65%) 	(35%) 	(100%) 

Using these results, one finds that the best one could do (the maximum possible percent valid 
predictions) would be to predict (65% + 32% =) 97% of the decisions accurately. 

The Relative Improvement Over Chance (RIOC) indicator corrects the actual percent of valid 
predictions (A'VP) for both the size of the percent of valid predictions one could expect due solely 
to chance (VCP), and the maximum percent valid predictions (MVP) through the following 
formula: 

IOC 	 AVP—VCP 	— RIOC= 	X100 — 
VCP 	MVP— VCP

X100 7
97

0
:15

5
4: X100 = 37.2 

This value of the RIOC for Aboriginals is virtually identical to the RIOC that was calculated in 
the companion project report for Non-Aboriginals (37.5). Later parts of this report will compare 
the RIOC for the Nuffield Risk Scoring System with the equivalent RIOC's for alternative systems 
that were especially developed for predicting risk for Aboriginals. 

3.5.2 Dynannic Parole Success Rate 
The companion "non-aboriginal general release risk" report argued strongly against using any 
statistical indicator of the worth of a prediction system that took the form of one number evaluated 
at a single parole rate. 

" 	 decision-makers might be most interested in using a risk prediction scoring system 
to allow them to implement (or at least to test the feasibility of implementing) parole 
releasing decisions at higher or lower levels of overall parole rates — rates that might 

33. As noted in a previous footnote, we arbitrarily assume that "properly" is defined in terms of a risk neutral 
'parole decision maker. I  
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differ modestly or substantially from recent actual rates, or from one recommended 
rate. Thus, it is not clear that the... recommended rate (or, for that matter, the ... 

actual rate), would be a policy relevant option; that is, an option that would be 
considered as being of interest to any parole decision making authority (either 
explicitly as part of a formal parole policy, or implicitly as revealed through actual 
individual decisions). 

.... what is needed is, not one statistic measuring the usefulness of a particular risk 
prediction system under any one set of release assumptions, but instead an indicator 
(or set of indicators) that measures the usefulness of a particular prediction system 
over a range of policy relevant parole release assumptions." 

Figure 3.4 
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Two examples of such Nuffield based dynamic indicators are shown for Aboriginal releases in 
Figure 3.4: 

- the Dynamic Parole Success Rate, and 
- the Total Parole Error Rate. 
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Each rate is shown for Aboriginal Releases, and — for purposes of comparison, for Non-
Aboriginal Releases. 

The Dynamic Parole Success Rate measures how the overall success rate of offenders released to 
parole will change as different overall percents of inmates are paroled. The policy as to the 
overall percent of inmates to be paroled could be determined according to any number of criteria 
(e.g., risk, current political situation, etc.). However, the choice of which particular inmates 
would be paroled at each parole rate would be based on some Risk Prediction Scoring System (in 
this case the Nuffield Scoring System) 34. 

The Dynamic Parole Success Rate for Aboriginals based on the actual Nuffield Risk Scoring 
system behaves as would be expected — as a higher proportion of Aboriginal inmates are paroled 
(and therefore, higher and higher risk inmates are included among those paroled), the Nuffieldl 
Dynamic Parole Success Rate falls: 

• quite dramatically from at or over 90% when the cumulative parole Rate is less than 
6%, 

• to around 60% when approximately 25% of inmates are released to parole, and 
• then gradually but steadily to 35% when all (100%) of the inmates are paroled. 

In general, the Dynamic Parole Success Rate for Aboriginals follows the same pattern as that for 
Non-Aboriginals. However, mainly because a higher proportion of Aboriginal releases are within 
the higher risk categories, and because the Nuffield Risk Prediction system does not work 
significantly better for Aboriginals (than for Non-Aboriginals) in picldng out relatively better risks, 
the Dynamic Parole Success Rate (DPSR) for Aboriginals follows a path below that followed by 
the rate for Non-Aboriginals. In fact the difference between the DPSR's for Aboriginals and Non-
Aboriginals is — from fairly low parole rates on — roughly equal to the difference in the average 
General Success Rates for the two groups (i.e., 53% vs 35%). 

One of the major implications of this finding is that if parole decisions were to be based on the 
Nuffield Risk Prediction system, and if it were decided that a decision makers could not tolerate a 
Dynamic Parole Success Rate of less than some fixed level, say 70%, then the percent of 
Aboriginals that could, be paroled would have to be much lower than the percent of Non-
Aboriginals paroled. One could only parole roughly 16% of the Aboriginals before their Dynamic 
Parole Success rate fell to 70%, while one could parole over 45% of Non-Aboriginals before the 
Dynamic Parole Success Rate fell to 70%. 

3.5.3 Dynamic Total Error Rate 
The Dynamic Parole Success Rate measures only one kind of risk, the risk of releasing inmates 
who will fail. As shown above, as more inmates are released, this risk increases. However, 
although totally eliminating parole releases would eliminate this first type of risk, such a policy 
would not eliminate the second type of decision error. In fact, eliminating parole altogether would 
maximize the risk of denying parole to inmates who would succeed if released. 

34. More specifically, inmates with the lowest (i.e. lowest risk) Risk Scores are released first, then offenders with 
the next lowest, and so on until the overall parole rate reaches that determined by policy considerations. 
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Figure 3.4 above also shows the Dynamic Total Error Rate, the sum of the numbers of each type 
of error (release-failures and denial-successes) at different parole rates. As the parole rate 
increases, the number of release-failures will increase and the number of denial-successes will 
decrease. The behaviour of the sum of the two numbers depends on whether the number of 
release-failures increases faster or slower than the number of denial-successes decreases. 

For Non-Aboriginals the Dynamic Total Error Rate assumes a "U" shape. Only after the parole 
rate reaches 55% do further increases in the parole rate result in increases in the number of 
release-failure errors that are larger than  the decreases in the number of denial-success decision 
effors. 

The Aboriginal Dynamic Total Error Rate is also a "U" shaped, but a "U" that is very elongated 
towards higher parole rates. In fact, the Rate only falls marginally between a 0% Parole Rate and 
a Parole Rate just over 15%. The Dynamic Total Error Rate rises only marginally until just over 
30% of Aboriginals are paroled. From that point on, the Dynamic Total Error Rate increases 
steadily — to 65% when all Aboriginals are paroled. 

This indicator again emphasizes the difficulties of paroling equal percents of Aboriginals and Non-
Aboriginals. The Dynamic Total Error Rate for Aboriginals is below that for Non-Aboriginals at 
Parole Rates for each below 45%. However, at every parole rate above that level the total error 
rate from releasing Aboriginals is higlier than  the total error rate from releasing Non-Aboriginals. 

3.5.4 Dynamic Relative Improvement Over Chance 
Figure 3.5 contains information on the last indicator of the predictive accuracy of the Nuffield 
Risk Scoring System, the Dynamic Relative Improvement Over Chance35. 

The static version of this indicator, the Relative Improvement Over Chance, takes into account 
four factors: 

1. the Nuffield Percent Valid: 
• the percent of correct36  release decisions made using the Nuffield Risk Scoring 

system (i.e., release-successes and denial-failures), 
2. the Chance Percent Valid: 

• the percent of correct decisions that would result if release decisions were made 
randomly on the basis of the overall Parole Release Rate and the overall Failure 
Rate, 

3. the Percent Improvement Over Chance: 
• the difference of the above two numbers, and 

4. the Maximum Percent Valid: 

35. That Figure also shows the Dynamic Nuffield Percent Valid. However, since that rate is essentially the inverse 
of a rate already discussed (the Dynamic Total Error Rate), it is simply presented here without comment. 

36. Again, where "correct" arbitrarily assumes the use of a risk neutral 50% predicted Success Rate as a cutoff rate 
for  differentiating between parole grants and denials. 
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Figure 3.5 

Dynamic Percent Valid and Dynamic 
Relative Improvement Over Chance Rates 
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• the maximum percent of correct decisions that could be made by any risk 
prediction system, given the overall  Parole  Release Rate and the overall Failure 
Rate. 

The Dynamic Relative Improvement Over Chance (DRIOC) recognizes that each of these 
components could take a different value at different rates of parole. The Dynamic Relative 
Improvement Over Chance thus represents an important improvement over the static Relative 
Improvement Over Chance because it traces what the value of that latter indicator would be over 
all possible parole release rates. Those interested in comparing different risk prediction systems 
would then still compare the values of the Dynamic RIOC for the competing systems — but for 
the range of values of the parole release rate that are relevant from a policy perspective for the 
jurisdiction of primary concern. 

Figure 3.5 clearly shows the limitations of the static Relative Improvement Over Chance indicator. 
For instance — for both Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal releases — the value of the Relative 
Improvement Over Chance (RIOC) varies considerably over different parole release rates. As an 
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example, for Aboriginals the indicator has a value of .35 at a parole release rate of 32%, but a 
value of close to .56 at parole rates of 16% and 80%. 

It is also clear that a static RIOC often carmot give an unequivocal assessment of which system is 
better than another. In the current instance, if the relevant static RIOC's were evaluated at parole 
release rates below 45%, then the Nuffield System would be judged "better" when used to predict 
risk for Aboriginals rather than for Non-Aboriginals. However, if the static RIOC's were 
evaluated at parole release rates higher than 45%, the indicator would give the opposite 
conclusion. 

Further, although the best (i.e., lowest) DRIOC's are identical for Aboriginals and Non-Aboriginals 
(.35), those minimums are found at considerably different parole release rates (at 32% for 
Aboriginals and at 52% for Non-Aboriginals). 

These results underline the importance of having a range of estimates from a Dynamic version of 
the RIOC. On the other hand, they also underline the fact that there might not be any simple 
answer to the question of which method works best for what group of inmates. At a minimum, 
one has to consider the performance of different approaches at varying rates of parole within a 
range that is relevant within a particular jurisdiction. 

3.6 Concluding Comments 
This Chapter has used a battery of statistical tests to assess the predictive power and usefulness of 
the Nuffield Scoring System in predicting General Release Risk for Aboriginal penitentiary 
releases. 

In general, the Nuffield Scoring System has been found to be of value for predicting General 
Release Risk for Aboriginals. In fact, its predictive accuracy is similar to the predictive accuracy 
demonstrated by the Nuffield System when used to predict General Release Risk for Non-
Aboriginals. 

However, there is still considerable potential for developing alternative risk prediction systems that 
would improve on the performance of the Nuffield system. 



Chapter 4 

Alternative Prediction Systems 

4.1 	Introduction 
The Nuffield system was developed using only one of many methodologies available for 
constructing a risk prediction system. Given the demonstrated potential of these other 
methodologies for predicting events in other areas, it is certainly a possibility that they might 
outperform the Nuffield system in the prediction of release risk for penitentiary inmates. The 
current Chapter explores this issue, namely, 

How well does the Nuffield System compare to alternative systems for predicting 
risk? 

Two alternative statistical techniques were used in the current project to develop risk prediction 
systems for aboriginals: 

• linear regression and 
• Burgess Scores. 

A summary description of each of these techniques can be found in the companion project report 
that focused on predicting General Release Risk for Non-Aboriginals. However, extracts from that 
summary are repeated here. 

The Nuffield system 37  is based on a "Burgess" method of scoring that begins by examining cases 
in terms of each of the selected predictor variables (26 predictor variables, ,12 of which relate to 
offence for the prime term admission). The determination of which variables to consider is based 
on the bivariate relationship of each candidate predictor variable with the variable to be predicted 
(i.e., General Release Risk). The average General Release Risk rates are then calculated for each 
group of cases having a particular value (or group of values) taken by each predictor variable. A 
weight of plus (or minus) "1" is assigned to all groups of cases having a particular value of a 
predictor variable if the General Release Success Rate for that value is at least 5 percentage points 
(inclusive) above (or below) the overall average General Release Risk rate (35% for the current 
sample of cases). A weight of plus or minus "2" is assigned for differences of at least 10 
percentage points, a weight of plus or minus "3" is assigned for differences of at least 15 
percentage points, and so on. 

37. A more complete description of the Nuffield system can be found in Nuffield (1979) and Nuffield (1983). 
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The Nuffield Risk Score for each case is then the simple summation of all these weights for that 
case. 

The weights assigned to each variable in the Linear Regression Risk Scoring System are also 
dependent on the values taken by each predictor variable. However, the predictor variables are 
chosen, not on the basis of each variable's bivariate statistical relationship with General Release 
Risk, but instead on the basis of whether or not each variable has a statistically significant 
relationship to General Release Risk after statistically controlling for the effects of other variables. 
Thus, the linear regression method recognizes the interdependencies of predictor variables, as well 
as their bivariate relationship with release risk. In addition, the weights assigned to the values 
taken by each variable are the values of the coefficients assigned to that variable in a regression 
equation — the coefficients being chosen so as to maximize the "fit" of the equation which best 
relates linearly all the variables to release risk. 

The Regression Risk Score is then calculated by multiplying the value taken by each predictor 
variable by the coefficient of that variable in the regression equation — and then summing up 
these products for all variables. 

The Regression equation estimated for this report was based on data from the Risk Prediction File, 
a file which included data on 170 variables that described each of 269 Aboriginals released in 
1983/8438 . That procedure resulted in 70 variables being included in the regression equation. 
The variables, the order in which those variables entered the equation 39 , and the values of the 
corresponding regression coefficients are shown in Figure 4.1. 

The third set of risk scores considered in this report are referred to as "Burgess Scores". The 
Nuffield system was originally constructed using "Burgess" prediction methods. However, 
although the tests of the Nuffield system in Chapter 3 applied the original Nuffield Scoring System 
to new data, they did not alter either: 

• the specific individual variables to be considered in calculating the overall Nuffield 
Risk Scores, or 

• the weights to be assigned to different values of each variable. 

However, the results of the bivariate and the regression analyses strongly implied that a substantial 
number of the variables used in the Nuffield System were not still among the top group of 
predictors that make a significant contribution to the accuracy of predictions. It thus seemed 
logical to estimate and to test a new General Burgess Risk Scoring System, one that was developed 

38. In fact, the regression analysis was performed on a subset of the 170 variables — a subset of variables having 
a statistically significant Pearson correlation with General Release Risk (using a two-tailed .01 test of 
significance). 

39. The (Step-wise Ordinary Least Squares Linear Regression) procedures used to calculate the Aboriginal 
regression equation were identical to those described in the companion project report for Non-Aboriginals. All 
discriminant and regression analysis was performed on a microcomputer using SPSS/PC+ (Versions 3.1, 4.0 
and 4.1). In addition, certain bivariate statistical tests and other data manipulation were performed using 
custom programs written in MS Fortran. All graphs in this report were prepared with Lotus Freelance Plus 
(V.3.01) and all wordprocessing used WordPerfect (V5.1). 
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1 
Figure 4.1 

Coefficients & Order of Entry of Significant Variables 

Variable/ Description 	Burgess 	Regres 	 Variable/ Description 	Burgess 	Regress' 
value & 	s 	 value & 	coeff & 
weight 	Coeff 	 weight 	(order) 

& 
(order) 

PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD 	 CURRENT TERM 
ADMISSION 

Total # of all previous Stunmary & 	 (N) Time at Large before 	Od - 6m 	+1 	-5.107E-05 
Indictable Convictions 	 (**) prime term admission 	- 9m 	+2 	(2nd) 

(N) 	- 	Break and Enter 	None 	-4 	+.031469 	 - 30m 	+0 
(**) 	 1 	- 2 	+0 	(1st) 	 - 60m 	-4 

3 or more +2 	 over 60m 	-8 

• 	 Total # of all Prime Term 
Summary and 
Indictable Convictions 
for: 

- 	Breach of 	None 	0 	-.327174 
Trust 	1 or more 	-13 	(4th) 

Total Number of Summary & 
Indictable Convictions During 
the Last 5 Years 

	

- 	Escapes/Failures 	None 	-2 	+.042308 
I 	+0 	(3rd) 
2 	+3 	' 

3 or more 	+4 

(54 ) 	 Property 	 None 	-2 	+.028140 
1 - 	3 	+1 	(5th) 
4 - 5 	+2 
6 or more 	+6 

	

- 	Against Person 	None 	-1 	+ 059565 
1 - 	2 	+1 	(6th) 
3 or more 	+6 

Total Number of Summary 84. 	 "my, 	signifies a close relationship to variables 
Indictable Convictions During 	 used to calculate Nuffield Scores 
the most recent set of sentence 
dates preceding the prime term 	 "(**) 	signifies a significant relationship in 

(N) 	for: - 	Break and Enter 	None 	-1 	+.109688 	 Regression for Non-Aboriginals 
(.4.) 	 1 or more 	+3 	(7th) 	 • 

after repeating the Burgess development method, but one which permitted both different variables 
to be considered and different weights to be assigned for each value of those variables. 

The selection of variables to include in the Burgess equation followed a process identical to that 
used to select the variables used in the General Regression Risk Scoring System. For each of 
those variables, the next step was to calculate the (bivariate) General Success Rates for each of the 
different possible values (or groups of values) of the variable. Weights were then assigned (using 
the rules described earlier, but using data from the sample of Aboriginal releases only) to different 
values based on the amount by which value-specific Aboriginal General Success Rates differed 
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from the overall Aboriginal General Success Rate. The result was a new Aboriginal Burgess 
Scoring System with the variables and variable/value weights shown in Figure 4.1. 

