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Abstract
Employment is a key factor that helps reduce reoffending rates among individuals with criminal
records. The current study examined the economic outcomes of 11,158 federal offenders (Mage in
th
2014 = 47 years) admitted to Correctional Service of Canada institutions between January 4 , 1999
and December 31st 2001 (medianadmission year = 2000) who were released in the community for an
average of 14 years. The purpose of the current study was to better understand the economic
outcomes of Canadian federal offenders. More than half of the cohort of released offenders filed
their taxes (5,835 of 11,158). The current study suggests that individuals with criminal records
face considerable barriers when seeking employment in Canada, with only half of the individuals
released from federal institutions finding employment after an average of 14 years. Individuals
released from federal correctional institutions participated in the labour market less, made
substantially less employment income, received more social assistance payments, and filed taxes
less than the general Canadian population. After an average of 14 years post release, most
individuals were underemployed with a median income of $0. Of those who reported
employment, the average reported income was $14,000. This is less than half of what Canadians
in the general population earn through employment. We also found that barriers to finding
gainful employment following incarceration disproportionately impacted women, Indigenous, and
older individuals, with these groups fairing even poorer than men, non-Indigenous, and younger
individuals with criminal records. The current study suggests that more should be done to assist
individuals with a criminal record secure gainful employment.
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Introduction
Corrections services promote public safety by administering sentences and facilitating the successful
reintegration of offenders into the community. Securing employment after release from a correctional
institution is integral to the successful reintegration of offenders as law-abiding, contributing members of
the community (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). Indeed, employment following release from correctional
institutions is associated with both reduced reoffending rates and lower rates of return to custody (Berg &
Huebner, 2011; Gillis & Nafekh, 2005; Webster, Staton-Tindall, Duvall, Garriety, & Leukefeld, 2007).
Given the potential mitigating impact that employment may have on reoffending, many correctional
institutions have opted to assess employment skills and provide employment and educational
programming for offenders (e.g., prison work, vocational training) in an effort to augment the successful
employment of its graduates and to, consequently, decrease the number offenders that will commit new
offences (Correctional Service of Canada, 2018). Unfortunately, we know surprisingly little about the
long-term community adjustment of adults with past criminal records in Canada; it is estimated that 1 in
10 Canadians aged 19 and over in 2005 had a criminal record (2.9 million of 24.8 million; Powell &
Winsa, 2008; Statistics Canada, 2005)1. Boyce, Te, and Brennan (2018) found that adults that had any
form of contact with police in Saskatchewan in the 2009/2010 year had incomes 50% lower than adults
without police contact, as reported in their 2008 tax form. Chronic offenders (who had 5 or more
subsequent recontacts with police) had an average income that was 67% lower than those with one
contact with police. Unlike Brennna et al. (2018), the current study provides a national perspective on the
community adjustment of federal offenders admitted to Correctional Service of Canada institutions and
identifies characteristics associated with better economic outcomes among offenders.

Gaining Employment after Incarceration: An Elusive Challenge
Although estimates of post-prison employment rates tend to vary based on the sample, timeframe, and
definitions used (AAltonen, 2016), overall post-prison employment rates are approximately 50% (Visher,
Debus-Sherrill, & Yahner, 2011) to 75% (Von Bergen & Bressler, 2016). The low post-prison
employment rate has often been explained through the multiple barriers that individuals with criminal
records tend to face when trying to secure gainful employment following release from correctional
institutions (Petersilia, 2001). The mere existence of a criminal record is one of the main reasons why
securing employment after incarceration can be elusive for many. Namely, requesting proof of a clean
criminal record is a common prerequisite to many job applications in Canada and United States; a
phenomenon that has also been increasing in Europe (Pijoan, 2014). In the United Kingdom, for example,
about three quarters of a million convictions that are shared with potential employers are more than ten
years old, and a great deal of convictions are also not relevant to the qualifications required for a specific
position (Doward, 2017). Currently, between 50% (UK; Pijoan, 2014) to 92% (US; Von Bergen &
Bressler, 2016) of employers request criminal record checks for job applicants, and the vast majority of
these checks do not result in a criminal record being identified. For example, only 6% of 4.2 million
criminal record checks in 2015 in the United Kingdom produced criminal record information (Doward,
2017).
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Canada does not keep updated statistics on the number of Canadians with criminal records, as this estimate comes
from the number of records in the Canadian Police Information Center’s dataset in 2005 and can include withdrawn
charges.
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There are a number of employment sectors where a criminal record automatically precludes
employment (e.g., government agencies, vulnerable sectors). In Canada, each province and territory has
their own unique regulations regarding employment discrimination2 based on criminal records. Some
provinces and territories do not include criminal records as a status that can be discriminated against (e.g.,
prairies), whereas others include criminal records as a protected status, but still allow for the requirements
of the position to be considered when making the decision as to whether or not the employer will hire an
individual with a criminal record (see Appendix A). The main limitation of current Canadian legislation,
when present, is that the legislation does not preclude employers from asking for criminal record
verification, nor does it define the instances in which a criminal record verification would be irrelevant
(e.g., employment without access to vulnerable populations, such as children). For applicants with a
criminal record, requesting criminal record verification also results in job application delays, which can
preclude employment. When applicants with a criminal record request a criminal record check in Canada
and a record is found, fingerprint verification must be completed before the record is released back to the
applicant ─ a process that can take 3 months or more to complete (RCMP, 2014). This is a substantial
duration for any one struggling to earn income through legal means.
Employer bias is a second barrier that individuals with criminal records commonly encounter
when aiming to secure employment. Studies have found that employers are biased towards hiring
individuals without a criminal record (Batastini, Bolanos, Morgan, & Mitchell, 2017; Petersilia, 2001).
Employers often cite ensuring a safe workplace and reducing liabilities as their main justification for
hiring individuals without criminal histories. Interestingly, however, most workplace violence is brought
on by non-workplace employees (AAltonen, 2016). Regardless, and despite the suitable qualifications of
individuals with criminal records, a criminal record is often used as justification for not hiring a particular
candidate (e.g., AAltonen, 2016). Indeed, in a study where employers were asked to judge hypothetical
employment scenarios, training programs were found to increase employers’ beliefs that individuals with
criminal records are acceptable for employment (Batastini et al., 2017). Yet training programs did not
have an effect on whether an employer would seriously consider hiring a candidate with a criminal record
(Batastini et al., 2017). In short, the presence of bias among employers toward individuals with criminal
records and the delays that result from preliminary or extraneous criminal record verification requests
negatively impact an individual’s ability to obtain post-release employment, regardless of the individual’s
competencies or the type of employment sought.

Employment Outcomes Vary Following Release
Though the presence of a criminal record negatively impacts employment prospects, the degree to which
a criminal record impacts employment varies across individuals. For example, men are more likely to be
employed after release from correctional institutions than women (Duwe & Clark, 2017). Studies have
shown that the employment rate following incarceration is lower for women (19% employed;
Freudenberg, Daniels, Crum, Perkins, & Richie, 2005) compared to what is typically cited for men (50%
employed in Visher et al., 2011). Women also take longer to find employment (median 10 months) then
men (median 6 months) following release from correctional institutions (Gillis & Nafekh, 2005). Younger
individuals are also more likely to be employed than older individuals following release from a
correctional institution (Duwe & Clark, 2017; Visher et al., 2011).
In addition to gender and age, another demographic characteristic associated with differential
employment outcomes following release from a correctional institution is race. For instance, following
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be discriminated upon.
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release from a correctional institution, Caucasian individuals are more likely to be employed than nonCaucasian individuals, a finding often attributed to racism (Nally, Lockwood, Knutson, & Taiping, 2013;
Pager, 2003). A study conducted by Pager and Shepherd (2008) using identical resumes, found that
individuals with traditional African American names (e.g., Jamal) were contacted by managers 50% less
than individuals with traditional Caucasian names (e.g., Brad); a disadvantage that persisted even when
the traditionally-named Caucasian individuals had a criminal record and the traditionally-named African
American individuals did not (Bailey et al., 2017). In an observational study on the relationship between
race and employment, research assistants who were matched on dress and qualification, but varied on race
(Caucasian vs. African American) and on the presence of a hypothetical criminal record (yes vs. no), were
asked to pose as hypothetical employment candidates (Page, 2003). In this study, Pager (2003) found that
the research assistants who were Caucasian and had a hypothetical criminal record were over three times
more likely to be called back and offered employment than research assistants who were African
American with the same fictional criminal record and qualifications (17% vs. 5%, respectively). In fact,
Caucasian research assistants with a hypothetical criminal record were more likely to secure employment
than African American research assistants without a criminal record (17% vs. 14%; Pager, 2003).
Similarly, in another study, Von Bergen and Bressler (2016) concluded that Black individuals
who have indicated that they have a criminal record on an employment application had twice as much
difficulty being called back for employment than non-Black individuals. This presence of racial biases in
the hiring decisions of some employers is reflected in the observed disparities of employment rates
observed across racial groups. Consistently across studies, Caucasian offenders are more likely to be
employed following release from correctional institutions compared to non-Caucasian offenders (e.g.,
African American, Hispanic, and Indigenous offenders; Duwe & Clark, 2017; Gillis, 2002; Visher et al.,
2011). For example, the unemployment rate of individuals with a criminal record is approximately 50%
post-release, yet when separated by racial background, this unemployment rate is higher for nonCaucasian individuals than Caucasian individuals (e.g., 59% unemployment rate for African American
offenders vs. 38% unemployment rate for Caucasian offenders; Nally et al., 2013).
Along with demographic variables, a number of other factors impact an offender’s ability to
obtain employment once released. Researchers have found that offenders with a greater employment
history prior to incarceration and connections to a prior or potential employer are more likely to be
employed following release than offenders who were not employed prior to sentencing (AAltonen, 2016;
Berg & Huebner, 2011). Several studies, for example, have found that individuals who have worked prior
to incarceration are more successful at obtaining employment following incarceration than those without
a work history and those with a more limited work history (AAltonen, 2016; Berg & Huebner, 2011).
Individuals with a prior history of stable employment prior to incarceration who are released from
correctional institutions report that their most successful strategy for obtaining post-release employment
included returning to a previous employer (Visher, Debus, & Yahner, 2008). Yet, even after accounting
for offenders’ past employment history, those with greater prosocial ties to family were found to be more
successful at obtaining employment then those without prosocial ties to family (Berg & Huebner, 2011).
In a Canadian sample of federal offenders, those with greater affective ties to employment at intake and
those who have a greater history of specific employment skills (e.g., mechanics) were related to higher
employment success post-release (Gillis, 2002).
In addition, the likelihood to reoffend as assessed by risk assessment tools and the length of the
criminal record both influence an individual’s potential to find employment. For example, Canadian
federal offenders with higher scores on two measures of risk at intake were less likely to be employed
following release compared to those scoring lower on these risk measures (the Statistical Information on
Recidivism score [SIR] and Risk/Need score; Gillis, 2002). Relatedly, in a large sample of released
6

prisoners, a greater number of convictions and prison misconducts (Duwe & Clark, 2017), as well as
greater presence of poor physical and mental health conditions (Visher et al., 2011), were associated with
a lower likelihood of employment. In short, many individuals released from correctional institutions find
the process of seeking and maintaining fulfilling employment to be a volatile one, with only about half
reporting being happy with their pay at 2 and 8-months post-release (Visher et al., 2008).

Underemployment and Sources of Income Support
Despite the fact that about 50% of offenders report being employed following release, half of those
employed offenders are classified as being marginally employed, meaning that the amount of income
received annually is insufficient to support common living, familial, or personal need expenses (Nally et
al., 2013). In addition, as previously mentioned, both women and non-Caucasian individuals tend to earn
less than men and Caucasians (Bailey et al., 2017). For example, Nally and colleagues (2013) found that
59% of African Americans were marginally employed compared to 39% of Caucasian individuals. Given
that sufficient income plays an important role in the successful reintegration of offenders, the
aforementioned trends are concerning. Indeed, as the annual income of offenders increase, reoffending
rates decrease (Nally et al., 2013; Webster et al., 2007).
Close to half of the individuals released from incarceration are unemployed (Visher et al., 2011)
and, of those employed, close to half have reported incomes below the poverty line (Nally et al., 2013);
thus, it is not surprising that a number of offenders report using government services to assist their
income (AAltonen, 2016; Freudenberg et al., 2005; Harding, Wyse, Dobson, & Morenoff, 2011). Studies
have found that public benefits and government supports (e.g., food stamps, Medicaid, Section 8 housing
vouchers, Supplemental Security Income for disability), followed by employment and the support of
family and friends, are key resources utilized by offenders once they are released (Harding et al., 2011).
Public benefits and government supports are especially important for individuals who do not have family
and friends to rely on, as well as for lower income families that are unable to adequately support family
members newly released from correctional institutions (Harding et al., 2011). With greater time passing
post-release, individuals report relying less on family and friends (66% at 2 months to 48% at 8 months),
and more on other sources of income, such as legal employment (30% at 2 months to 41% at 8 months)
and informal employment (28% at 2 months to 47% at 8 months; Visher et al., 2008). Coinciding with
gender differences commonly found for the employment rates of offenders (Gillis & Nafekh, 2005),
women report receiving more income from family and friends and government programs (both 56%),
than from formal employment (27%; Freudenberg et al., 2005).

Current Study
The current study examined the economic outcomes of a large cohort of Canadian federal offenders 14
years post-release from correctional institutions. We hypothesized that a large portion of released
individuals would be unemployed and, of those who were employed, that a large portion would be
underemployed. We also hypothesized that women, non-Caucasian individuals, and those scoring higher
on measures of risk to reoffend would have disproportionately poorer employment outcomes than men,
Caucasians, and those scoring lower on measures of risk to reoffend.
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Method
Participants
Participants included a cohort of 11,158 federal offenders admitted to Correctional Service of Canada
(CSC) institutions between January 4th, 1999 and December 31st, 2001 (medianadmission year = 2000) who
were released in the community and therefore able to file taxes in 2014 (i.e., not dead, deported, or
incarcerated). On average, participants had lived 14 years in the community and were 47 years of age in
2014 following release from CSC institutions (see Table 1). Participants were sampled across Canada,
with 30.6% of offenders admitted to the Prairie region, 23.5% of offenders admitted to Québec, 24.9% of
offenders admitted to Ontario, 10.7% of offenders admitted to the Atlantic region, and 10.4% of offenders
admitted to the Pacific region. Filing rates for the various characteristics is provided in the column
‘Filers’. The cohort of released CSC Canadian federal offenders had a filing rate of 52.3% (5,835/11,158),
with women filing at a higher rate (61.3%; 352/574) than men (51.8%; 5,483/10,584). In 2014, the filing
rate among released CSC Canadian federal offenders (51.8%-61.3%) was lower than the filing rate among
the general Canadian population of individuals 25 years of age or older (88%; Statistics Canada,
CANSIM Table 11-10-004-01). Specifically, in 2014, 33% of Canadians aged 25 to 44 years of age, 35%
of Canadians aged 45 to 64 years of age, and 20% of those aged 65 years or older filed taxes (Statistics
Canada, CANSIM Table 11-10-004-01). Appendix B provides additional characteristics of tax filers and
predictors separately for men and women. On average, tax filers did not declare any children under the
age of 12 (M = 0.2; SD = 0.7, N = 5,835), with only 10.8% declaring a child under the age of 18 on their
taxes. On risk assessment tools measuring likelihood of reoffending, filers scored moderate (37.2%, n =
2,164) to high (50.8%, n = 2,959) on the Dynamic Factor Assessment at admission, had an average of
12.6 criminal convictions (SD = 7.5, n = 5,819), and had an average SIR-R1 score of 0.7 (SD = 10.7;
ranged from -25 to 28; note that lower scores indicating higher risk to reoffend).

Procedure
Exclusion Criteria
Participants were excluded if they (1) did not have an Finger Print System (FPS) number or a Sentence
ID, (2) if their sentence was overturned, squashed, or pardoned, (3) if they received provincial sentences,
(4) if their status in 2014-2015 was deceased, deported, suspended, Temporary Detention (TD),
Unlawfully at large (UAL), or incarcerated, and (5) if they were under the age of 18 at the time of
admission.