The next section of this Chapter focuses on the individual variables that were found to have a 
statistically significant relationship with General Release Risk in the regression analysis for 
Aboriginals. The section also compares the variables that form part of the Nuffield System with 
the variables that form part of the Regression and Burgess Scoring Systems that were developed 
specially for Aboriginals during this project. Comparisons are made as well with the variables that 
were found to be significant in analogous systems that were developed for Non-Aboriginals. 

Section 4.3 then completes the Chapter by comparing the Nuffield, Regression and Burgess 
systems in terms of their predictive accuracy and usefulness. 

4.2 Significant Independent Contributors 
From Figure 4.1 it is clear that the alternative Aboriginal risk scoring systems developed especially 
for this project differ from the Nuffield System not only in terms of the statistical methodology 
employed, but also with respect to the variables that are included as predictors of release risk. 

The most obvious difference is that Regression Risk System and the new Burgess Risk System 
utilize considerably fewer variables to calculate risk scores than does the Nuffield System (i.e., 7 
vs. 26). The alternative Aboriginal-specific systems thus require considerably less information to 
operationalize. 

Certain similarities are nonetheless evident. In Figure 4.1 each of the variables that are included 
in the calculation of both the original Nuffield and the Aboriginal Regression Risk Scores are 
marked with an "moo.  In all, 3 of the 7 variables that appear in the Aboriginal Regression (and 
Burgess41 ) Risk Scoring System have close counterparts in the Nuffield System: 

• Total Number of Previous Summary & Indictable Convictions for offences related to 
- Break and Enter offences 

40. In some cases there are minor differences in the variables used in both systems. Specifically, 
- the Nuffield system uses data on "prior convictions for B & E", whereas the Regression system uses 

data (separately) on "total convictions for B & E and "convictions for B & E during the 5 years prior to 
admission"; 

- the Nuffield system uses data on "current conviction(s) for Narcotics", whereas the Regression systein 
uses data on "current convictions for Drugs"; 

- the Nuffield system uses data on "current conviction(s) for Theft and (separately) for Possession of 

Stolen Goods" , whereas the Regression system uses data on "current convictions for Property 

Offences"; and 
- the Nuffield system uses data on "escapes", whereas the Regression system uses data on 

"escapes/failures". 

41. However, it should be noted that — even though a variable appears in both the Aboriginal Burgess system and 
the Nuffield scoring systems — each system may require a different grouping of values for the variable. 
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• Total Number of Summary & Indictable Convictions during the most recent set of 
sentence dates preceding the prime term for offences related to 

- Break and Enter; and 
• Time at Large before prime term admission. 

On the other hand, the differences are more obvious. For instance, four variables are used by the 
new Aboriginal prediction systems that were not used by the Nuffield system: 

• Total Number of Previous Summary & Indictable Convictions during the Last 5 Years 
for offences related to: 

- Escapes/Failures, 
- Property, and 
- Against the Person Offences, and 

• Total Number of Summary & Indictable Convictions for the Prime Term for offences 
related to: 

- Breach of Trust. 

As well, 24 variables were used by the Nuffield System, but not by the Aboriginal Regression 
System. Two of these variables were not used since data was not available: 

• Number of dependents, and 
• Employment Status at Time of Arrest. 

However, 12 "Nuffield" variables were not used by the Aboriginal Regression System since their 
use would not lead to a system that better explained statistically variation in General Release Risk 
for our sample of cases. Eight of these variables related to: 

• Number of convictions at Prime Term Admission for: 
- Homicide, 
- Unarmed Robbery, 
- Nonviolent Sex Offences, 
- Dangerous Driving or Criminal Negligence in the operation of a motor Vehicle, 
- Arson 
- Kidnapping, Hijacking or abduction, or 
- Obstructing a Peace Officer. 
- Drugs, 
- Receiving or Possession of Stolen Goods 
- Theft 
- Break and Enter, 
- Escapes/ Failures, 

The remaining 10 excluded variables were related to other characteristics of the case: 
• Age at Prime Term Admission, 
• Number of previous imprisonments, 
• Previous Breach of Parole/Mandatory Supervision 
• Number of Previous Escapes 
• Security Classification of Releasing Institution, 
• Age at first adult Conviction, 
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• Number of previous convictions for: 
- Assault, and 
- Violent Sexual Offences, and 

• Marital Status of the Accused. 
• Prime Term Aggregate Sentence, 

In summary, there are certain similarities between the Nuffield and the Aboriginal Regression Risk 
Scoring Systems in tenns of the information that goes into the calculations of release risk. 
However, the differences are considerably more pronounced. 

Figure 4.2 

Variables With a Statistically Significant Regression Coefficient with General Release Risk 
Non-Aboriginals vs Aboriginals 

(In Ordinary Least Squares Linear Regression) 

Variable/ Description 	 Non- 	 Variable/ Description 	 Non- 
Aborig- 	Aborig- 	 Aborig- 	Aborig- 
inals 	inals 	 Mals 	mais 

PRIOR CRIMLNAL RECORD 	 CURRENT TERM 
ADMISSION 

Total of All Previous Custodial 	 Age of Imnate at Prime Term 	6  (-) 	-- 
Sentences 	 7 (+) 	-- 	 Admission 

Total # of all previous Summary & 	 Time at Large before prime term 	1 (-) 	2 (-) 
Indictable Convictions 	 admission 

- 	Drugs 	 11 (+) 	... 

- 	Break and Enter 	15 (+) 	1 (+) 	 Total # of all Prime Term 	 • 
Summary and Indictable 

Property 	 2 (+) 	 Convictions for: 
- 	Weapons 	 9 (+) 	 - 	Drugs 	 10 (-) 	-- 

- 	Escapes/Failures 	5 (+) 	 - 	Break & Enter 	14 (+) 	-- 
- 	Escapes/Fail 	4 (+) 	-- 
- 	Breach of Trust 	-- 	 4  (-) 

Total Number of Summary & 	 Prime Term Aggregate Sentence 
Indictable Convictions During the 	 (maximum = 10950 days) 	8  (-) 	-- 
Last 5 Years 

- 	Property 	 13 (+) 	5 (+) 
- 	Escapes/Failures 	-- 	 3 (+) 
- 	Against the Person 	-- 	 6 (+) 

Total Number of Summary & 	 Security Classification of 
Indictable Convictions During the 	 Releasing Institution 	 3 (+) 
most recent set of sentence dates 
preceding the prime term for: 

- 	Break and Enter 	16 (-) 	7 (+) 

Total Number of Previous 
convictions for (Section 20) 
Revocation Offences 	 12 (+) 	-- 
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Of interest as well is that there are considerable differences between the list of variables that 
appear as significant in the Aboriginal Regression Risk Prediction System and those that appear as 
significant in the Non-Aboriginal Regression Risk Prediction System. Both lists of variables are 
compared in Figure 4.2. 

Four Variables appear in both the Aboriginaf and Non-Aboriginal regression systems: 
• Total number of all previous Surnmary & Indictable Convictions for Break and Enter 

offences, 
• Total number of all previous Summary & Indictable Convictions during the last 5 years 

for Property offences, 
• Total number of all previous Summary & Indictable Convictions during the most recent 

set of sentence dates preceding the prime term for Break and Enter offences, and 
• Time at Large before prime term admission. 

and three variables appear in the Aboriginal, but not the Non-Aboriginal regressions: 
• Total number of all previous Sununary & Indictable Convictions during the last 5 years 

for 
- Escapes/F'ailures, and 
- Against the Person offences, and 

• Total number of all Prime Term Summary & Indictable Convictions for 
- Breach of Trust. 

On the other hand, 10 variables had a significant role in the Non-Aboriginal Regression, but 
including them in the Aboriginal Regressions would not have significantly improved predictions of 
release risk for Aboriginals. 

There are also, therefore, considerable differences between the information that was found to be of 
use in predicting General Release risk for Aboriginals and Non-Aboriginals. 

4.2.1 Individual Significant Variables 
The focus of both the Regression and Burgess Scoring Systems is on generating a score based on 
a combination of the values taken for each case by a number of predictor variables. Nonetheless, 
a brief review of the bivariate relationship between each of the 7 significant predictor variables and 
General Release Success is of considerable use in developing a general understanding of the risk 
issue. 

Summary information on each of these 7 bivariate relationships is therefore presented in Figure 4.3 
through Figure 4.9 following42 . 

In each of these Figures, the grouping of values for the predictor variable corresponds to the 
grouping needed to calculate Aboriginal Burgess Scores. For those interested in comparing this 
type of information with analogous information presented in the companion project report on Non-
Aboriginals, it should be noted that — even though a variable appears in both the Aboriginal and 

42.  The  statistics on which these Figures are based can be found in analogously numbered Figures in Appendix A. 
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Non-Aboriginal Burgess scoring systems — each system may require a different grouping of 
values for the variable. 

4.2.1.1 Previous B&E Convictions 
The variable that was found in the regression analysis to account statistically for the largest 
proportion of variation43  in General Release Success  Rates  44  was 

• Total number of all previous Summary & Indictable Convictions for Break and Enter 
offences. 

As shown in Figure 4.3, there are operationally significant and regular reductions in the General 
Success Rates for releases as the number of Previous B & E convictions increases. Specifically 

• The General Success Rate falls from a high of 55% for the (roughly one third of) all 
releases who had no previous B & E convictions, 

• to the 30% General Success Rate for the (roughly one third of) all releases who had 1 
or 2 previous B & E convictions, and then, 

• to the 19% General Success Rate for the (final roughly one third of) releases who had 3 
or more previous B & E convictions. 

4.2.1.2 Time at Large 
The variable that best statistically explained the variation remaining in General Release Risk after 
the effects of "Previous B & E Convictions" had been accounted for was 

• Time at Large before prime term admission (or time between attaining age 16 and the 
prime term admission). 

General Success Rates for different values of this variable are shown in Figure 4.4. 

From one statistical perspective, the linear regression technique represents an improvement over 
the Burgess technique, since the latter considers only the bivariate relationship between each of the 
predictor variables and General Release Risk — whereas the linear regression technique pays more 
attention to the impact of one variable in conjunction with the impacts of others. However, from a 
second statistical perspective, the Burgess technique has the potential (not shared by the form of 
the linear regression technique used here) to incorporate non-linear relationships between the 
predictor variables and release risk. 

43. Figure 4.1 also shows whether or not in the Regression Scoring System each of the variables had a positive or 
negative coefficient (and the order in which the variable entered the stepwise regression procedure). As would 
be expected, the Burgess weights assigned to different values of the predictor variables are consistent with the 
signs of the coefficients in the Regression equation. 

44. The figures in this section portray the complement of the General Release Risk Rate — that is, the General 
Release Success Rate. 
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Figure 4.3 

General Release Risks by No. of Previous 
Break and Enter Convictions 

(Aboriginals) 

No Previous 	 1 or 2 Previous 

No. of Previous Break and Enter Convictions 
All sampled Male Aboriginal Warrant of 
Committal Admissions released in 1983/84 

3 or More 

As shown in Figure 4.4, there is such a non-linear bivariate relationship between the General 
Success Rate and Time at Large. More specifically, if anything, the General Success Rate falls 
slightly as the Time at Large increases 

• • from "0" (29%), 
• to "between 1 day and 6 months" (25%), and 
• to "between 6 and 9 months (19%). 

However, for the 51% of releases with a Time at Large over 9 months, Figure 4.4 shows a steady 
and significant increase in the General Success Rate: 

• from 34% for the (34% of) releases who had a Tirne at Large of "from 9 Months to 
just under 30 months", 

• to over double that rate — 76% — for the (6% of) releases who had a Time at Large 
of "5 years or more". 



G
e
n
e

ra
l S

u
cc

e
ss

  R
a

te
  

100 

90 

80 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

O 

Predicting General Release Risk 	 36 
For Aboriginal Inmates 

Chapter 4: 
Alternative Prediction Systems 

Figure 4.4 

General Release Risks by Time at Large Since 
Last Conviction (or Age 16) and Prime Term 

Admission (Aboriginals) 

None 
1 day - LT 6 mos 	Li- g 'nos 

GE GE 6  rrie  - 	G E g me - LT  30 releGE 30  mos  - LT  5 Yr 

Time at Large 
All sampled Male Aboriginal Warrant of 
Committal Admissions released in 1983/84 

4.2.1.3 Escape/Failure Convictions During Last 5 Years 
The variable that explained the largest proportion of the variation in General Success Rate after the 
effects of the first two variables was accounted for was: 

• Total number of all previous Summary & Indictable Convictions during the last 5 years 
for Escapes/Failures. 

As shown in Figure 4.5 there is a regular and operationally significant reduction in the General 
Success Rate with increases in the number of EscapelFailure Convictions During the Last 5 
Years45 . 

45. Non-linearity in the relationship is not as obvious from this Figure (and other Figures in this section). 
However, non linearity is shown by the fact that the Burgess analysis found that — after a certain value of the 
independent variable — further increases in the independent variable did not lead to significant (using Burgess 
criteria) further changes in General Suc,cess Rates (i.e. after 3 convictions for EscapelFailure Convictions 
During Last 5 Years). 

GE 5Yr 
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Figure 4.5 

General Release Risks by No. of Escape/Failure 
Convictions During Last Five Years 

(Aboriginals) 

1 Previous 	 2 Previous 

No. of Previous Escape/Failure Convictions 
All sampled Male Aboriginal Warrant of 
Committal Admissions released in 1983/84 

No Previous 3 or more Previous 

The General Success Rate is 
• 44% for (the 56% of) releases with "no previous" EscapelFailure Convictions During 

the Last 5 Years. 

However, for the 44% of releases with some EscapelFailure Convictions During the Last 5 Years 
the General Success Rate steadily decreases: 

• from 29% for'the (23% of) releases who had "1 previous" Escape/Failure Convictions 
During the Last 5 Years, 

• to less than a third of that rate — 9% — for the (8% of) releases who had "3 or more 
previous" EscapelFailure Convictions During the Last 5 Years. 
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4.2.1.4 Prime Term Breach of Trust Convictions 
Variables such as Prime Term Breach of Trust Convictions present a special problem for risk 
prediction exercises. First of all, the purely statistical criteria used by both the Regression and the 
Burgess techniques indicate that the variable should be included in any scoring system. 

Figure 4.6 

General Release Risks by No. of Prime 'Term 
Breach of Trust Convictions 

(Aboriginals) 
100 

No. of Prime Term Breach of Trust Convictions 
All sampled Male Aboriginal Warrant of 

Committal Admissions released in 1983/84 

However, as shown by the data in Appendix A, only 4 (1%) of the Aboriginal releases in our 
sample of cases had "1 or more previous" Prime Term Breach  of  Trust Convictions. Further, as 
shown in Figure 4.6, although those with no such prime term offences had a General Success Rate 
of only 33%, all of the 4 cases with such convictions succeeded after release — a result that is 
contrary to what one would have expected. 

The authors of this report would argue that the variable should not be included in any scoring 
system that is to be used in an actual decision-making environment. However, this 
recommendation would be the subject of some debate in prediction circles. The variable is 
therefore presented here without discussion. 
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4.2.1.5 Property Convictions during the Last 5 Years 
The next variable to be incorporated into both the Regression and Burgess Scoring system was: 

• Total number of all previous Summary & Indictable Convictions during the last 5 years 
for Property offences. 

As shown in Figure 4.7 the 
• 48% General Success Rate for (the 45% of all) releases with "no previous" Property 

Convictions during the Last 5 Years, 
was roughly double 

•• the 27% General Success Rate for (the 41% of all) releases with "1, 2 or 3 previous" 
Property Convictions during the Last 5 Years, and 

• the 23% General Success Rate for (the 8% of all) releases with "4 or 5 previous" 
Property Convictions during the Last 5 Years. 

None of the 18 releases (7% of all releases) with "6 or more previous" Property Convictions 
during the Last 5 Years succeeded after release. 

Figure 4.7 

General Release Risks by No. of Property 
Convictions During Last Five Years 

(Aboriginals) 

No Previous 

All sampled Male Aboriginal Warrant of 
Committal Admissions released in 1983/84 

1, 2 or 3 Previous 	 4 or 5 Previous 

No. of Previous Property Convictions 
6 or More Previous 
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4.2.1.6 Against the Person Convictions During the Last 5 Years 

A similar pattern is shovvn in Figure 4.8 for the variable: 
• Total number of all previous Sununary & Indictable Convictions during the last 5 years 

for Against the Person offences. 

The 
• 48% General Success Rate for (the 45% of all) releases with "no previous", Against the 

Person Convictions During the Last 5 Years 
was roughly double 

• the 26% General Success Rate for (the 33% of all) releases with "1, 2 or 3 previous" 
Against the Person Convictions During the Last 5 Years, and 

• the 20% General Success Rate for (the 23% of all) releases with "4 or 5 previous" 
Against the Person Convictions During the Last 5 Years. 

Figure 4.8 

General Release Risks by No. of Against the 
Person Convictions During Last Five Years 

(Aboriginals) 

3 or More No Convictions 	 1 or 2 

Number of Against the Person Convictions 
All sampled Male Aboriginal Warrant of 
Committal Admissions released in 1983/84 
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4.2.1.7 Break & Enter Convictions in Previous Set of Sentences 
The seventh and final variable that was found to make a statistically significant independent 
contribution to improving predictions of General Release Risk for Aboriginals was: 

• Total number of all previous Surmnary & Indictable Convictions during the most recent 
set of sentence dates preceding the prime term for Break and Enter offences, and 

As shown in Figure 4.9 there is a considerable difference between 
• the 39% General Success Rate for (the 79% of all) releases who have "no previous" 

Break & Enter Convictions in Previous Set of Sentences, and 
• the 16% General Success Rate for (the 21% of all) releases who have "1 or more" 

Break & Enter Convictions in Previous Set of Sentences. 