Data Linkage with Statistics Canada
A database of identifying information of the CSC cohort was securely transmitted to Statistics Canada.
These data were linked with the 2014 Statistics Canada’s tax registry, which was the most recent year
available (record linkage #090-2016).

Measures
Demographic Characteristics
Several demographic characteristics (i.e., age at the time of admission, gender, race, marital status at
admission, region) were retrieved from CSC databases (for more information see Table 1B). Provinces
and territories that denote criminal offence history as a status that should not be discriminated against for
employment include (6): British Columbia, Ontario, Newfoundland and Labrador, Prince Edward Island,
Quebec, and Yukon. Provinces and territories that denote pardoned and/or suspended criminal offence
history only as a status that should not be discriminated against for employment include (2): Northwest
8

Territories and Nunavut3. Provinces and territories that do not include criminal offence history as a status
that should not be discriminated against for employment include (5): Alberta, Manitoba, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, and Saskatchewan (see Appendix A). Demographic information was also retrieved from
the 2014 Statistics Canada’s tax registry (marital status at filing). In addition to typical marital status
definitions (i.e., married, common-law, widowed, divorce, separated and single), Statistics Canada
defines other categories of marital status as Spouse families (i.e., married couple living in the same
dwelling, with or without children), Common-law families (i.e., common-law couple living in the same
dwelling, with or without children), Lone-parent families (i.e., family with only one parent, male or
female, and at least one child), and Non-family persons (i.e., not part of a census family, couple family or
lone-parent family).

Tax Information
Information obtained on the filing taxes, labour participation rates, employment income, and social
assistance payments were retrieved from the 2014 Statistics Canada’s tax registry. Additional CANSIM
tables were retrieved from Statistics Canada’s website to provide comparisons between released CSC
Canadian federal offenders and the general Canadian population. Labour participation rates are calculated
by including the count of persons with labour income, which is given as a percentage of total tax filers
and dependents in the area.

Dynamic Need Tool
The Dynamic Factors Identification and Analysis – Revised (DFIA-R) (Brown & Motiuk, 2005) is
completed by parole officers as part of the Offender Intake Assessment process. The tool measures
dynamic risk among male and female offenders, with the goal of identifying areas of criminogenic need.
It is comprised of 100 indicators (scored as “yes” or “no”) across the following seven domains: (1)
personal/emotional, (2) substance abuse, (3) associates, (4) attitudes, (5) marital/family, (6) community
functioning, and (7) employment/education. In respect to each domain, offenders are assessed in terms of
their level of need and the relevance of the items to their criminal offending. In addition to a rating on
each indicator, offenders receive an overall dynamic need rating based on the parole officer’s professional
judgement. Domain rating levels include: (1) no need for improvement, (2) low need for improvement,
(3) asset to community adjustment (not applicable for substance abuse or personal/emotional domains),
(4) moderate need for improvement, and (5) high need for improvement. For Indigenous offenders,
Aboriginal Social History is taken into account in relation to each contributing dynamic factor. Domain
ratings have been found to predict revocations of conditional release (Stewart, Wardrop, Wilton,
Thompson, Derkzen & Motiuk, 2017).

SIR-R1
The SIR-R1 (Nafekh & Motiuk, 2002) is a 15-item evaluation tool created to predict general reoffending
within 3 years after release among male, non-Aboriginal offenders. The SIR-R1 is a slightly modified
version of the General Statistical Information on Recidivism (GSIR; Nuffield, 1982). The SIR-R1

3

The cell sizes were too small for Northwest Territories and Nunavut (total N = 22) and so they were merged with
the category that has some anti-discrimination laws.
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combines demographic and criminal history characteristics to produce a total score ranging from −30 to
27 (higher scores are indicative of lower risk), which can then be classified into one of five risk categories
(very low to very high). Each risk category is associated with a probability rating for recidivism. Metaanalytic reviews have demonstrated that the earlier version of the SIR (Nuffield, 1982) is moderately
predictive of violent (e.g., d = 0.81; Campbell, French, & Gendreau, 2009; Yang, Wong, & Coid, 2010)
and sexual recidivism (e.g., d = 0.64; Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2009). It is not scored on women or
Indigenous offenders in CSC.
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Table 1: Descriptive Information of the Complete Sample
Variable
Gender (Male)
Indigenous
Age in 2014
Years Since Release
Region
Atlantic
Ontario
Pacific
Prairies
Quebec
Region with Discrimination Laws
Overall Static Risk
Criminal History Count
Offence Severity
Institutional Adjustment
Security Risk Score
Alcohol Drug Use
Street Stability Score
Overall Dynamic Risk
Personal/Emotional
Substance Abuse
Associate
Attitude
Marital/Family
Community Functioning
Employment/Education

Complete Sample (N= 11,158)
94.8% (10,584/11,158)
19.5% (2,172/11,158)
46.8 (SD = 10.3, N = 11,158)
11.8 (SD = 2.0, N = 11,158)

Non-Filers (N= 5,323)
% (n/N) / M (SD, N)
95.8% (5,101/5,323)
20.0% (1,063/5,323)
46.1 (SD = 10.1, n = 5,323)
11.80 (SD = 1.9, n = 5,323)

Filers (N= 5,835)
94.0% (5,486/5,835)
19.0% (1,109/5,835)
47.4 (SD = 10.4, n = 5,835)
11.76 (SD = 2.0, n = 5,835)

10.7% (1,199/11,158)
24.9% (2,774/11,158)
10.4% (1,156/11,158)
30.6% (3,411/11,158)
23.5% (2,618/11,158)
60.6% (6,757/11,158)
2.1 (SD = 0.7, N = 11,141)
13.3 (SD = 7.7, N = 11,136)
13.2 (SD = 8.6, N = 11,136)
46.0 (SD = 31.6, N = 11,137)
71.5 (SD = 23.4, N = 11,137)
3.4 (SD = 2.5, N = 11,137)
20.0 (SD = 10.8, N = 11,137)
2.4 (SD = 0.7, N = 11,141)
2.4 (SD = 0.7, N = 11,097)
2.1 (SD = 0.8, N = 11,097)
1.7 (SD = 0.8, N = 11,097)
1.7 (SD = 0.8, N = 11,097)
1.5 (SD = 0.7, N = 11,096)
1.3 (SD = 0.6, N = 11,097)
1.5 (SD = 0.6, N = 11,096)

9.6 (510/5,323)
27.9 (1,487/5,323)
10.7 (572/5,323)
31.6 (1,685//5,323)
20.1 (1,069//5,323)
60.3% (3,212/5,323)
2.2 (SD = 0.7, n = 5,318)
14.0 (SD = 7.9, n = 5,317)
13.4 (SD = 8.8, n = 5,317)
49.9 (SD = 32.5, n = 5,316)
73.2 (SD = 23.3, n = 5,316)
3.6 (SD = 2.5, n = 5,316)
21.0 (SD = 10.6, n = 5,316)
2.4 (SD = 0.7, n = 5,318)
2.5 (SD = 0.7, n = 5,297)
2.2 (SD = 0.7, n = 5,297)
1.8 (SD = 0.8, n = 5,298)
1.8 (SD = 0.8, n = 5,298)
1.54 (SD = 0.7, n = 5,297)
1.4 (SD = 0.6, n = 5,297)
1.6 (SD = 0.7, n = 5,297)

11.8 (689/5,835)
22.0 (1,287/5,835)
10.0 (584/5,835)
29.6 (1,726/5,835)
26.5 (1,549/5,835)
60.8% (3,545/5,835)
2.1 (SD = 0.7, n = 5,823)
12.6 (SD = 7.5, n = 5, 819)
13.0 (SD 8.4, n = 5,819)
42.5 (SD = 30.3, n = 5,821)
70.0 (SD = 23.4, n = 5,821)
3.3 (SD = 2.5, n = 5,821)
19.2 (SD = 10.9, n = 5,821)
2.4 (SD = 0.7, n = 5,823)
2.4 (SD = 0.7, n = 5,800)
2.1 (SD = 0.9, n = 5,800)
1.7 (SD = 0.7, n = 5,799)
1.7 (SD = 0.8, n = 5,799)
1.52 (SD = 0.7, n = 5,799)
1.3 (SD = 0.5, n = 5,800)
1.5 (SD = 0.6, n = 5,799)
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Static Risk Factor
The Static Factors Assessment is completed by parole officers as part of the Offender Intake Assessment
process. The tool measures static (historical) risk factors among male and female offenders with the goal
of assessing an offender’s risk of recidivism. The tool is comprised of 137 indicators (scored as “yes” or
“no”) across three areas: (1) criminal history record, (2) offence severity record, and (3) sex offence history
checklist. The parole officer judges overall risk as low, moderate or high, based on some or all of these
areas and/or subscales (Helmus & Forrester, 2014). The overall rating of the tool is associated with
community outcomes (Helmus & Forrester, 2014).

Data Analyses
In the current study, logistic regression was used to assess predictors in analyses when dichotomous
outcomes were included (e.g., labour participation, yes/no), and linear regression was used to assess
predictors in analyses when continuous outcomes were included (e.g., employment income). Logistic
regression conducted with dichotomous outcomes provides odds ratios, whereas linear regression
conducted with continuous outcomes provides exponent betas. Odds ratios below 1 indicate that higher
scores on the predictor are related to lower odds of the outcome. Odds ratios above 1 indicate that higher
scores on the predictor are related to higher odds of the outcome. If the 95% confidence intervals include
1 in a logistic regression, the variable is considered not significantly associated with the outcome (p >
.05). For linear regression, exponent betas can be positive or negative; a negative exponent beta indicates
that higher scores on the predictor are related to lower scores on the continuous outcome, whereas a
positive exponent beta indicates that higher scores on the predictor are related to lower scores on the
continuous outcome. If the 95% confidence intervals include 0 in a linear regression, the variable is
considered not significantly associated with the outcome (p > .05). Exponent betas are standardized and,
thus, can be compared across analysis across predictors. In contrast, odds ratios are tied to measurement
scale of the predictors and are unstandardized, so we are unable to compare odds ratios across predictors
and they cannot be compared across variables (i.e., dichotomous predictors will provide larger odds ratio
than continuous predictors). Throughout, both bivariate and multivariate analyses were conducted.
Bivariate analyses (unadjusted models) provide the association between the predictor and outcome while
not controlling for other variables, whereas multivariate analyses (adjusted models) provide the
association between the predictors and outcome, controlling for the other variables in the model.

Results
Filing Taxes
Bolded odds ratio and adjusted odds ratio (AOR, adjusted for other predictors in the model) in
Table 2 denotes the characteristics that predicted tax filing (p < .05). Gender, Indigenous status, age,
years since release, and score on the Static Risk Tool all predicted tax filing. Specifically, men had 28%
lower odds of filing their taxes than women (AOR = 0.72), Indigenous had 10% lower odds of filing their
taxes than non-Indigenous (AOR = 0.90), each one year increase in age was associated with a 10%
increase in the odds of filing taxes (AOR = 1.01), each one year increase in being released was associated
with a 3% decrease in filing taxes (AOR = 0.97), and, each one unit increase in the Static Risk tool was
associated with 15% decrease in the odds of submitting taxes. Rates of filing ranged from 46% to 59%
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across the regions and was highest in Quebec (59%) and the Atlantic region (58%) and lowest in Ontario
(46%).
Table 2: Predictors of Filing Taxes in a Sample of Federal Canadian Offenders
Variable
Gender
Mena
Women
Race
Indigenousa
Non-Indigenous
Age in 2014
Years Since Release
Region
Atlantic
Ontario
Pacific
Prairies
Quebec
Region Based on
Discrimination Laws
Some Lawsa
No Prohibition
Overall Static Risk

OR [95% CI]

AOR [95% CI]

0.68 [0.57, 0.80]
-

0.72 [0.61, 0.86]
-

0.85 [0.77, 0.93]
0.90 [0.81, 0.99]
1.01 [1.01, 1.02]
1.01 [1.01, 1.02]
0.99 [0.97, 1.01]
0.97 [0.95, 0.99]
χ2 = 106.50, df = 4, p <.001 (rates of fillers are higher in Atlantic
and Quebec, and lowest in Ontario)
0.983 [0.911, 1.061]
0.84 [0.80, 0.90]

1.04 [0.96, 1.12]
0.85 [0.80, 0.91]

Criminal History Count
0.98 [0.97, 0.98]
Offence Severity
0.99 [0.990, 0.998]
Institutional Adjustment
0.99 [0.99, 0.99]
Security Risk Score
0.99 [0.993, 0.996]
Alcohol Drug Use
0.96 [0.94, 0.97]
Street Stability Score
0.95 [0.94, 0.96]
Overall Dynamic Risk
0.89 [0.84, 0.94]
Personal/Emotional
0.94 [0.90, 0.996]
Substance Abuse
0.86 [0.83, 0.90]
Associate
0.83 [0.79, 0.87]
Attitude
0.85 [0.82, 0.89]
Marital/Family
0.97 [0.92, 1.02]
Community Functioning
0.81 [0.75, 0.86]
Employment/Education
0.84 [0.79, 0.88]
Note. aReference category for logistic regression analyses

1.01 [0.94, 1.08]
-

Labour Force Participation, Employment Income, and Social Assistance
Table 3 provides the average income, labour force participation rate, and use of social assistance based on
different demographic characteristics for offenders admitted to CSC institutions between January 1999
and December 2001. In total, 50.8% of tax filers reported some labour force income (2,962/5,835). In
contrast, the labour participation rate was 68.8% for the general Canadian population aged 25 and over.
However, those 45 to 49 years of age, which is most representative of our sample, had a higher labour
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participation rate of 85.3% (CANSIM Table 11-10-0023-01; Table 111-0009). The labour participation
rate was lower for women released from CSC institutions (39%; 137/352) compared to men (51.5%;
2,825/5,483). These labour participation rates are between half to two thirds the rate of the general
Canadian population of both women (64.2%) and men (73.8%; CANSIM Table 11-10-0023-01).
In 2014, the median employment income for the general Canadian population was $33,180
(CANSIM Table 111-0004), with men claiming a median employment income of $39,580 and women
claiming a median employment income of $27,750. In stark contrast, both men and women within this
federal cohort of offenders had a median income of $0, and ranged4 from $0 to $118,805 (median5 = $0,
M = $14,049.41, SD = $22,963.12, n = 5,762). Of those who reported employment income (n = 2,962),
the average income was a little over $14,000 (M = 14,118.69, SD = 23,011.29).
Approximately 2 out of every 5 individuals released from CSC institutions received at least some
form of social assistance payment (40.7%; 2,377/5,835), with women released from CSC institutions
receiving more social assistance payment than men released from CSC institutions (54.5% vs. 39.9%),
and receiving close to ten times the social assistance payment rate of the general population6 (5.9%;
1,559,570/26,618,560). The rate of social assistance payment in the general population was slightly
higher for women (6.1%; 842,850/13,729,040) than men (5.6%; 716,720/12,889,520). Individuals
released from CSC institutions received social payment ranging from $25 to $37,936 (median =
$7,756.00; M = $8,231.84, SD = $4,870.86), which was also similar to the rate of social assistance
payment received by individuals in the Canadian general population ($7,271.68).

Predictors of Labour Force Participation, Employment Income, and Social Assistance
Table 4 provides the characteristics associated with labour force participation outcomes for Canadian
federal offenders. Bivariate analyses showed that all examined variables, with the exception of the
Associates domain of the Dynamic Risk Factor scale, were statistically associated with labour force
participation. The multivariate analyses showed that younger age (Adjusted Odds Ratios [AOR] = 0.95),
fewer years since release (AOR = 0.94, 95% CI [0.89, 0.998]), being a male (AOR = 2.40), nonIndigenous status (AOR = 0.80), residing in a region without discrimination laws (AOR = 1.27), lower
risk scores as assessed by the Dynamic Risk Factor scale (AOR = 0.66) and Static Risk Factor scale
(AOR = 0.75), as well as a history of sexual offences (AOR = 1.28) were related to higher odds of
participation in the labour force, even after controlling for other variables in the model. Predictors of
labour force participation were found to be similar for both males and females, with confidence intervals
largely overlapping (see Appendix B, Table 3B for the final adjusted model of labour force participation
presentedfor males and females separately).