Figure 4.9 

General Release Risks by No. of Break & Enter 
Convictions in Previous Set of Sentences 

(Aboriginals) 

No Convictions 	 1 or More 

No. of Break and Enter Convictions 
All sampled Male Aboriginal Warrant of 
Committal Admissions refeased in 1983/84 
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4.3 Predictive Accuracy and Usefulness 
As noted throughout all the reports of this project, the accuracy and usefulness of any risk 
prediction system cannot be described by any one single statistic. In this section, we thus employ 
the range of tests used in the previous Chapter to compare the ability of the Nuffield Scoring 
system to predict risk for Non-aboriginals with its ability to predict risk for Aboriginals — expect 
that here the focus will be on comparing the abilities of the Nuffield System with the two scoring 
systems developed especially for this project (the Regression and Burgess Aboriginal Risk Scoring 
S ystems). 

The assessment is begun with Figure 4.10 which presents many of the tests normally employed to 
describe certain of the purely statistical properties of regressions46. As with the analogous results 
for regressions regarding Non-Aboriginals, most of these traditional measures take values that do 
not compare favourably to the values taken by analogous measures for regressions that have been 
developed to describe and predict activities or behaviour in other fields. For instance, econometric 
studies of the economy regularly develop regression equations with "adjusted R Squares47 " of 
over .95. The "adjusted R Square" for this project's Aboriginal regression equation was only .17. 

Figure 4.10 

Aboriginal General Release Risk: 
Statistics from Step 7 of Regression 

Multiple R 	 .43531 
R Square 	 .18949 
Adjusted R Square 	.16775 
Standard Error 	.43243 

R Square Change 
F Change 
Signif F Change 

.01184 
3.81353 
.0519 

Analysis of Variance 

	

DF 	Sum of Squares 	Mean Square 
Regression 	 7 	 11.41029 	 1.63004 
Residual 	 261 	 48.80532 	 .18699 

However, as argued in the companion project report on Non-Aboriginals, other measures often 
better describe the "usefulness" of scoring systems — especially in risk and release environments 
that are policy and operationally relevant. 

46. The project used various forms of the Stepwise Regression Technique. Figure A4.10 in Appendix A provides 
more complete results for the seventh step. 

It should also be noted that, because of the relatively small sample size, the regressions were run on the full 
sample. If one were to consider utilizing these results to implement an alternative risk scoring system for 
Aboriginals, one of the first steps in that process would be to test these new systems on data from a new, 
"validation" sample of releases. 

47. The value of this statistic can be interpreted as the percent of variation in the dependent variable (e.g. General 
Release Risk Rate) that is explained by the combination of dependent variables in the regression equation. 
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Figure 4.11 and Figure 4.12 begin this part of the assessment with simple comparisons of the 
actual General Release Success Rates exhibited by 1983/84 releases with different Regression and 
Burgess Risk scores. Similar to the results for Nuffield Scores in Figure 3.1 in Chapter 3, both 
scoring systems produce risk scores that have the hoped for general relationship with actual release 
risk. For both Scoring Systems, as the risk scores increase, the actual General Success Rates of 
inmates with those scores decrease in a reasonably steady manner. 

However — for the regression-based results especially — the regular relationship between General 
Success Rates and scores is interrupted at certain scores. Specifically, General Success Rates that 
diverge considerably from the overall pattern are found at scores of: 

• "65" (a relatively low Success Rate of 11% — for 7% of the 269 Aboriginals) 
• "69" (a relatively low rate of 8% for — 4% of the releases), and 
• "70" (a relatively high rate of — 55% for 4% of releases). 

The Burgess based results are generally much more "regular". The one exception occurs at a 
Burgess score of "8" at which the General Success Rate (for the 3% of inmates with that score) is 
unexpectedly low at 30%. 

Figure 4.11 

Release Success Rates 
by Regression Risk Scores: 

Aboriginal Male Releases, 1983/84 

50 	 55 	 60 	 65 
Regression General Risk Score 



Regression rgçss  1%1'01J-ea Original 
Nuffield 

Success 
Rate 

% of 
Cases 

Score 
Range 

Success 
Rate 

% of 
Cases 

Very Good 

Good 

Fair 

Fair/Poor 

Poor 

75% 

63% 

44% 

39% 

22% 

10% 

6% 

15% 

12% 

57% 

>53 

54>64 

65>70 

71>73 

74 up 

88% 

52% 

27% 

21% 

4% 

6% 

33% 

30% 

13% 

18% 

7:= 
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Figure 4.12 

Actual Release Success Rates 
by Burgess Risk Scores: 
Aboriginal Male 1983/84 Releases 

(6) 	(4) 	(2) 	0 
Burgess General Risk Score 

The following table compares the Regression and Burgess results with results presented earlier for 
the Nuffield system as applied to Aboriginals. The table groups Regression and Burgess scores in 
a manner that distributes releases in roughly the same proportion as produced for the "regrouped" 
Nuffield Scoring System. (As noted earlier, these alternative grouping of Scores gives a 
distribution more useful than  the original grouping — when looking at the data from the 
perspective of Aboriginals only). 

Both the Regression and Burgess scoring systems produce results for broad groupings of risk 
scores that are at least as good as those produced by the Nuffield Scoring System. 
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Next, Figure 4.13 and Figure 4.14 compare the 3 Risk Scoring Systems in terms of "dynamic 
versions" of 4 measures found especially useful in the previous Chapter and the companion project 
report for Non-Aboriginals48 : 

• The Dynamic Parole Success Rate, 
• The Dynamic Total Error Rate, 
• The Dynamic Percent Valid, and 
• The Dynamic Relative Improvement Over Chance. 

The most obvious conclusion from all of these tests is that — for Aboriginals — both of the 
alternative scoring systems perform equally well or moderately better than the Nuffield System at 
virtually all parole release rates. The differences in the Nuffield and alternative systems is less 
pronounced at lower overall parole rates, but more evident at overall parole rates above 40%. 
Those who prefer to use the Relative Improvement Over Chance statistic as a measure of the 
relative power of a prediction tool would find that this measure most accentuates the differences. 

Figure 4.13 

Dynamic Total Error Rate and Dynamic Parole 
Success Rate (Nuffield vs Regression vs Burgess) 

(Aboriginal) 
100 

90 
80 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
20 
10 

0 

0 	10 	20 	30 	40 	50 	60 
Cumulative % Paroled 

50 . 	7...\\,...".;.,:......-.-._•........, 	- 	- 
—,.::,-------- 	• 	

• ...,,,,,,.,„,iis ;  
30 _ 
20 _ 
10 _ 
0 

70 	80 	90 	100 

100 
90 
80 
70 
60 

Total Error 	 Total Error 	 Total Error 
(Nuffield) 	 (Regression) 	 (Burgess) 

›. 

Parole Success 	Parole Success 	Parole Success 
(Nuffield) 	 (Regression) 	 (Burgess) 

— —G-- — 
Sample of Male Aboriginal Warrant of 
Committal Admissions Released in 1983/84 

48. Certain of these dynamic rates were developed especia lly for this project and are described in the companion 
project report that focuses on General Release Risk for Non-Aboriginals. 
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Figure 4.14 

Dynamic Relative Improvement over Chance 
(Nuffield vs. Regression vs. Burgess) 

(Aboriginals) 

0 	10 	20 	30 	40 	50 	60 	70 	80 	90 	100 
Cumulative % Paroled 

Percent Valid 
(Nuffield) 

Dynamic RIOC 

(Nuffield) 
— 

Sample of Male Aboriginal Warrant of 
Committal Admissions Released in 1983/84 

Percent Valid 
(Regression) 

Dynamic RIOC 

(Regression) 

Percent Valid 
(Burgess) 

Dynamic RIOC 

(Burgess) 

4.4 Concluding Comments 
This project developed two new scoring systems designed especially for the prediction of General 
Release Risk for Aboriginal penitentiary inmates. One of these systems was based on a linear 
regression analysis, the other was based on a Burgess Scoring method. The major task of the 
Chapter was to compare the statistical accuracy and operational usefulness of these alternatives to 
that of the Nuffield Scoring System, a system designed for a combination of Aboriginal and Non-
Aboriginal releases. 

The results were fairly conclusive. First of all, the new scoring systems require considerably less 
information to develop risk scores than does the Nuffield System (or any of the alternative systems 
developed by the project for Non-Aboriginals). Despite this advantage, a battery of tests showed 
that the alternative systems perform, at least as well as, and often moderately better than the 
Nuffield System. 



Chapter 5 

Actual Board Decisions 

5.1 	Introduction 
The final substantive Chapter of the companion report on General Release Risks for Non-
Aboriginal releases explored three final closely related questions that must be considered in 
assessing the predictive usefulness of any risk prediction system: 

1. Do Parole Release Decisions that are made without the assistance of any risk prediction 
system adequately reflect the risks associated with different types of offenders? 

2. Could use of a risk prediction system result in release decisions that "better" reflect the 
risks associated with different types of offenders — i.e., better than  those now made 
without the prediction system?, and 

3. Would use of a risk prediction system to assist in Release Decisions imply a significant 
change to the release decisions made without the prediction system? 

This final Chapter of the current report explores the same three issues, but for a risk prediction 
system specially developed for Aboriginals. 

Further, because this Chapter discusses the same issues as were addressed in the Non-Aboriginal 
report, and because the reader will quite likely wish to compare the results for Aboriginals and 
Non-Aboriginals, the current Chapter draws heavily from both the structure and text of the 
corresponding Chapter in the Non-Aboriginal Report. 

5.2 Actual Release Decisions and Predicted Risk 

5.2.1 General Relationship 
Release risk is only one of a number of factors that should legitimately be considered in any 
decision regarding when to release an offender from penitentiary. Nonetheless, the first of the 
above questions is especially important for a number of practical reasons. 

For instance, a finding that actual release decisions for Aboriginal inmates (made without the 
assistance of prediction instruments) already adequately reflect release risk would call into serious 
question the need to devote scarce resources to developing statistical "Aboriginal" risk prediction 
instruments to effect further improvements that are either not possible or are not required. 
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Alternatively, it might be found that current decision making does reflect predicted release risk for 
Aboriginals, but does so imperfectly. This latter type of finding would imply that parole board 
members do in fact recognize (at least implicitly) that release risk is an important factor to be 
considered in making release decisions for Aboriginals— and that decision makers would therefore 
be more likely to be amenable to using methods that could assist in providing better predictions of 
such risk. As well, introduction of a risk prediction system would not be seen as changing the 
general direction of release decision practices and policies. Such a finding would therefore have 
positive implications for the feasibility and probable success of any efforts to introduce a risk 
prediction system into day to day parole decision making processes. 

When the Nuffield Risk Prediction system was developed, Nuffield found that, (for inmates in her 
sample combining Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal cases released in 1970 through 1971) the Parole 
Board granted parole to relatively high proportions of inmates having low Nuffield Risk Prediction 
Scores — and to relatively low proportions of inmates having high (risk) scores. 

Figure 5.1 begins a more intensive examination of the relationship between actual parole decisions 
and predicted release risk using data from the data base utilized in earlier sections of the current 
report — the data base for the sample of 269 Aboriginal releases in 1983/8e. 

As noted in the previous Chapter, the Burgess Scoring System that was developed especially for 
this project performed moderately better for Aboriginals than did either the original Nuffield 
Scoring System or the specially developed Regression Scoring System. The Burgess system can 
also be considered as an updated or recalibrated version of the original Nuffield system. For these 
reasons, Figure 5.1 and other analysis in this Chapter utilizes these Burgess Scores rather than the 
alternative Nuffield or Regression scores. 

For each inmate in the sample then, a risk score was therefore calculated using the General 
Burgess Scoring System. For inmates with different risk scores (i.e. predicted risk level), 
Figure 5.1 then shows the percent of those inmates who were actually paroled, and the percent of 
those inmates (with the same risk score) who actually succeeded after release. 

Although the companion report on General Release Risk for Non-aboriginals found a fairly 
definite relationship between an inmate's Risk Score and the chance of being paroled, an earlier 
preliminary exploration50  focusing on the experience of 49 Aboriginal releases found an "almost 
random relationship between Nuffield Scores and Parole Release Rates" for Aboriginal releases. 

However, the information that is presented in Figure 5.1 indicates that Nuffield's earlier findings 
do in fact continue to hold for this larger sample of Aboriginal releases. 

The dotted line in the Figure is reproduced from the previous Chapter, and shows that as the 
Burgess (predicted) Release-Risk Scores increase the (actual) probability of inmates' succeeding 
after release falls — from 74% for inmates with the lowest Burgess Scores, to 5% for Aboriginal 
inmates with the highest Burgess Scores. 

49. Figures in this Chapter are based on data in Figure A4.12 in Appendix A. Because of minor problems with 
missing data for certain variables, the sample size for different parts of the analyses varies between 269 and 

. 271 Aboriginal inmates. 

50. Hann, R.G. and W.G. Harman, Release Risk Prediction: Testing the Nuffield Scoring System for Native and  
Female Inmates,  Corrections Branch, Solicitor General of Canada, No. 1989-4 (1989). 
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Figure 5.1 

Parole Release Rates and General Release 
Success Rates by Burgess Risk Scores 
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However, of more interest to the current discussion, the solid line in the Figure shows that 59% of 
the inmates with the lowest Burgess Release Risk Scores were actually paroled. However, as the 
Burgess Release Risk Scores of inmates increase, the chances of those inmates being released to 
parole also (with the exception of one point51 ) steadily decrease — to the point at which only 2% 
of the inmates with the highest Burgess Release Risk Scores were paroled. 

Thus actual Board decisions for Aboriginal inmates in our sample are certainly consistent with the 
hypothesis that different release risks associated with different individual inmates already play a 
significant role in the process of deciding whether or not to release different groups of inmates to 
parole. Therefore, use of a risk prediction system such as those considered in this report would 
not represent a major change in the general direction or principles of parole decision-making. 

51. Only 30% of Aboriginal releases with a Burgess Score of -8 were released by Parole, compared to 55% and 
59% for releases with the adjacent Burgess Scores of -10 and -6, respectively. 
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5.2.2 Comparison to Non -Aboriginals 

The companion analysis for Non-Aboriginal releases (reproduced here as Figure 5.2) resulted in a 
similar finding. However, a comparison of the Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal results raises an 
additional issue. 

As shown in Figure 5.2 for Non-Aboriginals, at any Burgess Risk Score, for irunates with the same 
Burgess Risk Score the chances of those irunates' being released to parole are always very close to 
those inmates' chances of succeeding after release. That is, the two lines in the Figure follow each 
other very closely. 

In contrast, Figure 5.1 shows that, for Aboriginals, at any Burgess Risk Score52, the chances of 
an inmate's being released to parole are in most cases considerably below the General Release 
Success Rates for those inmates. 

Further, when one compares Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal groups of inmates with similar 
predicted success rates (i.e., as predicted by their respective Non-Aboriginal and Aboriginal 
Burgess Risk Scores), one finds that the groups of Aboriginal irmiates have considerably lower 
chances of being released to parole than do the Non-Abo riginals. 

For instance, Non-Aboriginal inmates with Non-Aboriginal Burgess scores of -3 or +3 had a 
combined predicted General Success Rate of 57% — and 50% of those inmates were paroled. In 
contrast, Aboriginal inmates with Aboriginal Burgess scores of -6 or -4 had similar predicted 
General Success Rates of 59% and 52% (respectively), but only 32% and 28% (respectively) of 
those Aboriginal inmates were released to parole53 . 

The additional comparisons in the table below have similar implications. 

Non-Aboriginals 	 Aboriginals 

Burgess Scores 	Success Rates 	Percent Paroled 	Burgess Scores 	Success Rates 	Percent Paroled 

-12 	 73% 	 75% 	 -12 	 74% 	 59% 

-3 or +3 	57% 	 50% 	 - 6 	 59% 	 32% 

	

-4 	 52% 	 28% 

9, 12, 15, or 18 	30% 	 33% 	 - 2 	 33% 	 17% 

	

0 	 33% 	 4% 

	

+2 	• 	30% 	 15% 

The respective Burgess Scores control (as best as is currently statistically possible) for release risk. 
These findings therefore raise concems regarding whether — after controlling for release risk — 
Aboriginal inmates are less likely to be paroled than Non-Aboriginals. The findings at a minimum 
highlight the need for further exploration of this issue. 

52. 	with the three exceptions of inmates with Burgess Scores of -10, -8 and +4.. 

53. It should, however, be noted that Aboriginals with a Burgess Score of -10 also had a General Success Rate in 
the 55% range, and 55% of those inmates were paroled. 
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Figure 5.2 

Parole Release Rates and General Release 
Success Rates by General Burgess Risk Scores 

(20) 	(15) 	(10) 	(5) 	0 	5 
General Burgess Risk Score 

% Released General Release 
to Parole 	Success Rates 

o 

Construction and Validation Samples . of 
Male Non-Aboriginal Warrant of Committal 
Admissions Released in 1983/84 

5.2.3 Individual Release Decisions 
Nonetheless, although similar predicted success rates do not engender as high rates of parole for 
Aboriginals as for Non-Aboriginals, this does not negate the earlier evidence that for Aboriginals 
parole release rates are generally related to predicted success rates. 