4

Outliers (Z > 3.29) are individuals with an employment income over $118,805.00. There were 73 outliers, which
were removed from our analyses. When outliers are included the employment income of tax filers ranges from $0 to
$1,040,299 (median = $0; M = $16,041.66, SD = $31,418.37).
5
The distribution of employment income was positively skewed. For this reason, the median provides a more
accurate representation of employment income for released Canadian federal offenders than the mean (Field, 2009).
6
The Canadian general population use of social assistance was estimated based on the total number of those claiming
social payments from the total number of those filing taxes (CANSIM Table 11-10-0007-01).
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Table 3: Average Income, Labour Force Participation, and Social Assistance of Released Canadian Federal Offenders
Variable
Age in Years at Filing
25-35
35-45
45-55
55 and Older
Gender
Men
Women
Race
Non-Indigenous
Indigenous
Aggregate Sentence Length
< 4 Years
4 to 10 Years
Sentences > 10 yearsa
Index Type
Non-Sexual Violent
Property
Traffic
White Collar Crimes
Sexual
Drug
Administration of Justice
Region
Discrimination Laws
No Discrimination Laws
CSC Institution Regions
Atlantic
Ontario
Pacific
Prairies
Québec
Family in 2014
Spouse Families
Common-Law Families
Lone-Parent Families
Non-Family Persons
Marital Status in 2014
Married
Common-Law
Widowed

% in labour
force

(N)

Average Employment Income (SD)

Median Income

(N)

% with social
assistance

(N)

66.1%
57.5%
47.4%
35.3%

(482/729)
(1,178/2,049)
(874/1,844)
(428/1,213)

$19,259.72 (SD = $25,781.23)
$16,347.17 (SD = $24,251.45)
$12,808.53 (SD = $21,995.74)
$9,009.91 (SD = $18,947.94)

$7,254.00
$3,001.50
$0.00
$0.00

(717)
(2,008)
(1,831)
(1,206)

30.2%
39.3%
50.1%
35.3%

(220/729)
(806/2,049)
(923/1,844)
(428/1,213)

51.5%
38.9%

(2,825/5,483)
(137/352)

$14,334.66 (SD = $23,155.04)
$9,665.33 (SD = $19,284.18)

$0.00
$0.00

(5,410)
(352)

39.9%
54.5%

(2,185/5,483)
(192/352)

51.7%
46.3%

(2,490/4,816)
(472/1,019)

$14,723.93 (SD = $23,314.94)
$10,879.66 (SD = $20,953.70)

$0.00
$0.00

(4,751)
(1011)

40.5%
41.8%

(1,951/4,816)
(426/1,019)

50.1%
51.8%
68.7%

(2,136/4,262)
(780/1,506)
(46/67)

$14,158.26 (SD = $23,281.91)
$13,370.46 (SD = $21,897.60)
$22,368.94 (SD = $24,442.46)

$0.00
$0.00
$18,195.50

(4,212)
(1,484)
(66)

42.4%
37.8%
4.5%

(1,805/4,262)
(569/1,506)
(3/67)

50.3%
44.2%
50.0%
56.1%
46.6%
60.5%
30.0%

(1,341/2,668)
(385/872)
(83/166)
(69/123)
(413/886)
(663/1,096)
(6/20)

$13,309.76 (SD = $21,893.49)
$11,894.18 (SD = $22,447.15)
$16,151.48 (SD = $28,540.60)
$17,556.47 (SD = $26,169.42)
$12,439.31 (SD = $21,659.80)
$18,383.52 (SD = $25,134.59)
$5,332.30 (SD = $11,939.43)

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$937.00
$0.00
$5,826.00
$0.00

(2,631)
(867)
(164)
(118)
(883)
(1,075)
(20)

43.3%
51.4%
39.2%
34.1%
33.6%
32.3%
65.0%

(1,155/2,668)
(448/872)
(65/166)
(42/123)
(298/886)
(354/1,096)
(13/20)

48.3%
54.6%

(1,712/3,545)
(1,250/2,290)

$12,176.94 (SD = $20,395.42)
$16,984.96 (SD = $26,229.48)

$0.00
$902.50

(3,518)
(2,244)

43.6%
36.4%

(1,544/3,545)
(833/2,290)

46.0%
46.1%
51.4%
57.2%
49.4%

(317/689)
(593/1,287)
(300/584)
(987/1,726)
(765/1,549)

$12,465.51 (SD = $22,164.28)
$11,404.13 (SD = $20,033.93)
$16,447.60 (SD = $25,993.33)
$18,259.15 (SD = $27,116.21)
$11,428.04 (SD = $18,168.16)

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$2,515.00
$0.00

(679)
(1,276)
(579)
(1,687)
(1,541)

43.1%
46.2%
38.5%
34.5%
42.9%

(297/689)
(595/1,287)
(225/584)
(595/1,726)
(665/1,549)

67.7%
60.1%
47.6%
41.7%

(660/975)
(786/1,307)
(269/565)
(1,247/2,988)

$22,805.36 (SD = $28,535.00)
$17,864.00 (SD = $25,087.12)
$12.139.39 (SD = $20,654.01)
$9,989.98 (SD = $19,086.31)

$10,152.50
$5,717.00
$0.00
$0.00

(940)
(1,287)
(563)
(2,972)

11.5%
30.7%
47.1%
53.5%

(112/975)
(401/1,307)
(266/565)
(1,598/2,988)

69.5%
64.8%
35.6%

(587/845)
(429/662)
(31/87)

$24,346.05 (SD = $29,412.06)
$21,259.27 (SD = $26,928.91)
$7,141.45 (SD = $14,155.69)

$12,000.00
$9,164
$0.00

(811)
(650)
(86)

7.5%
16.8%
33.3%

(63/845)
(111/662)
(29/87)
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Divorced
Separated
Single
aincluding

39.7%
54.9%
44.9%

(140/353)
(162/295)
(1,613/3,593)

$9,969.06 (SD = $18,553.32)
$15,752.28 (SD = $23,822.38)
$10,831.84 (SD = $19,777.31)

$0.00
$249.00
$0.00

(351)
(289)
(3,575)

42.8%
37.3%
53.2%

(151/353)
(110/295)
(1,913/3,593)

indeterminate sentences.
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Similar variables that were found to predict participation in the labour market also predicted
employment income. As can be seen in Table 5, standardized betas from the adjusted model show that younger
age (Exp[b] = -.20), being a male (Exp[b] = .09), non-Indigenous status (Exp[b] = -.08), residing in a region
without discrimination laws (Exp[b] = .11), lower risk scores as assessed by the Dynamic Risk Factor scale
(Exp[b] = -.12) and Static Risk Factor scale (Exp[b] = -.11), and having a sexual offence in their official
criminal history (Exp[b] = .04) were associated with higher employment income, even after controlling for other
variables in the model. Predictors of employment were found to be similar for both males and females (see
Appendix B, Table 4B for the final adjusted model of employment income presented separately for males and
females).
Table 4: Predictors of Labour Force Participation
No Labour
Force
Participation
% or M (SD)

Labour
Force
Participation
% or M (SD)

OR [95% CI]

AOR [95% CI]

Age in Years at Filing (2014)

49.7 (10.9)

45.2 (9.4)

0.96 [0.95, 0.96]

0.95 [0.94, 0.95]

Years Since Release

13.9 (1.0)

13.8 (1.0)

0.94 [0.89, 0.99]

0.94 [0.89, 0.998]

Gender (Men)

92.5%

95.4%

1.67 [1.34, 2.08]

2.40 [1.89, 3.06]

Race (Indigenous)

19.0%

15.9%

0.81 [0.70, 0.92]

0.76 [0.65, 0.88]

Region (No Discrimination Laws)

36.2%

42.2%

1.29 [1.16, 1.43]

1.26 [1.13, 1.42]

Dynamic Factors Total

2.5 (0.7)

2.3 (0.7)

0.65 [0.60, 0.70]

0.66 [0.60, 0.72]

Personal/Emotional

2.5 (0.7)

2.4 (0.7)

0.76 [0.71, 0.82]

-

Substance Abuse

2.3 (0.9)

2.0 (0.9)

0.75 [0.70, 0.79]

-

Associate

1.7 (0.7)

1.8 (0.7)

1.06 [0.99, 1.14]

-

Attitude

1.7 (0.8)

1.7 (0.8)

0.93 [0.87, 0.99]

-

Marital/Family

1.6 (0.7)

1.5 (0.7)

0.83 [0.77, 0.89]

-

Community Functioning

1.3 (0.6)

1.2 (0.5)

0.64 [0.58, 0.71]

-

Employment/Education

1.6 (0.7)

2.0 (0.7)

0.86 [0.79, 0.93]

-

2.3 (0.7)

2.0 (0.7)

0.66 [0.62, 0.71]

0.75 [0.68, 0.82]

Criminal History Count

13.6 (7.4)

12.2 (8.0)

0.96 [0.96, 0.97]

-

Offence Severity

13.8 (8.6)

12.2 (8.0)

0.977 [0.971, 0.983]

-

Institutional Adjustment

45.5 (30.7)

39.6 (29.6)

0.993 [0.992, 0.995]

-

Security Risk Score

69.3 (22.5)

70.6 (24.2)

1.002 [1.001, 1.005]

-

3.7 (2.5)

3.0 (2.5)

0.89 [0.87, 0.91]

-

21.0 (10.6)

17.5 (10.9)

0.97 [0.96, 0.98]

-

-1.3 (10.8)

2.4 (10.3)

1.03 [1.03, 1.04]

-

22.5%

18.5%

0.78 [0.69, 0.89]

1.28 [1.10, 1.47]

Predictor

Static Risk Factor

Alcohol Drug Use
Street Stability Score
SIR Score
Any Sexual Offences (Sexual Offence)

Note. Bolder values represent OR that were statistically significant (p <.05). Reference categories of dichotomous predictors are provided in
parenthesis. bModel adjusted for other significant variables in the model. Excludes the DFA and the Static item score as these are total scores that
include the other items in the table (multicollinearity). Also excludes SIR score as this tool was never scored on women or Indigenous so it was removed
from the overall model. The R2 of the adjusted model was .131 (N = 5,819).
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Table 5: Predictors of Employment Income
Predictor

Unadjusted Model
EXP(b)
t (p-value)

Adjusted Model
EXP(b)
t (p-value)

Age in Years at Filing (2014)

-.164

-12.63 (p <.001)

-.197

-14.65 (p <.001)

Years Since Release

-.019

-1.48 (p =.14)

-

-

Gender (Men)

.049

3.70 (p <.001)

.086

6.70 (p <.001)

Race (Indigenous)

-.064

-4.84 (p <.001)

-.078

-5.85 (p <.001)

Region (No Discrimination Laws)

.102

7.79 (p <.001)

.107

8.12 (p <.001)

Dynamic Factors Total

-.159

-12.25 (p <.001)

-.123

-7.79 (p <.001)

Personal/Emotional

-.093

-7.04 (p <.001)

-

-

Substance Abuse

-.099

-7.51 (p <.001)

-

-

Associate

.007

0.50 (p =.62)

-

-

Attitude

-.055

-4.20 (p <.001)

-

-

Marital/Family

-.046

-3.45 (p =.001)

-

-

Community Functioning

-.094

-7.15 (p <.001)

-

-

Employment/Education

-.030

-2.24 (p = .03)

-

-

-.168

-12.93 (p <.001)

-.113

-7.08 (p <.001)

Criminal History Count

-.153

-11.77 (p <.001)

-

-

Offence Severity

-.109

-8.28 (p <.001)

-

-

Institutional Adjustment

-.130

-9.97 (p <.001)

-

-

Security Risk Score

-.027

-2.08 (p = .04)

-

-

Alcohol Drug Use

-.116

-8.82 (p <.001)

-

-

Street Stability Score

-.183

-14.12 (p <.001)

-

-

SIR Score

.162

11.17 (p <.001)

-

-

Any Sexual Offences (Sexual Offence)

-.041

-3.09 (p = .002)

.042

3.11 (p = .002)

Static Risk Factor

Note. EXP(b): Standardized beta. Bolder values represent predictors that were statistically significant (p <.05). For dichotomous
items, reference category is provided in parenthesis. Unadjusted model represents the bivariate regression. In contrast, the adjusted
model controls for the other significant variables in the model. This adjusted model excludes the DFA item score and the Static item
score as these are subsumed in the total score. SIR score was also removed from the adjusted model as it was not scored on
Indigenous and women offenders. Adjusted model: Adjusted R2 =.089.

Finally, as can be seen in Table 6, predictors of social assistance were generally similar
but in the opposite direction of those predictors that were associated with labour participation and
employment income. Women (AOR = 0.39, 95% CI [0.31, 0.49]), residing in a region without
discrimination laws (AOR = 0.70, 95% CI [0.63, 0.79]), scoring higher on risk to reoffend as
assessed by the Dynamic Factor Scale (AOR = 1.74, 95% CI [1.57, 1.92]) and Static Risk Factor
Scale (AOR = 1.32, 95% CI [1.20, 1.45]), as well as having an exclusively non-sexual offending
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history (AOR = 0.70, 95% CI [0.61, 0.81]) were associated with greater likelihood of receiving
social assistance, after controlling for other variables in the model. Predictors of social assistance
were similar for both males and females, with the exception of regions. For women, regions
without discrimination laws were associated with higher odds of social assistance. On the other
hand, for men, regions without discrimination laws were associated with lower odds of social
assistance (see Appendix B, Table 5B for the final adjusted model of social assistance payment
presented separately for men and women).

Table 6: Predictors of Labour Force Participation for Men and Women

Predictor

EXP(b)

Men
[95% CI]

p-value

EXP(b)

Women
[95% CI]

p-value

Race (Indigenous)

.762

[0.65,
0.89]

p <.001

.683

[0.36, 1.30]

p =.25

Age in Years at Filing (2014)

.947

[0.94,
0.95]

p <.001

.966

[0.94, 0.99]

p=
.008

Years From Admission at Filing Date

.944

[0.89,
1.00]

p =.05

.933

[0.73, 1.20]

p = .59

Region (No Discrimination Laws)

1.277

[1.13,
1.44]

p <.001

1.194

[0.73, 1.96]

p = .48

Overall Dynamic Risk

.671

[0.61,
0.74]

p <.001

.434

[0.28, 0.68]

p <.001

Overall Static Risk

.745

[0.68,
0.82]

p <.001

.727

[0.46, 1.15]

p = .17

Any Sexual Offences (Sexual Offence)

1.261

[1.09,
1.46]

p =.002

9.802

[1.50,
55.07]

p = .02

Note. N = 5,474 men, R2 = .172; N = 345 women, R2 = .126. EXP(b): Standardized beta. Bolder values represent predictors that
were statistically significant (p <.05). For dichotomous items, reference category is provided in parenthesis.

Discussion
We found that the economic outcomes of Canadian federal offenders are quite poor, even after an
average of 14 years following release from a correctional institution. Only half of released
offenders from CSC institutions who filed taxes in 2014 were in the labour market and,
consequently, many were earning below the poverty line with a median income of $0. The
average income of those who reported employment income was $14,000, which was at least half
of the median employment income reported by men ($39,580) and women ($27,750) in the
general Canadian population that year. As such, it is not surprising that many individuals with a
criminal record are almost 10 times more reliant on government support agencies than individuals
within the general population. In our sample, 41% received at least some form of social assistance
payment; a rate that is almost 10 times higher than the general Canadian population.
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We also found several characteristics that were associated with employment income in
released federal Canadian offenders. First, women not only received more social assistance
payment than men (54.5% vs. 39.9%), but women also made substantially less than their male
counterparts, even 14 years after release from a correctional institution, with women earning on
average just under $10,000 and men earning on average just over $14,000. In addition,
individuals that were Indigenous earned less than their non-Indigenous counterparts, with
Indigenous individuals earning on average just over $10,000 and non-Indigenous earning on
average just under $15,000. In terms of type of offenders, top earners were those whose index
offence7 was a drug offence (just over $18,000) or white collar offence (just under $18,000).
There were no differences between those who had an aggregate sentence length of under 4 years
(just over $14,000) and those with aggregate sentence length of 4 to 10 years (just over $13,000).
However, offenders with sentences longer than 10 years or indeterminate sentences made
substantially more (just over $22,000). This is likely because indeterminate offenders on
supervised release were a relatively small group (n = 67) who were older and had previous
employment histories prior to incarceration. As well, it is possible that these individuals had
greater support in the community from their community supervision officers. Finally, we found
that risk factors that predict reoffending, as well as older age, both predicted poorer economic
outcomes among individuals released from Canadian federal institutions. These findings suggest
that higher-risk offenders and older offenders (45 and over) may require additional support once
released into the community to find gainful employment.