On the other hand, strict use of a risk prediction system would imply a significant change 
regarding which specific offenders were released. 

To illustrate this point, Figure 5.3 summarizes information from Figure 5.1 for each of the 5 
Burgess Release Risk Score groupings of offenders discussed earlier in the previous Chapter. 

If one were to base parole release decisions solely on the Aboriginal Burgess Risk Scores, then to 
maximize the overall number of correct decisions (i.e., the sum of release successes and denial 
failures) one would release all inmates in Burgess groups with predicted success rates over .5 and 
deny release54  to inmates in Burgess groups with predicted success rates under .5. 

54. As in earlier Chapters, this discussion arbitrarily assumes that the decision-maker would behave as if he or she 
were risk neutral. 
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Figure 5.3 

Burgess Score Grouping 	% Successes 	% of 	% 

	

-Range- 	cases 	Paroled 
(average) 

Lowest Risk 	 74 - 74% 	13% 	59% 
up to -12 	 (74%) 

Moderate Risk 	 30 - 59% 	25% 	35% 
-11 to 	-4 	 (51%) 

Mid Risk 	 30 - 33% 	42% 	13% 
-3 to +2 	 (32%) 	. 

High Risk 	 0 - 9% 	8% 	9% 
+3 to +4 	 ( 9%) 

Highest Risk 	 5 - 5% 	12% 	2% 
+5 and Up 	 ( 9%) 

All Cases 	 34% 	100% 	21% 

Clearly there are differences between the decisions that would have been made if decision makers 
had relied solely on Burgess Scores and the decisions that were actually made. 

For instance, from both Figure 5.3 and the dashed line in Figure 5.1 it can be seen that the (13% 
of all) offenders who fell within the lowest Burgess Risk group have an average success rate of 
74%. If one were to base parole release decisions solely on the Burgess Scores of offenders, then 
all (100%) of the offenders in this group would be paroled. However, using data from Figure 5.3 
and the solid line in Figure 5.1 one finds that (only) just over half (59%) of the offenders were 
actually paroled. 

Similarly, the (25% of all) offenders who fell within the second lowest Burgess Risk group have 
an average success rate of 51%. However, rather than paroling 100% of the inmates in this group, 
only 35% were actually paroled. 

In contrast, at the other end of the risk spectrum, the (20% of all) offenders in the two highest risk 
groups had an average predicted success rate of only 9%. Although parole was not denied to all 
inmates in these two highest risk groups as would be the procedure advocated by sole use of the 
Burgess Risk Scores, decision makers came close to this target. Parole was actually granted to only 
9% and 2%, respectively, of the offenders in the two groups. 

Two important conclusions can be drawn from this information. First, use of the Burgess Scoring 
System would result in a recommended overall parole release rate (38e) considerably higher 
than the actual parole release rate (21%). Second, a switch to procedures based on the Burgess 
Scores from the actual parole procedures would also result in a significant shift in which specific 
individual offenders were granted and denied parole. 

55. This analysis is based on the 5 groupings of Burgess Scores. One would parole all offenders in the first two 
groups — since those groups had average success rates over 50%. 
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5.3 Release Decisions vs. Predicted and Actual Risk 

5.3.1 Overall Accuracy 
As noted earlier, there are other legitimate criteria for granting and denying parole to individual 
offenders — i.e., other than maximizing the percent of release success and denial failure outcomes. 
Application of these other criteria might legitimately explain why certain (predicted) low risk 

offenders were denied parole or why certain (predicted) high risk offenders were granted parole. 
Unfortunately, exploration of this possibility would require data that was not available to this part 
of the current study56. 

Nonetheless, it is also important to note that there are a number of ways in which parole release 
decision-makers could achieve the same overall level of risk. The current sample of offenders is a 
case in point. Using the previous analysis and the additional summary information presented in 
Figùre 5.4 following, one finds that if only those offenders with Burgess Risk Scores associated 
with predicted success . rates of .5 or more were paroled, then [13% (Lowest Risk) + 25% 
(Moderate Risk) =) 38% of the Aboriginal inmates would have been paroled, and the remaining 
62% would have been denied parole — and between 72% of those decisions would have been 
corrects'. 

In comparison, as shown in Figure 5.1 .  and Figure 5.4, the actual parole decisions followed a 
significantly different parole selection strategy. Further, even though the actual strategy resulted in 
a considerably smaller percent of inmates being paroled overall (21% vs 38%), the actual strategy 
did not achieve any reduction in the overall rate of correct decisions (i.e., 73% vs 72%)58 . 

The implication is that one could use the Burgess Scoring system to increase the percent of 
Aboriginal inmates released to parole (i.e., to a level higher than that achieved by actual decisions) 
without increasing the risk of decision errors above that of the current decision making processes. 

Finally, it is of considerable interest that this rate of correct decisions for the Aboriginal Burgess 
Scoring System (72%) is virtually identical to the rate of correct decisions that was achieved by 
using a Burgess Risk Scoring System for Non-Aboriginals (between 70% and 71%). 

56. However, a subsequent study could undertake at least a preliminary exploration of other reasons for parole 
decisions using the significantly larger number of variables available for (the smaller number of cases) in 
another project data base, i.e. the File Review data base. 

57. Using the grouped Burgess Scores, [9% (Lowest Risk) + 13% (Moderate Risk) =1 22% of the simulated 
decisions would have been predicted and actual paroled/successes, and [ 22% (Mid-risk) + 7% (High Risk) + 
21% (Highest Risk) =1 50% of the simulated decisions would have been predicted and actual denied/failures. 

58. 14% of the offenders in the sample were successes who had been paroled, and 59% of the offenders in the 
sample were failures who had been denied parole. 
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Figure 5.4 

	

All Cases 	 Paroled 	 Not Paroled 
# 	 # 

	

(% of ail Cases) 	 (% of all Cases) 

Cases 	 Release 	 Rele,ase 

	

Burgess 	Successes? 	# 	Paroled 	 Successes? 	 Successes? 

	

Score 	 (go of 	(% of 	Total  	Total 	  

	

Grouping 	yes 	no 	all 	row 	 Yes 	No 	 Yes 	No 

cases) 	total)  

Lowest 	25 	9 	34 	59% 	20 	14 	6 	14 	11 	3 
Risk ' 	(9%) 	( 3%) 	(13%) 	 ( 7%) 	( 5%) 	( 2%) 	( 5%) 	( 4%) 	( 1%) 
up to -12 

	

Moderate 	35 	33 	68 	35% 	24 	18 	6 	44 	17 	27 
Risk 	(13%) 	(12%) 	(25%) 	 ( 9%) 	( 7%) 	( 2%) 	(16%) 	( 6%) 	(10%) 
-11 to 	-4 

	

Mid Risk 	28 	60 	88 	13% 	11 	6 	5 	77 	22 	55 

	

-3 to +2 	(10%) 	(22%) 	(32%) 	 ( 4%) 	( 2%) 	( 2%) 	(28%) 	( 8%) 	(20%) 

	

High Risk 	2 	20 	22 	9% 	2 	1 	1 	20 	1 	19 

	

+3 to +4 	( 1%) 	( 7%) 	( 8%) 	 ( 1%) 	( 0%) 	( 0%) 	( 7%) 	( 0%) 	( 7%) 

Highest 	3 	56 	59 	2% 	1 	o 	1 	58 	3 	55 
Risk 	( 1%) 	(21%) 	(22%) 	 ( 0%) 	( 0%) 	( 0%) 	(21%) 	( 1%) 	(20%) 
+5 and Up 

	

All Cases 	93 	178 	271 	21% 	58 	39 	19 	213 	54 	159 
(34%) 	(66%) 	(100%) 	 (21%) 	(14%) 	(7%) 	(79%) 	(20%) 	(59%) 

5.3.2 Specific Accuracy 
Of course, it would be incorrect to frame any discussion of optimal parole procedures in terms of 
only two options — i.e., the current procedures only, or sole reliance on statistical scoring systems. 
One would at least wish to explore whether there were any situations in which it would be 
beneficial to combine the best of both. 

First of all, it must be kept in mind that both the statistical methods utilized in this study and the 
actual parole decisions resulted in predictions of release risk which were accurate in only just over 
70% of the cases. Neither statisticians nor advocates of current parole procedures could therefore 
credibly argue against the position that there was amply room for improvement. 

Secondly, evidence is available that at least strongly suggests the possibility that — in certain 
specific circumstances — a combination of current procedures and scoring systems could yield 
decisions that result in a reduction in release risk below the levels that would result if either 
system had been used on its own. 

Figure 5.5 addresses this latter point by showing the actual Release Success Rates of Aboriginal 
offenders who had different Burgess Risk Scores — but separately for offenders released to parole 
and for offenders denied parole and released later on Mandatory Supervision. Figure 5.6 following 
summarizes the same information for the 5 broader Groupings of Burgess Scores used earlier in 
this Chapter. 

The most obvious conclusion is that, when faced with a group of Aboriginal offenders with the 
same statistically predicted risk (i.e., with the same Aboriginal Burgess Risk Score), the Parole 
Board was able to divide that group into two subgroups: one subgroup (i.e., the subgroup who 
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Figure 5.5 

General Release Success Rates 
by General Burgess Risk Scores 
(Parole vs. Mandatory Supervision Releases) 

Success Rate 	Success Rate 
(Parolees) 	(MS.  Releases) 

Samples of Male Aboriginal Warrant of Committal 
Admissions Released in 1983/84 

were paroled) with better chances of success than the other subgroup (i.e., the subgroup who were 
not paroled). In other words, (as was found in the analogous investigation of Non-Aboriginals) in 
most cases for any specific level «predicted risk, those Aboriginal inmates who were paroled had 
better actual success rates than those inmates who were not paroled. With only two exceptions 59, 
given any specific level of predicted risk, the actual Parole Board decisions improved on the 
statistical risk predictions 60 . 

In light of evidence presented earlier in this Chapter, this finding does not mean that the Parole 
Board overall made better risk predictions than did the statistical scoring system. However, the 
finding does strongly imply that the best system for predicting risk might in at least some 
circumstances combine the contributions of both the information provided by a statistical risk 
scoring system and the additional expertise and experience of parole Board members. Both might 
benefit from information provided by the other. 

59. .... i.e. the exceptions at Burgess Scores of "-12" and "0". 

60. It is, of course, possible that the differences in success rates are due to other factors not considered here. For 
instance, if parolees received better remedial treatment than M.S. releases, or if parolees were less closely 
monitored by the authorities than were parolees, then one would expect parolees to exhibit higher (repo rted) 
success rates than would M.S. releases — even if they represented similar levels of risk at time of release. 
However, determining which of the possible alternative hypotheses best explains the data requires analysis that 
must be left to later projects. 
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Figure 5.6 

	

All Cases 	 Actual Parolees 	Not Paroled 
(Mandatory Supervision) 	Actual 

Correct 

	

Cases 	 Release 	Success 	Failure Rate 	Decisions 

	

Burgess 	Successes? 	# 	Paroled 	Successes? 	Rate 	 (% of rove 

	

Score 	(% of row totals) 	(% of 	(% of 	 total) 

	

Grouping  	all 	 TOW 
yes 	no 	cases) 	total) 	% of 	% of 	% of 	% of 	% of 

Parolees 	row 	MS 	MS 	row 

	

total 	releases 	releases 	total 

Lowest 	 34 
Risk 	(74%) 	(26%) 	(13%) 	59% 	(70%) 	(41%) 	(79%) 	(21%) 	( 9%) 	(50%) 
up to -12 

	

Moderate 	 68 
Risk 	(51%) 	(49%) 	(25%) 	35% 	(75%) 	(26%) 	(39%) 	(61%) 	(40%) 	(66%) 
-11 to 	-4 

	

Mid Risk 	 88 

	

-3 to +2 	(32%) 	(68%) 	(32%) 	13% 	(55%) 	( 7%) 	(29%) 	(71%) 	(63%) 	(69%) 

	

High Risk 	 22 

	

+3 to +4 	( 9%) 	(91%) 	( 8%) 	9% 	( 50%) 	( 5%) 	. ( 5%) 	(95%) 	(86%) 	(91%) 

Highest 	 59 
Risk 	( 1%) 	(91%) 	(22%) 	2% 	( 0%) 	( 0%) 	( 5%) 	(95%) 	(93%) 	(93%) 
+5 and Up 

	

All Cases 	 271 
(34%) 	(66%) 	(100%) 	21% 	(67%) 	(14%) 	(25%) 	(75%) 	(59%) 	(73%) 

However, these findings must be tempered by two facts that are also obvious from the data 
presented here. 

First of all, the advantages of actual Board decisions over those based solely on release risk do not 
come without significant cost, namely, parole rates that must decrease with increasing overall risk. 
For instance, one of the hidden and increasing costs of maintaining a release success rate for 
parolees above 65% as one moves between groups of offenders with Burgess Risk Scores of "42" 
to offenders with Burgess Risk Scores of "41 to -4" 61  is that the Parole Board did so by being 
increasingly selective in granting parole. Of the offenders with a Burgess Score of "-12", 59% 
were paroled — in contrast to only 35% of the offenders with Burgess Scores of between "-11" 
and "-4". 

Similarly, Figure 5.6 shows that one would obtain an average success rate of 51% if one paroled 
100% of the offenders with Burgess Scores in the Moderate Risk group (scores from -11 and -4). 
The higher 75% success rate for parolees under actual parole release decisions was obtained by 
paroling only 35% of the offenders in that risk group. 

This type of cost (i.e., the cost of having to keep increasing percentages of offenders in prison) 
becomes even higher as the Risk Scores of offenders increase. For instance, for the "Mid Risk" 
(scores of -3 to +2) and "High Risk" (scores of +3 to +4) Burgess Score groupings, the average 
Success Rate for parolees is maintained at 55% and 50%, respectively, only by paroling on 

61. ....except for at the Burgess Score of -8  (at which point the Success Rate for parolees temporarily dips to 
50%). 
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average 13% and 9% of the offenders in each group (11 of 88, and 2 of 22 offenders, 
respectively). 

The costs associated with the lower parole rates required to maintain higher success rates for 
parolees do, therefore, partially offset the benefits of those relatively higher parole success rates. 

The second fact that is obvious from the data is that the demonstrated ability of actual decision 
making to improve on the success rates for parolees for offenders with specific risk scores — 
although difficult to achieve, and of importance for each specific risk grouping of offenders — 
does not translate into an overall improvement in release risk. 

For instance, faced with the 88 offenders scored as being "Mid Risk" (offenders with success rates 
of 32%) it is readily granted that it was difficult to achieve an average success rate of 55% for the 
11 offenders who were actually selected for parole from that group — a success rate that 
corresponds to 6 successful parolees. Nonetheless, the practical value of that achievement is 
diminished considerably when one notes (see Figure 5.5 and Figure 5.6) that the 14 offenders 
within the "Lowest" risk category who were also denied  parole had a considerably higher average 
success rate (79%) than did the "Mid Risk" inmates who were granted  parole. In fact, one could 
have generated more parole successes (i.e., 11 vs. 6) — and achieved a higher success rate for 
parolees — by simply granting parole to all of the "Lowest" risk inmates who were actually 
released to M.S.. 

The preceding analysis focused on success rates for parolees as the objective. Similar results 
apply if other criteria are used. For instance, the summary statistics in the Figure 5.6 show that 
one does not even have to compare different Burgess Groupings of offenders to demonstrate the 
fact that the actual capability of selecting out the better risks among groups of higher risk 
offenders is all too frequently offset by the choice of paroling any of those higher risk offenders in 
the first place. 

More specifically, if all the "Lowest Risk" offenders were paroled (i.e., if release decisions for that 
group were based solely on Burgess Risk Scores), since the overall success rate for those offenders 
was 74% (see Figure 5.6), then 74% of the decisions to release would have been correct. 
However — even though those actually paroléd had higher success rates than those not paroled 
within this Lowest Risk range — the overall actual percent of decisions that were correct (50%) 
was worse than if decisions had been based solely on the Burgess Risk Scores (i.e., 41% of all 
cases who were paroled successes, plus 9% of all cases who were denial failures). In fact, of all 
the 5 risk groupings of offenders, only for the "Moderate Risk" grouping 62  did the parole release 
authority's ability to select out the better risk offenders from among offenders with higher 
individual risk scores offset by more than 1 or 2 percentage points the negative effects of denying 
parole to offenders with lower risk scores and choosing instead to parole offenders with those 
higher risk scores. 

One is therefore left with the conclusion that, although there is evidence that the actual parole 
release decision making processes have the potential for improving on the decisions that would be 
made solely using statistical prediction systems, further investigation is needed before one can 
define a mechanism for ensuring that that potential is realized. 

62. For the "Moderate Risk" group, granting parole to all inmates in the category would result in 51% of the 
release decisions being correct. The actual release decisions had a "correct rate" of 66% (26% parole 
successes plus 40% denial failures). 
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5.3.3 Equity and Fairness 
Many times in the above discussion emphasis has been given to the importance of parole release 
decisions reflecting pfinciples other than risk, in particular principles related to equity and fairness. 