Moving Forward
In the US, it is estimated that the loss of income due to the underemployment of ex-offenders is
between 57 to 65 billion annually, an estimate that does not account for the incremental costs of
social assistance programs that released offenders may also be utilizing (Schmitt & Warner,
2010). The current study found that released Canadian federal offenders are also underemployed.
Underemployment of offenders does not suggest that there is a loss of income for Canadians as a
whole, but rather that this loss of employment opportunities for released offenders is likely a
contributor to reoffending. Gaining employment and making sufficient income is a key factor that
predicts desistance from crime for offenders (e.g., Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Berg & Huebner,
2011; Gillis & Nafekh, 2005; Webster et al., 2007). Unfortunately, many individuals released
from Canadian federal institutions find this goal of obtaining employment elusive, which is a
commonly reported concern among released offenders that has been supported by research,
showing that only about half of released offenders are able to find employment. Further, even
when they find employment, about half of released offenders are making less than the poverty
line. The underemployment of individuals with criminal records has commonly been explained
through factors such as hiring biases that are present against those with criminal records,
regardless of qualifications, and the fact that criminal record biases are compounded due to the
higher ratio of minorities having criminal records than non-minorities (AAltonen, 2016; Batastini
et al., 2017; Department of Justice Canada, 2017; Nally et al., 2013; Pager, 2003; Visher et al.,
2011). Yet, as mentioned, Caucasian individuals with a criminal record are more likely to be

7

The index offense is the latest offense for which the individual was serving time for before they
were released in the community.
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employed than African American individuals without a criminal record (e.g., a US study from
Pager, 2003).
Given that federal offenders vary in their ability to secure gainful employment,
identifying offenders who require additional support before release is essential. The current study
suggests that older individuals, women, and Indigenous offenders would benefit from greater
support in securing employment in the community. In addition, there are scales designed to
identify which steps in the job search process (e.g, resume writing, interview, job search efficacy)
where individuals may require extra support or training. For example, the Offender Job Search
Self-Efficacy Scale (OFJSSE; Varghese, Anderson, Cummings, & Fitzgerald, 2018) identifies
areas of concerns that the offender holds (e.g., preparing for an interview), and can be used to
identify areas where correctional staff can provide support on prior to release (e.g., mock
interviews).
Strengthening the employment discrimination laws in Canada or adding criminal history
as a special status that should not be discriminated upon in the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms could also improve employment outcomes of individuals with criminal records.
Currently, only eight provinces and territories have criminal offences as a special status that
should not be discriminated against. Of these, two provinces and territories place this special
designation on pardoned or suspended offences, therefore allowing criminal offences to be
considered by employers. The current study found that these anti-discrimination laws in Canada
have no positive effect on the employment rate or income of Canadian federal offenders, perhaps
due to ambiguity in the legislation. There are two possible reasons for this. First, despite the
legislations, employers are continuing to discriminate against individuals with criminal records.
Second, provinces and territories without employment discrimination laws (prairies, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick) may have greater access to employment opportunities that do not require
criminal record checks (oil sands, farming, and fishing), which are traditionally more often male
dominated. The latter is likely why we found that men tend to use less social assistance in these
provinces than women. Regardless, the current study suggests that more can be done in terms of
protecting the rights of individuals with criminal records to gain employment.
In response to the dismal economic outcome of offenders, many countries have supported
‘Ban the Box’ legislation, which bans employers from asking applicants about whether or not
they have a criminal record, particularly when the position does not involve access to vulnerable
populations, such as children, individuals with disabilities, and the elderly. In the United States,
there are over 130 cities and 24 states that have removed questions about criminal history from
public employment applications, and 9 of these states have also applied this ban to employers
within the private sector (Evans, 2016; Von Bergen & Bressler, 2016). Hawaii found that the rate
of reoffending decreased following the Ban the Box law (D’Alessio, Stolzenberg, & Flexon,
2015). The current study suggests that an approach that mimics features of the ban the box law
would yield fruitful results, as it would provide individuals with a criminal record greater
opportunity to reintegrate into the community and to increase self-reliance that stems from legal
employment. Requiring criminal record checks uniformly for any type of job application means
that individuals with criminal records will have notably increased challenges when seeking
employment, which would add to the many other potential hurdles offenders are facing upon
release (e.g., securing housing, substance abuse, health; Henry & Jacobs, 2007). Given the simple
fact that holding a criminal record biases employers toward rejecting applicants, regardless of
competencies and qualifications (Batastini et al., 2017), a ban across preliminary record
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verification would be required to make a substantial change in employment income of offenders.
In Canada, we currently have a policy in place for all employment that involves
vulnerable populations (e.g., Vulnerable Sector Check; RCMP, 2014). Banning criminal record
checks for non-government agencies would not mean that those serving vulnerable sectors would
be impacted. Instead, organizations within the vulnerable sectors and government agencies would
continue to require record checks. Employment is in fact a key protective factor for the desistance
of criminal offending (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). Unfortunately, the current study has shown that
there are a number of considerable barriers that individuals with criminal records encounter with
regards to gaining employment in Canada, barriers that are impacting women, Indigenous, and
older individuals differentially. Policies to improve the economic outcomes of individuals with
criminal records would not only reduce the substantial cost to Canadians (e.g., decrease social
assistance payments, increase of revenue through taxation), but improved policies would also
reduce the likelihood of reoffending.
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Appendix A
Employment Discrimination Status Across Canada
1) Provinces and territories that prohibit individuals from discriminating against individuals with a criminal
history
Province or Territory
British Columbia

Human Rights Code (RSBC 1996, Chapter 210)
*Discrimination in employment based on criminal history is prohibited
Discrimination in employment
13 (1) A person must not
(a) refuse to employ or refuse to continue to employ a person, or
(b) discriminate against a person regarding employment or any term or condition of
employment
because of the race, colour, ancestry, place of origin, political belief, religion,
marital status, family status, physical or mental disability, sex, sexual orientation,
gender identity or expression, or age of that person or because that person has
been convicted of a criminal or summary conviction offence that is unrelated
to the employment or to the intended employment of that person.
(2) An employment agency must not refuse to refer a person for employment for
any reason mentioned in subsection (1).
(3) Subsection (1) does not apply
(a) as it relates to age, to a bona fide scheme based on seniority, or
(b) as it relates to marital status, physical or mental disability, sex or age, to the
operation of a bona fide retirement, superannuation or pension plan or to a bona
fide group or employee insurance plan, whether or not the plan is the subject of a
contract of insurance between an insurer and an employer.
(4) Subsections (1) and (2) do not apply with respect to a refusal, limitation,
specification or preference based on a bona fide occupational requirement.
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Ontario

Human Rights Code (R.S.O. 1990, c. H.19)
*Discrimination in employment based on criminal history is prohibited
5 (1) Every person has a right to equal treatment with respect to employment
without discrimination because of race, ancestry, place of origin, colour, ethnic
origin, citizenship, creed, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, gender
expression, age, record of offences, marital status, family status or
disability. R.S.O. 1990, c. H.19, s. 5 (1); 1999, c. 6, s. 28 (5); 2001, c. 32,
s. 27 (1); 2005, c. 5, s. 32 (5); 2012, c. 7, s. 4 (1).
“record of offences” means a conviction for,
(a) an offence in respect of which a pardon has been granted under the Criminal
Records Act (Canada) and has not been revoked, or
(b) an offence in respect of any provincial enactment
24 (1) The right under section 5 to equal treatment with respect to employment is
not infringed where,
(b) the discrimination in employment is for reasons of age, sex, record of offences
or marital status if the age, sex, record of offences or marital status of the
applicant is a reasonable and bona fide qualification because of the nature of the
employment;

Newfoundland and
Labrador

Human Rights Act (2010; SNL2010 CHAPTER H-13.1)
*Discrimination in employment based on criminal history is prohibited
14. (1) An employer, or a person acting on behalf of an employer, shall not refuse
to employ or to continue to employ or otherwise discriminate against a person in
regard to employment or a term or condition of employment on the basis of a
prohibited ground of discrimination, or because of the conviction for an offence
that is unrelated to the employment of the person.
(2) Subsection (1) does not apply to the expression of a limitation, specification or
preference based on a good faith occupational qualification.