From this perspective it should be noted that, as shown above, when some 7 different case 
characteristics are used to classify individual Aboriginal offenders as best as is statistically possible 
in terms of their predicted release risk, there were instances in which some offenders with higher 
predicted release risk were paroled — while offenders with lower predicted release risk were 
denied parole. 

In addition, evidence has also been presented that suggests that — if one were to compare a group 
of Aboriginal inmates with a group of Non-Aboriginal inmates with the same predicted chances of 
Release Risk — the Aboriginals would have a lower chance of being granted parole. 

This situation amounts to apparent statistical disparity — at least in terms of the current ability of 
statistical methods to classify offenders in terms of risk. Whether or not that apparent disparity 
can be accounted for by other factors not considered here is a topic to be addressed by subsequent 
projects. 

5.4 Concluding Comments 
The analysis in this Chapter supports a number of important conclusions regarding Release Risk 
and actual parole decision making. 

First, and perhaps most important, actual Board decisions for Aboriginal inmates in our sample are 
consistent with the hypothesis that release risks already play a significant role in Parole Board 
members' decisions of whether or not to release different groups of inmates to parole. 

This finding has the special implication that use of a risk prediction system such as those 
considered in this report would not represent a major change in the general direction or principles 
of parole decision-making. 

However, a second conclusion is equally clear. Use of (for instance) the Burgess Scoring System 
would likely result in a recommended overall parole release rate for Aboriginals that was 
considerably higher than the actual parole release rate. In addition, a switch to procedures based 
on the Burgess Scores from the actual parole procedures would result in a significant shift in 
which specific individual offenders were granted and denied parole. 

Third, even though the actual parole decisions followed a significantly different parole selection 
strategy than would be implied by strict use of either the Regression or Burgess (or even Nuffield) 
Scoring systems, actual parole decisions resulted in a very similar (albeit slightly lower) overall 
rate of correct decisions. One cannot therefore criticize actual parole board decisions because the 
decisions resulted in a significantly different overall level of release risk (i.e., different than would 
be obtained if decisions had been solely based on one of the available statistical scoring systems). 

Fourth, both the statistical methods utilized in this study and the actual parole decisions resulted in 
predictions of release risk which were accurate in only just over 70% of the cases. Neither 
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statisticians nor advocates of current parole procedures could therefore credibly argue against the 
position that there was ample room for improvement. 

Fifth, actual parole decision makers do seem able to take a group of offenders with similar 
Burgess predicted Risk Scores and to select out of that group a subgroup of offenders (i.e., 
parolees) who will demonstrate a higher Release Success Rate than those offenders who are not 
selected (i.e., not paroled). However, although this result is difficult to achieve, and of importance 
for each specific risk grouping of offenders — it does not translate into an overall improvement 
in average release risk. 

Sixth, evidence is presented in the Chapter that strongly implies that the best system for predicting 
risk might in at least some circumstances combine the contributions of both the information 
provided by a statistical risk scoring system and the additional expertise and experience of parole 
Board members. However, there is no simple rule for defining a way to ensure that the potential 
of such a combination of approaches is realized. 

The final issue addressed in the Chapter is that of statistical disparity — the degree to which 
offenders with similar predicted Release Risk Rates are treated similarly (with respect to being 
granted or denied parole), and/or the degree to which offenders in lower predicted risk groups are 
released to parole before offenders in higher predicted risk groups. The analysis strongly suggests 
the apparent existence of both types of statistical disparity — at least in terms of the current 
ability of statistical methods to classify offenders in terms of risk. Whether or not that apparent 
disparity can be accounted for by other factors not considered here is a topic that should be 
addressed by subsequent projects. 
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This Appendix contains statistical tables to support the text in the main body of the report. The 
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A4.3 Previous Break and Enter Convictions 	  4 
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A4.5 Escapes/Failures Convictions during the Last 5 Years 	  7 
A4.6 Breach of Trust Prime Term offences 	  8 
A4.7 Property Convictions during the Last 5 Years 	  9 
A4.8 Against the Person Convictions during the Last 5 Years 	  10 
A4.9 Break and Enter offences During the most recent set of sentence dates . . 	 11 
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A4.12 Burgess General Risk Score by Outcome and Release Type 	  15 



1 

1 

Predicting General Release Risk 	 2 
For Aboriginal Inmates 

Appendix A: 	1 
Supporting Statistical Tables 

A.2 Assessing the Nuffield System (Chapter 3) 
Figure A3.1 

Nuffield Scoring System: Predictor Variables 

Weight/Predictor 	 Weight/Predictor 

Current Offence 	 Number of Previous Convictions for Assault 
-3 	Homicide: any act resuking in death, except by 	+2 	Has 1 previous conviction for assault 

automobile 	 +3 	Hu 2 or more previous convictions for assault 
-2 	Unarmed Robbery 	 Marital Status 
-4 	Nonviolent Sex offences, including: incest, sexual 	-1 	Is married or has common-law spouse 

intercourse with the underage, seduction, gross 
indecency 	 Interval at risk since last offence 

-2 	Dangerous Driving, Criminal Negligence in Operation 	+1 	If has been less than 6 months between inmate's 
of Motor Vehicle, 	 current conviction and his last offence (or his release 

-2 	Arson, 	 from his last imprisonment, if he was jailed for his last 
Kidnapping, Hijacking, Abduction, 	 offence) 

-2 	Obstructing Peace Officer 	 -2 	If has been 2 years or more between hunate's current 
-3 	Narcotics Offences 	 .. 	 conviction and his last offence (or his release from his 
+1 	Receiving or Possession of Stolen Goods 	 last imprisonment, if he was jailed for his last offence) 
+1 	Theft 
+2 	Break and Enter, Forcible Entry, Unlawfully in 	Number of Dependents . 

Dwelling 	 -2 	Has 3 or more dependents (includes dependents from 
+4 	Escape 	 common-law marriage) 
Age at Admission 	 Aggregate Sentence 
+2 	Under 21 	 -3 	Aggregate sentence is 5 years 
-2 	Over 39 	 -2 	Aggregate sentence is 6 years or more 
Number of Previous Imprisonments 	 Number of Previous Convictions for Violent Sex Off. 
-4 	Has never been in a penal institution (jail, prison, or 	+4 	Has 1 previous conviction for forcible rape, attempted 

penitentiary) Ixfore 	 rape, or indecent assault 
+1 	Has served a sentence in a penal institution on 3 or 4 	Number of Previous Convictions for Break & Enter 

previous occasions 	 -2 	Hu no previous convictions for break and enter, or 
+2 	Has served a sentence in a penal institution on 5 or 	 being unlawfully in dwell ing house 

more previous occasions 	 +2 	Hu 1 or 2 previous convictions for break and enter 
Previous Breach of  Parole/MS. 	 +3 	Hu 3 or 4 previous convictions for break and enter 
+2 	Has pmviously been revoked or has forfeited his 	+6 	Has 5 or more previous convictions for break and enter 

parole or M. S. 	 Employment Status at Time of Arrest 
Number of Previous  Escapes 	 -1 	Employed when arrested for current offence 
+3 	Has escaped or attempted to escape on 1 or more 

previous occasions 
Security Classification 
+1 	Is in maximum security at tinte of parole hearing 
Age at First Adult Conviction 
+2 	Was under 19 at time of first adult conviction 
-2 	Wu between 23 and 30 (inclusive) at time of fun 

adult conviction 
-3 	Was between 31 and 40 (inclusive) at time of first 

adult conviction 
-6 	Was between 41 and 49 (inclusive) at time of first 

adult conviction 
-7 	Was over 49  al  tirne of first adult conviction 
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SAMPLE OF ABORIGINAL CASES 
MODIFIED NUFFIELD RISK SCORE 
BY OUTCOME AND RELEASE TYPE 

TOTAL SAMPLE 	 FULL PAROLE RELEASE 	 OTHER RELEASE TYPE 

	

No Return 	Return 	SUBTOTAL 	No Return 	Return 	SUBTOTAL 	No Return 	Return 	SUBTOTAL 

NATNSCOR 
-11 	6 	 o 	6 	4 	0 	4 	2 	0 	2 

Outcome % 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	6% 	0% 	2% 	11% 	0% 	7% 	4% 	0% 	1% 

-9 	9 	2 	11 	8 	2 	10 	1 	0 	 1 
OULCOMQ % 	82% 	18% 	100% 	80% 	20% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	10% 	1% 	4% 	21% 	11% 	18% 	2% 	0% 	04 

-6 	6 	5 	11 	2 	3 	5 	4 	2 	 6 
OUtCOrre % 	55% 	45% 	100% 	40% 	60% 	100% 	67% 	33% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	64 	3% 	44 	5% 	17% 	9% 	7% 	1% 	3% 

-3 	10 	6 	16 	3 	2 	5 	7 	4 	11 
Outcome % 	63% 	38% 	100% 	60% 	40% 	100% 	64% 	36% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	11% 	3* 	6% 	8% 	11% 	9% 	13% 	3% 	5% 

0 	8 	14 	22 	6 	2 	 8 	 2 	12 	14 
Outcome 5 	364 	64% 	100% 	75% 	25% 	100% 	14% 	86% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	9% 	8% 	8% 	16% 	11% 	14% 	4% 	8% 	7% 

3 	10 	9 	19 	5 	2 	7 	5 	7 	12 
Outcome % 	534 	47% 	100% 	71% 	29% 	100% 	42% 	58% 	100% 
It of Subsample 	11% 	5% 	7% 	13% 	11% 	13% 	9% 	4% 	6% 

6 	12 	19 	31 	4 	2 	6 	8 	17 	25 
Outcome % 	39% 	61% 	100% 	67% 	33% 	100% 	32% 	68% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	13% 	11% 	12% 	11% 	11% 	11% 	14% 	11% 	12% 

9 	15 	34 	49 	3 	2 	5 	12 	32 	44 
Outcome % 	31% 	69% 	100% 	60* 	40% 	100% 	27% 	73% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	16% 	19% 	18% 	8% 	11% 	• 9% 	21% 	20% 	21% 

12 	10 	41 	51 	1 	2 	3 	9 	39 	48 
Outcome % 	20% 	80% 	1004 	33% 	674 	100% 	19% 	81% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	11% 	23* 	19% 	3% 	11% 	5% 	16% 	25% 	23% 

15 	7 	24 	31 	2 	1 	3 	i 	23 	28 
Outcome % 	23% 	77% 	100% 	67% 	33% 	100% 	18% 	82% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	7% 	14% 	12% 	5% 	6% 	5% 	94 	15% 	13% 

18 	1 	13 	14 	 o 	0 	0 	1 	13 	14 
Outcome % 	7% 	93% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	7% 	93% 	100% 
% of Subsample  • 	 1% 	7% 	5% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	2% 	8% 	75 

21 	0 	 a 	8 	 0 	 o 	0 	 0 	 6 	 8 
Outcome % 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	100% 	100% 

. % of Subsample 	0% 	5% 	3% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	5% 	4% 

TOTAL SUBSAMPLE 	94 	175 	269 	38 	18 	56 	56 	157 	213 
Outcome % 	35% 	65% 	100% 	68% 	32% 	100% 	26% 	74% 	100 5 
% of Subsample 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 

NUFFIELD CATEGORY GROUP 
VERY GOOD -6 & LESS 	18 	5 	23 	13 	4 	17 	5 	1 	6 

Outcome % 	78% 	22% 	100% 	76% 	24% 	100% 	83% 	17% 	100% 

GOOD -5 TO -1 	17 	14 	31 	7 	3 	10 	10 	11 	21 
Outcome % 	55% 	45% 	100% 	70% 	30% 	100% 	48% 	52% 	100% 

FAIR 0 TO +4 	14 	17 	31 	 8 	 4 	12 	6 	13 	19 
Outcome % 	45% 	55% 	100% 	67% 	33% 	100% 	32% 	68% 	100% 

FAIR/POOR +5 TO +8 	18 	27 	45 	 5 	 2 	7 	13 	25 	38 
Outcome % 	40% 	60% 	100% 	71% 	29% 	100% 	34% 	665 	100% 

POOR +9 * OVER 	27 	112 	139 	5 	5 	10 	22 	107 	129 
Outcome % 	19% 	81% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	100% 	17% 	83% 	100% 

All sampled Male Native cases in the R83NUFFI.D2 data base 
(i.e. Warrant of Committal  Admissions  released in 1983/84) 

Source: r83nuffi.d2 cr83nuffi.sps> 

1 
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A.3 Alternative Prediction Systems (Chapters 4 and 5) 
Figure A4.3 

DISTRIBUTION OF ALL SAMPLED ABORIGINAL  CASES 
By % of PREV/OUs US CONVICTIONS: 

FOR EACH SUBSAMPLE 

TOTAL  SAMPLE 	 CONSTRUCTION 	 VALIDATION 

INDICTABLE 	sUBT0TAL 	INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 	INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 

	

cONVICTION/CUSTODY 	 CoNVICTION/CUSTODY 	 CONVICTION/cUsToDY 
WITHIN 	3 YEARS 	 WITHIN 3 YEARS 	 WITHIN 3 YEARS 

	

No Return 	Return 	 No Return 	Return 	 No Return 	Return 

$ OF PREVIOUS BiE CONVICTIONS 
None 	48 	39 	87 	20 	15 	35 	28 	24 	52 

Outcome % 	55% 	45% 	100% 	57% 	43% 	100* 	54* 	46% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	52% 	22% 	32% 	44% 	16% 	264 	58% 	28% 	39% 

1 Conviction 	15 	32 	47 	10 	18 	28 	 5 	 14 	19 
Outcome % 	32% 	68% 	100% 	36% 	64% 	100% 	26% 	74% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	16% 	18% 	17% 	22% 	20% 	21% 	10% 	16% 	14% . 

2 Convictions 	13 	33 	46 	 7 	16 	23 	 6 	17 	23 
Outcome % 	26% 	72% 	100% 	30% 	70% 	100% 	26% 	74% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	14% 	19% 	17% 	16% 	18% 	17% 	13% 	20% 	17% 

3 Convictions 	4 	26 	30 	 2 	12 	14 	 2 	14 	16 
Outcome % 	13% 	87% 	100% 	14% 	864 	100% 	13% 	88% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	44 	154 	11% 	4% 	13% 	10% 	4% 	164 	12% 

4 Convictions 	6 	 14 	20 	 3 	 7 	10 	 3 	 7 	10 
OUtCOM % 	30% 	70% 	100% 	304 	70% 	100% 	30% 	70% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	6% 	8% 	7% 	7% 	8% 	7% 	6% 	84 	7% 

5 Convictions 	3 	12 	15 	 2 	10 	12 	 1 	 2 	 3 
Outcome % 	20% 	80% 	100% 	17% 	83% 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	3% 	7% 	64 	4% 	11% 	9% 	2% 	2% 	2% 

6 Convictions 	2 	 6 	 6 	 o 	0 	 o 	2 	 6 	 8 
Outcome % 	25* 	75% 	100% 	04 	04 	0% 	25% 	75* 	100% 
% of Subsample 	2% 	3% 	3% 	0% 	0% 	04 	4% 	7% 	6* 

7 Convictions 	1 	 9 	 10 	 0 	 8 	 8 	 1 	 1 	 2 
OUtC01110 % 	10% 	90% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	1* 	5% 	4% 	0* 	9% 	6% 	2% 	1% 	1% 

8 Convictions 	0 	 4 	 4 	 o 	 3 	 3 	 0 	 1 	 1 
Outcome % 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	0* 	2% 	1% 	0% 	3% 	2% 	0% 	1% 	1% 

9 Convictions 	1 	 2 	 3 	 1 	 1 	 2 	 0 	 1 	 1 
Outcome % 	33% 	67% 	100% 	50* 	50% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	1% 	1% 	1% 	2% 	1% 	1% 	0* 	1% 	1% 

10 or more Convictions 	o 	1 	 I 	 o 	1 	 1 	 0 	 0 	 o 
Outcome % 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0* 	100% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 
* of Subsample 	0% 	1% 	0* 	0% 	1% 	I% 	0% 	0% 	0% 

TOTAL SUBSAMPLE 	93 	178 	271 	45 	91 	136 	48 	87 	135 
Outcome I 	344 	66% 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 	36% 	644 	100%- 
% of Subsample 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100* 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 

	

93 	178 	271 	45 	91 	136 	48 	87 	135 

MEAN 	1 	 3 	 2 	 1 	 3 	 2 	 1 	 2 	 2 
10th Percentile 	0 	 0 	 o 	o 	0 	 0 	 0 	' 	0 	 o 
25th Percentile 	0 	 1 	 o 	0 	 1 	 0 	 o 	o 	0 
Median 	0 	 2 	 2 	 1 	 2 	 2 	 0 	 2 	 1 
75th Percentile 	2 	 4 	 3 	 2 	 5 	 4 	 2 	 3 	 3 
90th Percentile 	4 	 6 	 5 	 4 	

.7 	
7 	 4 	 6 	 5 

Maximum 	9 	10 	10 	 9 	10 	10 	 7 	 9 	 9 

t OF PREVIOUS BiE CONVICTIONS 
No Convictions 	48 	39 	87 	20 	15 	35 	28 	24 	52 

Outcome % 	55% 	45% 	100% 	57% 	43% 	100% 	54% 	46% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	52% 	22% 	32% 	44% 	164 	264 	58% 	28# 	39% 

1 or 2 convictions 	28 	65 	93 	17 	34 	51 	11 	31 	42 
Outcome % 	30% 	70% 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 	26% 	74* 	100% 
% of Subsample 	30% 	37% 	34% 	38% 	37% 	38% 	23% 	36% 	31% 

3 	or more Convictions 	17 	74 	91 	 6 	 42 	50 	 9 	32 	41 
Outcome % 	19% 	81% 	100% 	16% 	84% 	100% 	22% 	78% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	18* 	42% 	34% 	18% 	46% 	37% 	19% 	37% 	30% 

All sampled Male Aboriginal cases in the CRIMHIST.DAT data base 
(i.e. Warrant of Committal Admissions released in 1983/84) 

Source: CRIMHIST.DAT criskf2n.T01> reg22n90.scs 
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Figure A4.4 

DISTRIBUTION OF ALL SAMPLED ABORIGINAL CASES 
BY TIME AT LARGE SINCE LAST CONVICTION (OR AGE 16) AND 

PRIME TERM ADMISSION 
FOR EACH SUBSAMPLE 

TOTAL SAMPLE 	 CONSTRUCTION 	 VALIDATION 

INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 	INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 	INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 

	

CONVICTION/CUSTODY 	 CONVICTION/CUSTODY 	 CONVICTION/CUSTODY 

	

WITHIN 3 YEARS 	 WITHIN 3 YEARS 	 WITHIN 3 YEARS 

	

No Return 	Return 	 No Return 	Return 	 No Return 	Return 

TIME SINCE AGE 16 OR LAST 
CONVICTION 

NONE 	4 	10 	14 	2 	4 	6 	2 	6 	8 
Outcome 1 	29% 	71% 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 	25% 	75% 	100% 
1 of Subsample 	4% 	6% 	5% 	4% 	4% 	4% 	4% 	71 	fit 

GE 1 DAY - LT 3  NOS 	11 	34 	45 	3 	16 	19 	 8 	 18 	26 
Outcome % 	24% 	76% 	100% 	164 	844 	100% 	31% 	69% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	12% 	19% 	17% 	7% 	18% 	14% 	17% 	21% 	194 

GE 3  NOS 	LT 6 MOS 	10 	28 	38 	3 	16 	19 	7 	12 	19 
Outcome % 	26% 	74% 	100% 	16% 	84% 	100% 	37% 	63* 	100% 
% of SubseMple 	11% 	16% 	146 	7% 	18% 	14% 	15* 	14% 	14% 

GE 6 MON - LT 9 MOS 	7 	29 	36 	6 	16 	22 	1 	13 	14 
Outcome % 	19% 	81% 	100% 	27% 	73% 	100% 	7% 	93% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	8% 	16% 	13% 	13% 	18% 	16% 	2% 	15% 	10% 

GE 9 NOS - LT 1 YR 	11 	18 	29 	5 	7 	12 	6 	11 	17 
Outcome % 	38% 	62% 	100% 	42% 	58% 	100% 	35% 	65% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	12% 	10% 	11% 	11% 	8% 	9% 	13% 	13% 	13% 

GE 1 YR - LT 15  NOS 	8 	16 	24 	5 	9 	14 	3 	7 	10 
Outcome % 	33% 	67% 	100% 	36% 	64% 	100% 	30% 	70% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	9% 	9% 	9% 	11% 	10% 	10% 	6% 	8% 	7% 

GE 15 MOS - LT 18 MON 	3 	7 	10 	1 	5 	6 	2 	2 	4 
Outcome % 	30* 	70% 	100% 	17% 	83% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	3% 	4% 	4% 	2% 	5% 	4% 	4% 	2% 	3% 

GE 18 MOS- LT 21 MOS 	2 	6 	8 	0 	3 	3 	2 	3 	5 
Outcome % 	25% 	75% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	40% 	60% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	2% 	3% 	3% 	0% 	3% 	2% 	4% 	3% 	4% 

GE 21 MOS - LT 2 YRS 	1 	7 	 8 	- 	 0 	5 	5 	1 	2 	3 
Outcome % 	13% 	88% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	1% 	4% 	3% 	0% 	5% 	4% 	2% 	2% 	2% 

GE 2 YRS - LT 30 MOS 	6 	6 	12 	3 	2 	5 	3 	4 	7 
Outcome % 	50% 	50% 	100% 	60% 	40% 	100% 	43% 	57% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	6% 	3% 	4% 	7% 	2% 	4% 	6% 	5% 	5% 

GE 30 MOS - LT 3 YRS 	5 	5 	10 	3 	2 	5 	2 	3 	5 
Outcome % 	50% 	50% 	100% 	60% 	40% 	100% 	40% 	60% 	100% 
% of Subaample 	5* 	3% 	4% 	7% 	2% 	4% 	4% 	3% 	, 	4% 

GE 3 YRS - LT 42 MOS 	5 	4 	9 	3 	1 	4 	2 	3 	5 
Outcome % 	56% 	44% 	100% 	75% 	25% 	100% 	40% 	60% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	5% 	2% 	3% 	7% 	1% 	3% 	4% 	3% 	4% 

GE 42 MOS - LT 4 YRS 	1 	1 	5 	1 	1 	2 	3 	0 	3 
Outcome % 	80% 	20% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	4% 	1% 	21( 	2% 	1% 	1% 	6% 	Ot 	2% 

GE 4 YRS - LT 5 YRS 	3 	3 	6 	0 	2 	2 	3 	1 	4 
Outcome 1 	50% 	50% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	75% 	25% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	3% 	2% 	2% 	0% 	2% 	1% 	6% 	1% 	3% 

GE 5 YRS - LT 6 YRS 	4 	0 	4 	3 	0 	3 	1 	0 	1 
Outcome 1 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	4% 	0% 	1% 	7% 	0% 	2% 	2% 	0% 	1% 

GE 6 YRS - LT 7 YRS 	1 	1 	2 	1 	1 	2 	0 	0 	0 
Outcome % 	50% 	50% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 
% of Subsample 	1% 	1% 	1% 	2% 	1% 	1% 	01 	0% 	0% 

GE 7 YRS - LT 8 YRS 	1 	0 	1 	1 	0 	1 	0 	0 	0 
Outcome % 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 
% of Subsample 	1% 	0% 	0% 	2% 	0% 	1% 	0% 	0% 	0% 

GE 9 YRS - LT 10 YRS 	0 	1 	1 	0 	0 	0 	0 	1 	1 
Outcome % 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	100% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	0% 	1% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	1% 	1% 

GE 10 YRS 	7 	2 	9 	5 	1 	6 	2 	1 	3 
Outcome % 	78% 	22% 	100% 	83% 	17% 	100% 	67% 	33% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	8% 	1% 	3% 	11% 	1% 	4% 	4% 	1% 	2% 

TOTAL SUBSAMPLE 	93 	178 	271 	45 	91 	136 	48 	87 	135 
Outcome % 	34% 	66% 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 	36% 	64% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 

All sampled Male ABORIGINAL cases in the CRIMHIST.DAT data base 
(i.e. Warrant of Committal Admissions released in 1983/84) 

(continued) 



1 
1 

All sampled Male ABORIGINAL cases in the CRIMHIST.DAT data base 
(i.e. Warrant of Committal Admissions released in 1983/843 

Source: CRIMHIST.DAT <riskf2n.t02> req22n90.scs 
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Figure A4.4 (Continued) 

DISTRIBUTION OF ALL SAMPLED ABORIGINAL CASES 
BY TIME AT LARGE SINCE LAST CONVICTION (OR AGE 16) AND 

PRIME TERM ADMISSION 
FOR EACH SUBSAMPLE 

TOTAL SAMPLE 	 CONSTRUCTION 	 VALIDATION 

INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 	INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 	INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 

	

CONVICTION/CUSTODY 	 CONVICTION/CUSTODY 	 CONVICTION/CUSTODY 

	

WITHIN 3 YEARS 	 WITHIN 3 YEARS 	 WITHIN 3 YEARS 

No Return 	Return 	 No Return 	Return 	 No Return 	Return 

TIME SINCE ÀGE 16 OR LAST 
CONVICTION 

MEAN 	(months)  	34 	13 	20 	42 	13 	23 	26 	13 	18 
10th Percentile 	2 	1 	1 	2 	1 	1 	1 	1 	.. 
25th Percentile 	5 	3 	3 	7 	3 	4 	4 	3 	3 
Median 	(months)  	13 	7 	9 	14 	8 	10 	12 	7 	9 
75th Percentile 	37 	15 	20 	40 	16 	22 	35 	14 	19 
90th Percentile 	68 	29 	44 	124 	27 	53 	50 	31 	39 
Maximum (months)  	334 	155 	334 	334 	155 	334 	206 	128 	206 

TIME SINCE AGE 16 OR LAST 
CONVICTION 

NONE 	4 	10 	14 	2 	4 	6 	'2 	6 	 8 
Outcome % 	29% 	71% 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 	254 	754 	100% 
% of Subsample 	4% 	6% 	5% 	4% 	4% 	4% 	4% 	7% 	6# 

GE 1 DAY - LT 6  NOS 	21 	62 	83 	6 	32 	38 	15 	30 	45 
Outcome % 	254 	75% 	100% 	16% 	84% 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 
t of Subsample 	23% 	354 	31% 	13% 	35% 	28% 	31% 	34% 	33% 

GE 6 MON - LT 9  NOS 	7 	29 	36 	6 	16 	22 	1 	13 	14 
Outcome % 	19% 	81% 	100% 	27% 	73% 	100% 	7% 	93% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	8% 	16% 	13% 	13% 	184 	16% 	2% 	15% 	10% 

GE 9 MOS - LT 30  NOS 	31 	60 	91 	14 	31 	45 	17 	29 	46 
Outcome % 	34% 	66% 	100% 	31% 	69% 	100% 	37% 	63% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	33% 	34% 	34% 	31% 	34% 	33% 	35% 	33% 	34% 

GE 30  NOS  - LT 5 YRS 	17 	13 	30 	7 	6 	13 	10 	7 	17 
Outcome % 	57% 	43% 	100% 	544 	46% 	100% 	59% 	41% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	18% 	7% 	11% 	16% 	7% 	10% 	21% 	8% 	13%. 

GE 5 YRS 	 . 	 13 	4 	17 	10 	2 	12 	3 	2 	5 
Outcome % 	76% 	24% 	100% 	83% 	17% 	100% 	60% 	40% 	100% 
1 of Subsample 	14% 	2% 	6% 	22% 	2% 	9% 	6% 	2% 	4% 

TOTAL SUBSAMPLE 	93 	178 	271 	45 	91 	136 	48 	87 	135 
Outcome % 	34% 	66% 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 	. 	36% 	64% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 
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Figure A4.5 

DISTRIBUTION OF ALL SAMPLED ABORIGINAL CASES 
BY 	ESCAPE/FAILURE CONVICTIONS DURING LAST 5 YRS: 

FOR EACH SUBSAMPLE 

TOTAL SAMPLE 	 CONSTRUCTION 	 VALIDATION 

INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 	INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 	INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 

	

CONVICTION/CUSTODY 	 COUVICTION/CUSTODY 	 CONVICTION/CUSTODY 
WITHIN 3 YEARS 	 WITHIN 3 YEARS 	 WITHIN 3 YEARS 

	

No Return 	Return 	 No Return 	Return 	 No Return 	Return 

4 OF ESCAPES/FAILURES DURING 
LAST 5 YRS 

None 	67 	85 	152 	36 	33 	69 	31 	52 	83 
Outcome 4 	44% 	56% 	100% 	52% 	48% 	100% 	37% 	63% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	72% 	48% 	56% 	80% 	36% 	51% 	65% 	60% 	61% 

1 Conviction 	18 	44 	62 	 a 	25 	33 	10 	19 	29 
Outcome % 	29% 	71% 	100% 	24% 	76% 	100% 	34% 	66% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	19% 	25% 	23% 	18% 	27% 	24% 	21% 	22% 	21% 

2 Convictions 	6 	29 	35 	 1 	19 	20 	5 	10 	15 
Outcome % 	17% 	83% 	100% 	5% 	954 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 
4 of Subsample 	64 	16% 	13% 	2% 	21% 	15% 	10% 	11% 	11% 

3 Convictions 	1 	9 	10 	0 	7 	7 	1 	2 	3 
Outcome % 	10% 	904 	100% 	0* 	100* 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	It 	54 	. 	4% 	0% 	8% 	5% 	2% 	2% 	2% 

4 Convictions 	1 	 7 	8 	 o 	5 	5 	1 	 2 	3 
Outcome % 	13% 	88% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	1% 	4% 	3% 	0% 	5% 	4% 	2% 	2% 	2% 

5 Convictions 	0 	2 	2 	0 	2 	2 	 o 	0 	0 
Outcome % 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0* 	100% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 
% of Subsample 	. 0% 	1% 	I% 	0% 	2% 	1% 	0% 	0% 	0% 

7 Convictions 	0 	2 	2 	0 	 o 	o 	0 	2 	2 
Outcome % 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	100% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	0% 	1% 	1% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	2% 	1% 

TOTAL SUBSAMPLE.  	93 	178 	271 	45 	91 	136 	48 	87 	135 
Outcome % 	34% 	66% 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 	36% 	64% 	100% 
lb of Subsample 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 

	

93 	178 	271 	45 	91 	136 	48 	87 	135 

MEAN 	o 	1 	1 	 1 	 1 	- 	1 	1. 	 1 
10th Percentile 	0 	 o 	o 	 0 	 o 	o 	o 	0 
25th Percentile 	o 	0 	0 	 o 	0 	 o 	0 	 o 
Median 	0 	1 	 o 	 1 	 o 	0 	0 	0 
75th Percentile 	1 	2 	1 	 2 	2 	1 	1 	1 
90th Percentile 	1 	3 	2 	 3 	3 	2 	2 	2 
Maximum 	4 	7 	7 	 5 	 5 	 4 	7 	7 

f OF ESCAPES/FAILURES DURING 
LAST 5 YRS 

No Convictions 	67 	85 	152 	36 	33 	69 	31 	52 	83 
Outcome % 	44% 	56% 	100% 	52% 	48% 	100% 	37% 	63% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	72% 	48% 	56% 	80% 	364 	51% 	65% 	60% 	61% 

1 Conviction 	18 	44 	62 	8 	25 	33 	10 	19 	29 
Outcome % 	29% 	71% 	100% 	24% 	76% 	100% 	34% 	66% 	100% 
* of Subsample 	19% 	25% 	23% 	18% 	27% 	24% 	21% 	22% 	21% 

2 convictions 	6 	29 	35 	1 	19 	20 	5 	10 	15 
Outcome % 	17% 	83% 	100% 	5% 	95% 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	6% 	16% 	13% 	2% 	21% 	15% 	10% 	11% 	Ilt 

3 or more Convictions 	2 	20 	22 	0 	14 	14 	2 	6 	 a 
Outcome % 	9% 	91% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	25% 	75% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	2% 	11% 	8% 	0% 	15% 	10% 	4% 	7% 	6% 

All sampled Male ABORIGINAL cases in the CRIMHIST.DAT data base 
(i.e. Warrant of Committal Admissions released in 1983/84) 
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Figure A4.6 
DISTRIBUTION OF ALL SAMPLED ABORIGINAL CASES 

BY  t of PRIME TERM BREACH OF TRUST CONVICTIONS: 
FOR EACH SUBSAMPLE 

TOTAL SAMPLE 	 CONSTRUCTION 	 VALIDATION 

INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 	IND/CTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 	INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 
CONVICTION/CUSTODY 	 CONVICTION/CUSTODY 	 CONVICTION/CUSTODY 

	

WITHIN 3 YEARS 	 WITHIN 3 YEARS 	 WITHIN 3 YEARS 

No Return 	Return 	 No Return 	Return 	 No Return 	Return 

4 OF PRIME TERM Breach 
CONVICTIONS 

None 	89 	178 	267 	42 	91 	133 	47 	87 	134 
Outcome t 	334 	67% 	100% 	324 	68% 	100% 	35% 	65% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	96% 	100% 	99% 	93% 	100% 	984 	98% 	100% 	99% 

1 Conviction 	3 	0 	3 	3 	, 	0 	3 	0 	0 	0 
Outcome % 	100% 	Olt 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 
% of Subsample 	3% 	0% 	1% 	7% 	0% 	2% 	0% 	0% 	0% 

2 Convictions 	1 	0 	1 	0 	0 	0 	1 	0 	1 
Outcome % 	100% 	0% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	100% 	0% 	100% 
t of Subsample 	1% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	2% 	Of 	1% 

TOTAL SUBSAMPLE 	93 	178 	271 	45 	91 	136 	48 	87 	135 
Outcome % 	34% 	664 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 	364 	64% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 

	

93 	178 	271 	45 	91 	136 	48 	87 	135 

MEAN 	 0 
10th Percentile 	 0 
25th Percentile 	  
Median 	  
75th Percentile 	 0 
90th Percentile 	 0 
Maximum 	 2 

4 OF PRIME TERM Breach 
CONVICTIONS 

No Convictions 	89 	178 	267 	42 	91 	133 	47 	87 	134 
Outcome % 	33% 	67% 	100% 	32% 	68% 	100% 	35% 	65% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	96% 	100% 	994 	93% 	100% 	98% 	98% 	100% 	99% 

1 	or more Convictions 	4 	0 	4 	3 	0 	3 	1 	0 	1 
Outcome % 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	4% 	0% 	1% 	7% 	0% 	2% 	2% 	0% 	1% 

All sampled Male ABOR/G/NAL cases in the CRIMHIST.DAT data base 
(i.e. Warrant of Committal Admissions releaaed in 1983/84) 

Source: CRIMHIST.DAT <riskf2n.t04> reg22n90.scs 

I. 



TOTAL SAMPLE CONSTRUCTION VALIDATION 

INDICTABLE 
CONVICTION/CUSTODY 

WITHIN 3 YEARS 

INDICTABLE 
CONVICTION/CUSTODY 

WITHIN 3 YEARS 

INDICTABLE 
CONVICTION/CUSTODY 

WITHIN 3 YEARS 

SUBTOTAL SUBTOTAL SUBTOTAL 

No Return Return No Return1 Return No Return Return 

PROPERTY offences - last 5 
None 	  

OUtCOMQ % 	  
% of Subsample 	  

I Conviction 	  
Outcoma % 	  
% of Subsample 	  

2 Convictions 	  
Outcoma % 	  
% of Subsample 	  

3 Convictions 	  
Outcome 	  
% of Subsample 	  

4 Convictions 	  
Outcome % 	  
% of Subsample 	  

5 Convictions 	  
Outcome % 	  
% of Subsample 	  

6 Convictions 	  
Outcome % 	  
% of Subsample 	  

7 Convictions 	  
Outcoma 	  
% of Subsample 	  

8 Convictions 	  
Outcoma 	  
% of Subsample 	  

9 Convictions 	  
Outcoma % 	  
% of Subsample 	  

10 or more Convictions 	 
Outcoma % 	  
% of Subsample 	  

TOTAL SUBSAMPLE 	  
Outcome % 	  
% of Subsample 	  

MEAN 	  
10th Percentile 	  
25th Percentile 	  
Median 	  
75th Percentile 	  
90th Percentile 	  
Maximum 	  

58 	63 	121 	31 	30 	61 	27 	33 	60 
48% 	52% 	100% 	51% 	49% 	100% 	45% 	55# 	100% 
62% 	35% 	45% 	69% 	33% 	45% 	56% 	38% 	44% 

15 	42 	57 	5 	21 	26 	10 	21 	31 
26% 	74% 	100% 	19% 	81% 	100% 	32% 	68% 	100% 
16% 	24% 	21% 	11% 	23% 	19% 	21% 	24% 	23% 

	

a 	24 	32 	6 	13 	19 	2 	11 	13 

	

25% 	75% 	100% 	32% 	68% 	100% 	154 	85% 	100% 

	

9% 	13% 	12% 	13% 	144 	14% 	4% 	13% 	10% 

	

7 	14 	21 	2 	9 	11 	5 	5 	10 

	

33% 	67% 	100% 	18% 	82% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	1004 

	

8% 	8% 	8% 	4% 	10% 	8% 	10% 	6% 	7% 

	

3 	10 	13 	0 	6 	6 	3 	4 	7 

	

23% 	77% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	43% 	57% 	1004 

	

3% 	6% 	5% 	0% 	7% 	4% 	6% 	5% 	5% 

	

2 	7 	9 	1 	3 	4 	1 	4 	 5 

	

22% 	78% 	100% 	25% 	75% 	100% 	20% 	80% 	100% 

	

2% 	4% 	3% 	2% 	3% 	3% 	2% 	5% 	4% 

0 	7 	7 	0 	2 	2 	0 	5 	5 
0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	. 100% 
0% 	4% 	3% 	0% 	2% 	1% 	0% 	6% 	4% 

0 	2 	2 	0 	2 	2 	0 	0 	0 
0% 	100% 	100 1 	0% 	1004 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 
0% 	1% 	1% 	0% 	2% 	1% 	0% 	0% 	0% 

0 	4 	4 	 o 	 3 	3 	0 	1 	1 
0% 	100% 	100% 	04 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 
0% 	2% 	1% 	0% 	3% 	2% 	0% 	It 	1% 

0 	4 	4 	0 	2 	2 	0 	2 	2 
0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 
0% 	2% 	1% 	0% 	2% 	1% 	0% 	2% 	1% 

o 	1 	 1 	 o 	o 	o 	o 	1 	1 
0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	Ot 	0% 	100% 	1004 
0% 	1% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	1% 	lt 

	

93 	178 	271 	45 	91 	136 	48 	87 	135 

	

34% 	66% 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 	36% 	64% 	100% 

	

100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 

	

93 	178 	271 	45 	91 	136 	48 	87 	135 

1 	2 	2 	1 	2 	2 	1 	2 	2 
0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 
o 	0 	0 	 o 	o 	o 	o 	o 	o 
o 	1 	1 	 o 	1 	1 	0 	1 	1 
1 	 3 	2 	 1 	 3 	2 	 1 	 3 	2 
3 	 6 	 4 	2 	 5 	 4 	3 	• 	6 	5 
5 	10 	10 	5 	9 	9 	5 	10 	10 

yrs 

PROPERTY offences - Last 5 yrs 
No Convictions 	  

Outcoma 	  
% of Subsample 	  

1 through 3 	  
Outcome % 	  
% of Subsample 	  

4 or 5 Convictions 	  
Outcome % 	  
% of Subsample 	  

6 or more Convictions 	 
Outcome % 	  
% of Subsample 	  

58 	63 	121 	31 	30 	61 	27 	33 	60 
48% 	52% 	100% 	51% 	49% 	100% 	45% 	55% 	100% 
62% 	35% 	45% 	69% 	33% 	45% 	56% 	38% 	44% 

30 	80 	110 	13 	43 	56 	17 	37 	54 
27% 	73% 	100% 	23% 	77% 	100% 	31% 	69% 	100% 
32% 	45% 	41% 	29% 	47% 	41% 	35% 	43% 	40% 

	

5 	17 	22 	1 	9 	10 	4 	 8 	12 

	

23% 	77% 	100% 	10% 	90% 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 

	

5% 	10% 	8% 	2% 	10% 	7% 	8% 	9% 	9% 

0 	18 	18 	0 	9 	9 	0 	9 	9 
0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 
0% 	10% 	7% 	0% 	10% 	7% 	0% 	10% 	7% 
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Figure A4.7 
DISTRIBUTION OF ALL SAMPLED ABORIGINAL CASES 

BY # of PROPERTY CONVICTIONS IN LAST 5 YEARS: 
FOR EACH SUBSAMPLE 

All sampled Male ABORIGINAL cases In the CRIMHIST.DAT data base 
(i.e. Warrant of Committal Admissions released in 1983/84) 

Source: CRIMHIST.DAT criskf2n.t05, reg22n90.scs 
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Figure A4.8 
DISTRIBUTION OF ALL SAMPLED ABORIGINAL uses 

By 	of Against Person Offences IN LAST 5 YEARS: 
FOR EACH SUBSAMPLE 

TOTAL SAMPLE 	 CONSTRUCTION 	 VALIDATION 

INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 	INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 	INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 

	

CONVICTION/CUSTODY 	 CONVICTION/CUSTODY 	 CONVICTION/CUSTODY 
WITHIN 	3 YEARS 	 WITHIN 3 YEARS 	 WITHIN 3 YEARS 

	

No Return 	Return 	 No Return 	Return 	 No Return 	Return 

Against Person Offences- Last 
5 	yrs 

None 	58 	63 	121 	31 	30 	61 	27 	33 	60 
Outcome % 	484 	52% 	100* 	51% 	49* 	1004 	45% 	55% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	62% 	35% 	45% 	69% 	33% 	45* 	56% 	38% 	44%  

1 Conviction 	15 	42 	57 	5 	21 	26 	10 	21 	31 
OUtCOM4 % 	26* 	74% 	100% 	19% 	81% 	100% 	32% 	68% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	164 	24% 	21* 	11% 	23% 	19% 	21% 	24% 	23% 

2 Convictions 	8 	24 	32 	6 	13 	19 	2 	11 	13 
Outcome % 	25% 	75% 	100% 	32% 	68% 	100* 	15% 	85% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	9% 	13% 	12% 	13% 	14% 	14% 	4* 	13% 	10% 

3 Convictions 	7 	14 	21 	2 	9 	11 	5 	5 	10 
Outcome % 	33% 	67% 	100% 	18% 	82% 	100* 	50% 	' 	50% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	8% 	8% 	8% 	4% 	10% 	8% 	10% 	6% 	7% 

4 Convictions 	3 	10 	13 	0 	6 	6 	3 	 4 	 7 
Outcoma % 	23% 	77% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	43% 	57* 	100% 
% of Subsample 	3% 	6% 	5% 	0% 	7% 	44 	6% 	5* 	5% 

5 Convictions 	' 	2 	7 	9 	1 	3 	4 	1 	4 	5 
Outcome 4 	22* 	78% 	100% 	25* 	75% 	100% 	20% 	80* 	100% 
% of Subsample 	2% 	4% 	3% 	2% 	3% 	3% 	2% 	5% 	4% 

6 Convictions 	0 	7 	7 	0 	2 	2 	0 	5 	5 
Outcome % 	04 	100% 	100% 	0* 	100% 	100% 	0% 	1004 	100% 
% of Subsample 	0% 	4% 	3% 	0* 	24 	1% 	0% 	6% 	4% 

7 Convictions 	0 	2 	2 	0 	2 	2 	0 	0 	0 
Outcome % 	0% 	1004 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 
I of Subsample 	0% 	1% 	1% 	0% 	2% 	1% 	0% 	0% 	0% 

8 Convictions 	0 	4 	4 	0 	3 	3 	0 	1 	1 
Outcome % 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0* 	100% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	0% 	2% 	1% 	0% 	3% 	2% 	0% 	1% 	1% 

9 Convictions 	0 	4 	4 	0 	2 	2 	0 	2 	2 
Outcome % 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100* 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	0% 	2% 	1% 	0% 	2% 	1% 	0% 	2* 	1% 

10 or more Convictions 	0 	1 	1 	0 	0 	0 	0 	1 	1 
Outcome % 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	100% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	0% 	1% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	1% 	1% 

TOTAL SUBSAMPLE 	93 	178 	271 	45 	91 	136 	48 	87 	135 
Outcome % 	34% 	66% 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 	36% 	64% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 

	

93 	178 	271 	45 	91 	136 	48 	87 	135 

MEAN 	1 	2 	2 	1 	2 	2 	1 	2 	2 
10th Percentile 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 
25th Percentile 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 	0 
Median 	0 	1 	1 	0 	1 	1 	0 	1 	1 
75th Percentile 	1 	3 	2 	1 	3 	2 	1 	3 	2 
90th Percentile 	3 	6 	4 	2 	5 	4 	3 	6 	5 
Maximum 	5 	10 	10 	5 	9 	9 	5 	10 	10 

Against Person offences - Last 
5 yrs 

No Convictions 	58 	63 	121 	31 	30 	61 	27 	33 	60 
Outcome % 	48% 	52% 	100% 	51% 	49% 	1004 	45% 	55# 	100% 
% of Subsample 	62% 	35% 	45% 	69% 	331 	45% 	564 	38% 	44% 

1 through 2 	23 	66 	89 	11 	34 	45 	12 	32 	44 
Outcome % 	26% 	74% 	100% 	24% 	764 	100% 	27% 	73% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	25* 	37% 	33% 	24% 	37% 	33% 	25% 	37% 	33% 

3 	or more Convictions 	12 	49 	61 	3 	27 	30 	9 	22 	31 
Outcome % 	20% 	80% 	100% 	10% 	90% 	100% 	29% 	71% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	13% 	28% 	23% 	7% 	30% 	22% 	19% 	25% 	23% 

All sampled Male ABORIGINAL cases in the CRIMHIST.DAT data base 
(i.e. Warrant of Committal Admissions released in 1983/84) 

Source: CRIMHIST.DAT <riskf2n.t06> req22n90.scs 



All sampled Male ABORIGINAL cases in the CRIMHIST.DAT data base 
(i.e. Warrant of Committal Admissions released in 1983/84) 

Source: CRIMHIST.DAT <riskf2n.107> reg22n90.scs 
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Figure A4.9 

DISTRIBUTION OF ALL SAMPLED ABORIGINAL CASES 
By # of BtE CONVICTIONS IN MOST RECENT SET: 

FOR EACH SUBSAMPLE 

TOTAL SAMPLE 	 CONSTRUCTION 	 VALIDATION 

INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 	INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 	INDICTABLE 	SUBTOTAL 

	

CONVICTION/CUSTODY 	 CONVICTION/CUSTODY 	 CONVICTION/CUSTODY 

	

WITHIN 3 YEARS 	 WITHIN 3 YEARS 	 WITHIN 3 YEARS 

No Return 	Return 	 No Return 	Return 	 No Return 	Return 

4 OF EUE CONVICTIONS IN MOST 
RECENT SET 

None 	84 	130 	214 	40 	69 	109 	44 	61 	105 
Outcoma % 	39% 	614 	100% 	37% 	63% 	100% 	42% 	58% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	90% 	73% 	79* 	89% 	76% 	80% 	92% 	70% 	78% 

1 Conviction 	' 7 	43 	50 	5 	21 	26 	2 	22 	24 
Outcome % 	14% 	86% 	100% 	19% 	81% 	100% 	8% 	92% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	8% 	24% 	18% 	11% 	23% 	19% 	4% 	25% 	18% 

2 Convictions 	2 	4 	6 	0 	1 	1 	2 	3 	5 
Outcome % 	33% 	67% 	100* 	04 	100% 	100% 	40% 	60% 	100* 
% of Subsample 	2% 	2% 	2% 	0% 	1% 	1% 	4% 	3% 	4% 

3 Convictions 	' 	 0 	1 	1 	0 	0 	0 	0 	1 	1 
Outcome % 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	100% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	0% 	1% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	1% 	1% 

TOTAL SUBSAmPLE 	93 	178 	271 	45 	91 	136 	48 	87 	135 
Outcome % 	34% 	66% 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 	36% 	64% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 

	

93 	178 	271 	45 	91 	136 	48 	87 	135 

MEAN 	0 	0 	 0 
10th Percentile 	0 	0 	 0 
25th Percentile 	0 	0 	 0 
Median 	0 	0 	 0 
75th Percentile 	0 	1 	 1 
90th Percentile 	0 	1 	 1 
Maximum 	2 	3 	 3 

4 OF 84E CONVICTIONS IN MOST 
RECENT SET 

No Convictions 	84 	130 	214 	40 	69 	109 	44 	61 	105 
Outcoma % 	39* 	61% 	100% 	37% 	63% 	100% 	42% 	58% 	100% 
% of Subaample 	90% 	734 	79% 	89% 	76% 	80% 	92% 	70% 	78% 

1 or more Convictions 	9 	48 	57 	5 	22 	27 	4 	26 	30 
Outcome % 	164 	84% 	100% 	19% 	81% 	100% 	13% 	87% 	100% 
4 of Subaample 	10% 	27% 	21% 	11% 	24% 	20% 	8% 	30% 	22% 



Predicting General Release Risk 	 12 	 Appendix A: 
For Aboriginal inmates 	 Supporting Statistical Tables 

Figure A4.10 

MULTIPLE 	REGRESSION 	RESULTS 

822» 7 RESULT8 
Equation Numoer 1 	Dependent Variable.. 	SUCCWITH 	SUCcESS-FAIL: INDIC? RETU 

Variable(s) Entered on Step Humber 7.. 	MOSOFF07 MST RECENT TYPE 07  OFF->BREAK  6 ENTER 

Multiple R 	 .43531 
R Square 	 .18949 
Adjustad R Square 	.16775 
Standard Error 	.43243 

R Square Change 	.01184 
F Change 	 3.81353 
Signif F Change 	.0519 

Analysis of Variance 
DF 	Sum of Squares 	Mean Square 

Regresaion 	 7 	 11.41029 	 1.63004 
Residual 	 261 	 48.80532 	 .18699 

F 	 8.71710 	Signif F ■ .0000 

Variables in the Equation ------------------ 

Variable 	 B 	SE B 	Beta T Sig T 

PRVOFF07 	 .031469 	.013083 	.149259 	2.405 .0169 
TIMLARGE 	-5.10790E-05 2.43778E-05 	-.125233 	-2.095 .0371 
LASOFFIO 	 .042308 	.024462 	.107939 	1.730 .0849 
PRIOFF06 	-.327174 	.166161 	-.110808 	-1.969 .0500 
LASOFF08 	 .028140 	.013706 	.125559 	2.053 .0411 
LASOFF01 	 .059565 	.029313 	.118586 	2.032 .0432 
MOSOFF07 	 .109688 	.056169 	.115956 	1.953 .0519 
(Constant) 	1.496532 	.050281 	 29.763 .0000 

------------- Variables not in the Equation ------- 

Variable 	Beta In Partial Min Toler 	 T Sig T 

AGEFIRST 	-.073934 -.068226 	.662100 	-1.103 .2712 
AGE2IIN16 	-.079124 -.072805 	.657161 	-1.177 .2402 
PINCARCE 	.067714 .067038 	.737427 	1.083 .2796 
PDATEGRP 	.055116 .051350 	.655908 	.829 .4078 
PTOTDICT 	.034872 .028652 	.547144 	.462 .6443 
PTOTCOUN 	.058426 .048633 	.561576 	.785 .4331 
PRVOFF08 	.020786 .017244 	.551992 	.278 .7812 
PRVOFFIO 	.075637 .050227 	.357412 	.811 .4182 
PRVOFF12 	.089043 .093579 	.769544 	1.516 .1308 
PRVWPB02 	.085216 .071335 	.567960 	1.153 .2499 
PRVNPB03 	.013033 .010224 	.498746 	.165 .8692 
LASOFF07 	.049503 .040094 	.531698 	.647 .5182 
LASNPB02 	.128429 .068788 	.232518 	1.112 .2672 
LASNPB03 	-.030637 -.016779 	.243102 	-.271 .7869 
PRINPB02 	.173909 .186057 	.790816 	3.053 .0025 
PRVOCCO1 	.033376 .027958 	.510814 	.451 .6524 
PRVOCCO2 	.064218 .067293 	.780961 	1.088 .2778 
LASAGSEN 	.033451 .031233 	.706569 	.504 .6148 
PARC1AGG 	-.089132 -.095381 	.791748 	-1.545 .1236 
COUPLING 	-.060070 -.065884 	.795327 	-1.065 .2880 

OVERALL WMOCARY (ALL 1122.8) 
•••• 	MULTIPLE 	REGRESSION 	•••• 

Equation Humber 1 	Dependent Variable.. 	SUCCWITH 	SUCCESS-FAIL: IHDICT RETU 

Summary table 

	

Step MultR 	Rsq AdiRsq 	F(Eqn) SigF 	fisciCh 	FCh SigCh 	Variable BetaIn Corral 
1 	.2747 	.0755 	.0720 	21.793 .000 	.0755 	21.793 .000 In: PRVOFF07 	.2747 	.2747 
2 	.3406 	.1160 	.1094 	17.452 .000 	.0405 	12.198 .001 In: TIMLARGE -.2067 -.2585 
3 	.3737 	.1396 	.1299 	14.334 .000 	.0236 	7.274 .007 In: LASOFF10 	.1602 	.2435 
4 	.3931 	.1545 	.1417 	12.063 .000 	.0149 	4.657 .032 In: PRIOFF06 -.1230 -.1622 
5 	.4083 	.1667 	.1509 	10.524 .000 	.0122 	3.846 .051 In: LASOFF08 	.1211 	.2496 
6 	.4215 	.1776 	.1588 	9.433 .000 	.0109 	3.484 .063 In: LASOFF01 	.1091 	.1729 
7 	.4353 	.1895 	.1678 	8.717 .000 	.0118 	3.814 .052 In: MOSOFF07 	.1160 	.1726 
8 	.4437 	.1969 	.1722 	7.966 .000 	.0074 	2.387 .124 In: PARC1AGG -.0891 -.1767 
9 	.4522 	.2045 	.1768 	7.396 .000 	.0076 	2.473 .117 /n: PRVOFF12 	.0922 	.2002 

10 	.4584 	.2102 	.1796 	6.865 .000 	.0057 	1.864 .173 In: AGEMIN16 -.0918 -.2153 
11 	.4835 	.2338 	.2010 	7.128 .000 	.0236 	7.920 .005 In: PRIN9B02 	.1609 	.1702 

>>>> from \parc45\crimhist\textout\regacor6\regscor6.t21 (11/23/90) 
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Figure A4.11 

VALIDATION AND CONSTRUCTION SAMPLE OF 
ABORIGINAL CASES: 

REGRESSION GENERAL RISK SCORE 
BY OUTCOME AND RELEASE TYPE 

TOTAL SAMPLE 	 FULL PAROLE RELEASE 	 OTHER RELEASE TYPE 

No Return 	Return 	SUBTOTAL 	No Return 	Return 	SUBTOTAL 	No Return 	Return 	SUBTOTAL 

SFSCORE 
39.0 	2 	0 	2 	2 	0 	2 	 o 	 o 	o 

Outcome % 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 
% of Subsample 	2% 	0% 	1% 	5% 	0% 	3% 	Ot 	0% 	0% 

42.0 	1. 	 0 	1 	1 	 o 	1 	 o 	o 	0 
Outcoma % 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	04 
4 of Subsample 	1% 	0% 	0% 	3% 	0% 	2% 	0% 	0% 	0% 

44.0 	1 	 0 	 1 	 1 	 o 	1 	0 	0 	0 
Outcome % 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 
% of Subsample 	lt 	0% 	0% 	3% 	0% 	2% 	0* 	0% 	0% 

45 •5 	1 	1 	 2 	 1 	1 	2 	 o 	o 	o 
outcome % 	50% 	50% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 
% of Subsample 	1% 	lb 	1% 	3% 	5% 	3% 	0% 	0* 	0% 

47.0 	2 	0 	2 	 1 	 o 	I. 	1 	 0 	1 
Outcoma % 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	1004 
% of Subsample 	2% 	0% 	1% 	3% 	0% 	2% 	2% 	0% 	0% 

51.0 	2 	 o 	2 	0 	 o 	o 	2 	 o 	2 
Outcome % 	100* 	0% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	100% 	0% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	2% 	0% 	1% 	04 	04 	0% 	4% 	0% 	1% 

52.0 	2 	0 	2 	2 	 o 	 2 	 o 	o 	0 
Outcome % 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 
% of Subsample 	2% 	04 	1% 	5% 	0% 	3% 	0% 	0% 	0% 

54.0 	0 	 1 	 1 	 o 	1 	1 	 0 	0 	 0 Outcoma % 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 
% of Subsample 	0% 	1% 	0% 	0% 	5% 	2% 	0% 	0% 	0* 

55.0 	1 	0 	I 	0 	 o 	 o 	1 	 o 	1 
Outcome % 	100% 	0% 	100% 	0% 	04 	0% 	100% 	0% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	1% 	Of 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	2% 	0* 	0% 

56.0 	3 	 o 	3 	2 	 o 	2 	 1 	 o 	1 Outcome % 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	3% 	0% 	1% 	5% 	0% 	3% 	2% 	0% 	0% 

57.0 	4 	4 	 a 	2 	2 	4 	2 	2 	4 
Outcome % 	50% 	50% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	4% 	2% 	3% 	5% 	11% 	7% 	4% 	1% 	2% 

58.0 	6 	5 	11 	3 	2 	5 	3 	3 	6 
Outcome % 	55% 	45% 	100% 	60% 	40% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	100% % of Subsample 	6% 	3% 	4% 	8% 	11% 	9% 	64 	2% 	3% 

59.0 	5 	 4 	9 	3. 	2 	 5 	 2 	2 	4 
Outcoma % 	56% 	44% 	100% 	60% 	40% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	5% 	2% 	3% 	8% 	11% 	9% 	4% 	1% 	2% 

60.0 	8 	10 	18 	6 	 1. 	 7 	2 	9 	11 Outcome I 	44% 	56% 	100% 	86% 	144 	100% 	18% 	82% 	100% % of Subaample 	94 	6% 	7% 	154 	5% 	12% 	4% 	6* 	5% 

61.0 	1 	4 	 a 	1 	1 	 2 	3 	3 	6 
Outcome t 	50% 	50% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	4% 	2% 	3% 	3% 	5% 	3% 	6% 	2% 	3% 

62.0 	9 	7 	16 	2 	2 	4 	7 	5 	12 
Outcome % 	56% 	44% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	100% 	58% 	42% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	10% 	4% 	6% 	5% 	11% 	7% 	13% 	3% 	6% 

63.0 	5 	6 	11 	1 	0• 	1 	4 	 6 	10 Outcoma % 	45% 	55% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	40% 	60% 	100% % of Subsample 	5% 	3% 	4% 	3% 	0% 	2% 	7% 	4% 	5% 

64.0 	6 	3 	9 	3 	 o 	 3 	3 	3 	6 
Outcome % 	67% 	33% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	100% t of Subsample 	6% 	2% 	3% 	8% 	0% 	5% 	6% 	2% 	3% 

All sampled Male Aboriginal cases in the CRIMHIST.DAT data base 
(i.e. Warrant of Committal Admissions released in 1983/84) 

(continued) 

Source: CRIMHIST.DAT <regscor6.sps, reg22n90.scs 
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Figure A4.11 (Continued) 

VALIDATION AND CONSTRUCTION SAMPLE OF 
ABORIGINAL CASES: 

REGRESSION GENERAL RISK SCORE 
BY OUTCOME AND RELEASE TYPE (Continued) 

TOTAL SAMPLE 	 FULL PAROLE RELEASE 	 OTHER RELEASE 	YPE 

No Return 	Return 	SUBTOTAL 	No Return 	Return 	SUBTOTAL 	No Return 	Return 	SUBTOTAL 

65.0 	2 	16 	18 	1 	2 	3 	1 	14 	15 
Outcome t 	11% 	89* 	100% 	33% 	67% 	100% 	7% 	93% 	100% 
4 of Subsample 	2* 	9* 	7% 	3% 	11% 	5% 	2% 	9% 	7% 

66.0 	4 	 8 	 12 	1 	1 	2 	3 	7 	10 
Outcome % 	33% 	67* 	100% 	504 	50% 	100% 	30* 	70% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	44 	4% 	4% 	3* 	5% 	3* 	6* 	4% 	5% 

67.0 	4 	 6 	 10 	1 	0 	1 	3 	6 	9 
Outcome % 	40% 	60% 	100% 	100* 	Ot 	100# 	33# 	67% 	100% 
4 of Subsample 	4% 	3% 	4% 	3% 	Ot 	2% 	6% 	4* 	4% 

68.0 	5 	 13 	18 	0 	0 	0 	5 	13 	18 
Outcome % 	28% 	724 	100% 	Ot 	0% 	0% . 	28% 	72% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	5% 	7% 	7% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	94 	8% 	8% 

69.0 	1 	11 	12 	1 	1 	2 	0 	10 	10 
Outcome % 	8% 	92% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 
% of Subaample 	1% 	6% 	4% 	3% 	5% 	3% 	0% 	6* 	5% 

70.0 	6 	5 	11 	2 	1 	3 	4 	4 	8 
Outcome A 	55% 	45% 	100% 	67% 	33% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	100% 
% of Subaample 	6% 	3% 	4% 	5% 	54 	54 	7% 	3% 	4% 

71.0 	3 	13 	16 	0 	1 	1 	3 	12 	15 
Outcome % 	19* 	81% 	100* 	0% 	100% 	100% 	20% 	80% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	3% 	7% 	6% 	0% 	5% 	2% 	6% 	8% 	7% 

72.0 	2 	8 	10 	1 	0 	1 	1 	8 	9 
Outcome t 	20% 	80% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	11% 	89% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	2% 	4% 	4% 	3% 	0% 	2% 	2% 	5% 	4% 

73.0 	2 	5 	7 	1 	0 	1 	1 	5 	6 
Outcome % 	29% 	71% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	17% 	83% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	2% 	3% 	3% 	3% 	0% 	2% 	2% 	3% 	3% 

74.0 	0 	6 	6 	0 	0 	0 	0 	6 	6 
Outcome % 	Ot 	100% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	100% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	0% 	34 	2% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	4% 	3% 

75.0 	1 	5 	6 	0 	0 	0 	1 	5 	6 
Outcome % 	17% 	83% 	100% 	Ot 	0% 	Ot 	17% 	83% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	1% 	3% 	2% 	0% 	Ot 	0* 	2% 	3% 	3% 

76.0 	0 	4 	4 	0 	0 	0 	0 	4 	4 
Outcome % 	0% 	100%. 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	100% 	100% 
% of Subsampie 	0% 	2% 	1% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	3% 	2% 

77.0 	0 	6 	6 	0 	0 	0 	0 	6 	6 
Outcome % 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	0* 	0* 	0% 	100% 	100% 
4 of Subsample 	Ot 	3% 	24 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	4% 	3% 

78.0 	1 	5 	6 	0 	0 	0 	1 	5 	6 
Outcome % 	17% 	83% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	17% 	83% 	100* 
t of Subsample 	1% 	3% 	2% 	Ot 	0% 	Ot 	2% 	3% 	3% 

79.0 	0 	7 	1 	0 	1 	1 	0 	6 	6 
Outcome 4 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	1004 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	0% 	4* 	3% 	0% 	5% 	2% 	0% 	4% 	3% 

' 
80.0 	0 	7 	7 	0 	0 	0 	0 	7 	7 

Outcome % 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	100% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	0* 	4% 	3% 	Ot 	0% 	0% 	0% 	4% 	3% 

81.0 	0 	8 	8 	0 	0 	0 	 o 	 8 	 8 
Outcome % 	0% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	100% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	0% 	4% 	3% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	0% 	5% 	4% 

TOTAL SUBSAMPLE 	93 	178 	271 	39 	19 	58 	54 	159 	213 
Outcome % 	34% 	66% 	100% 	67% 	33% 	100% 	25% 	75% 	100% 
% of Subaample 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 

All sampled Male Aboriginal cases in the CRIMHIST.DAT data base 
(i.e. Warrant of Committal Admissions released in 1983/84) 

Source: CRIMRIST.DAT <reqscor6.sps> req22n90.scs 
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Figure A4.12 

TOTAL SAMPLE OF ABORIGINAL CASES 
GENERAL BURGESS RISK SCORE 

BY OUTCOME AND RELEASE TYPE 

TOTAL SAMPLE 	 FULL PAROLE RELEASE 	 OTHER RELEASE TYPE 

	

No Return 	Return 	SUBTOTAL 	No Return 	Return 	SUBTOTAL 	No Return 	Return 	SUBTOTAL 

BURSCORE 
-12 	25 	9 	34 	14 	6 	20 	11 	3 	14 

Outcome % 	74% 	26% 	100% 	70% 	30% 	100% 	79% 	21% 	100% 
8 of Subsample 	• 	 27% 	5% 	13% 	36% 	32% 	34% 	20% 	2% 	7% 

-10 	6 	5 	11 	4 	2 	6 	2 	 3 	 5 
OULCOMe 8 	55% 	45% 	100% 	67% 	33% 	100% 	40% 	60% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	6% 	3% 	4% 	10% 	Ilt 	10% 	4% 	2% 	2% 

-8 	3 	 7 	10 	2 	2 	4. 	1 	5 	6 
Outcome % 	30% 	70% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	100% 	17% 	83% 	100% 
4 of Subsample 	3% 	4% 	4% 	5% 	11% 	7% 	2% 	3% 	3% 

-6 	13 	9 	22 	 7 	 0 	7 	6 	9 	15 
Outcome 8 	59% 	41% 	100% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	40% 	60% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	14% 	5% 	8% 	18% 	0% 	12% 	11% 	6% 	7% 

-4 	13 	12 	25 	5 	2 	7 	8 	10 	18 
Outcome % 	52% 	48% 	100% 	71% 	29% 	100% 	44% 	564 	100% 
% of Subsample 	14% 	7% 	9% 	13% 	11% 	12% 	15% 	6% 	8% 

-2 	8 	16 	24 	 3 	 1 	 4 	 5 	15 	20 
Outcome % 	33% 	67% 	100% 	754 	25% 	100% 	25% 	75% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	9% 	9% 	9% 	8% 	5% 	7% 	9% 	9% 	9% 

0 	a 	16 	24 	 0 	 1 	 1 	 a 	15 	23 
Outcome % 	33% 	67% 	100% 	0% 	100* 	100% 	35% 	65% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	9% 	9% 	9% 	0% 	5% 	2% 	15% 	9% 	11% 

2 	12 	28 	40 	 3 	 3 	 6 	 9 	25 	34 
Outcome % 	30% 	70% 	100% 	50% 	50% 	1004 	26% 	74% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	13% 	16% 	15% 	811 	16% 	10% 	17% 	16% 	16% 

4 	2 	20 	22 	 1 	 1 	 2 	 1. 	19 	20 
Outcome % 	9% 	914 	100% 	50% 	50% 	1004 	5% 	95% 	1004 
4 of Subsample 	2% 	11% 	8% 	3% 	5% 	3% 	2% 	12% 	9% 

5 	3 	56 	59 	 o 	1 	1 	 3 	55 	58 
Outcome % 	5% 	95% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	5% 	95% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	3% 	31% 	22% 	0% 	5% 	2% 	6% 	35% 	27% 

TOTAL SUBSAMPLE 	93 	178 	271 	39 	19 	58 	54 	159 	213 
Outcome t 	34% 	66% 	100% 	67% 	33% 	100% 	25% 	75% 	100% 
% of Subsample 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 	100% 

BURGESS SCORE GROUPING 
VERY GOOD -12 à LESS 	25 	9 	34 	14 	6 	20 	11 	3 	14 

Outcome % 	74% 	26% 	100% 	70% 	30% 	100% 	79% 	21% 	100% 

GOOD -11 TO -4 	35 	33 	68 	18 	 6 	24 	17 	27 	44 
Outcome 8 	51% 	49% 	100% 	75% 	25% 	100% 	39% 	61% 	100% 

FAIR -3 TO +4 	30 	80 	110 	 7 	 6 	13 	23 	74 	97 
Outcome % 	27% 	73% 	100% 	54% 	46% 	100% 	24% 	76% 	100%  

POOR +5 i more 	3 	56 	59 	 o 	1 	1 	 3 	55 	58 
Outcome % 	5% 	95% 	100% 	0% 	100% 	100% 	5% 	95% 	100% 

All sampled Male Non-Native cases in the CRIHHIST.DAT data base 
(1.e. Warrant of Committal Admissions released in 1983/84) 
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