Prince Edward Island

Human Rights Act (Chapter H-12)
*Discrimination in employment based on criminal history is prohibited
6. (1) No person shall refuse to employ or to continue to employ any individual
(a) on a discriminatory basis, including discrimination in any term or condition of
employment; or (b) because the individual has been convicted of a criminal or
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summary conviction offence that is unrelated to the employment or intended
employment of the individual.
(4) This section does not apply to
(a) a refusal, limitation, specification or preference based on a genuine
occupational qualification.

Quebec

Charter of Human Rights and Freedoms (C-12)
*Discrimination in employment based on criminal history is prohibited
10. Every person has a right to full and equal recognition and exercise of his
human rights and freedoms, without distinction, exclusion or preference based on
race, colour, sex, gender identity or expression, pregnancy, sexual orientation, civil
status, age except as provided by law, religion, political convictions, language,
ethnic or national origin, social condition, a handicap or the use of any means to
palliate a handicap.
18.2. No one may dismiss, refuse to hire or otherwise penalize a person in his
employment owing to the mere fact that he was convicted of a penal or criminal
offence, if the offence was in no way connected with the employment or if the
person has obtained a pardon for the offence.

Yukon

Human Rights Act (RSY 2002 – c 116)
*Discrimination in employment based on criminal history is prohibited
7 It is discrimination to treat any individual or group unfavourably on any of the
following grounds: ancestry, including colour and race; national origin; ethnic or
linguistic background or origin; religion or creed, or religious belief, religious
association, or religious activity; age; sex, including pregnancy, and pregnancy
related conditions; sexual orientation; physical or mental disability; criminal
charges or criminal record; political belief, political association, or political
activity; marital or family status; source of income
(m) actual or presumed association with other individuals or groups whose identity
or membership is determined by any of the grounds listed in paragraphs (a) to (l).
S.Y. 2002, c.116, s.7
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Human Rights Act (SNWT 2002, c 18)
Northwest Territories

*Discrimination in employment based on criminal history is prohibited
And whereas it is recognized in the Northwest Territories that every individual is
free and equal in dignity and rights without regard to his or her race, colour,
ancestry, nationality, ethnic origin, place of origin, creed, religion, age, disability,
sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, marital status, family status, family
affiliation, political belief, political association or social condition and without
regard to whether he or she has had a conviction that is subject to a pardon
or record suspension.

Nunavut

Human Rights Act (SNu 2003, c12)
*Discrimination in employment based on criminal history is prohibited
For the purposes of this Act, the prohibited grounds of discrimination are race,
colour, ancestry, ethnic origin, citizenship, place of origin, creed, religion, age,
disability, sex, sexual orientation, marital status, family status, pregnancy, lawful
source of income and a conviction for which a pardon has been granted.
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2) Provinces and territories that do not prohibit individuals from discriminating against individuals with a
criminal history
Province or Territory
Nova Scotia

Nova Scotia Human Rights Act (Chapter 214)
*Does not prohibit discrimination based on criminal history
Meaning of discrimination
4 For the purpose of this Act, a person discriminates where the person makes a
distinction, whether intentional or not, based on a characteristic, or perceived
characteristic, referred to in clauses (h) to (v) of subsection (1) of Section 5 that
has the effect of imposing burdens, obligations or disadvantages on an individual
or a class of individuals not imposed upon others or which withholds or limits
access to opportunities, benefits and advantages available to other individuals or
classes of individuals in society.
*There is some prohibition of discrimination that has extended to criminality
in previous proceedings
5 (1) No person shall in respect of (d) employment;
(e) recognize that the government, all public agencies and all persons in the
Province have the responsibility to ensure that every individual in the Province is
afforded an equal opportunity to enjoy a full and productive life and that failure to
provide equality of opportunity threatens the status of all persons.

New Brunswick

Human Right Act (RSNB 2011, c 171)
*Does not prohibit discrimination based on criminal history
No employer, employers’ organization or other person acting on behalf of an
employer shall, because of race, colour, religion, national origin, ancestry, place of
origin, age, physical disability, mental disability, marital status, sexual orientation,
sex, social condition or political belief or activity, (a)refuse to employ or continue
to employ any person, or
(b) discriminate against any person in respect of employment or any term or
condition of employment.

Manitoba

The Human Rights Code (C.C.S.M. c. H175)

*Does not prohibit discrimination based on criminal history
9(2) The applicable characteristics for the purposes of clauses (1)(b) to (d) are
(a) ancestry, including colour and perceived race;
(b) nationality or national origin; (c) ethnic background or origin; (d) religion or
creed, or religious belief, religious association or religious activity; (e) age;
(f) sex, including sex-determined characteristics or circumstances, such as
pregnancy, the possibility of pregnancy, or circumstances related to
pregnancy; (g) gender identity; (h) sexual orientation; (i) marital or family
status; (j) source of income; (k) political belief, political association or political
activity; (l) physical or mental disability or related characteristics or
circumstances, including reliance on a service animal, a wheelchair, or any
other remedial appliance or device; (m) social disadvantage.
*While not noted in the Code, the Manitoba Human Rights Commission
accepts complaints on the basis of criminal record or disadvantaged social
condition
Criminal conduct excluded
9(4) For the purpose of dealing with any case of alleged discrimination under this
Code, no characteristic referred to in subsection (2) shall be interpreted to extend
to any conduct prohibited by the Criminal Code of Canada.

Saskatchewan

The Saskatchewan Human Rights Code (CHAPTER S-24.1)
*Does not prohibit discrimination based on criminal history
Discrimination prohibited in employment
16(1) No employer shall refuse to employ or continue to employ or otherwise
discriminate against any person or class of persons with respect to employment, or
any term of employment, on the basis of a prohibited ground.
(m.01) “prohibited ground” means: (i) religion; (ii) creed; (iii) marital status; (iv)
family status; (v) sex; (vi) sexual orientation; (vii) disability; (viii) age; (ix) colour; (x)
ancestry; (xi) nationality; (xii) place of origin; (xiii) race or perceived race; (xiv)
receipt of public assistance; and (xv) gender identity;

Alberta

Alberta Human Rights Act (R.S.A. 2000 c. A-25.5)
*Does not prohibit discrimination based on criminal history
Discrimination re employment practices
7(1) No employer shall

(a) refuse to employ or refuse to continue to employ any person, or
(b) discriminate against any person with regard to employment or any term or
condition of employment, because of the race, religious beliefs, colour, gender,
gender identity, gender expression, physical disability, mental disability, age,
ancestry, place of origin, marital status, source of income, family status or sexual
orientation of that person or of any other person.

Appendix B
Table 1B: Additional descriptive Information of the Sample (N = 5,835)
% (n)
At CSC Admission

% (n)
In 2014

10.8% (n = 628/5,806)
31.5% (n = 1,831/5,806)
0.01% (n = 43/5,806)
6.7% (n = 390/5,806)
4.1% (n = 237/5,806)
46.1% (n = 2,677/5,806)

14.5% (n = 845/5,835)
11.3% (n = 662/5,835)
1.5% (n = 87/5,835)
6.0% (n = 353/5,835)
5.1% (n = 295/5,835)
61.6% (n = 3,593/5,835)

16.7% (n = 975/5,835)
22.4% (n =1,307/5,835)

-

Lone-Parent Families
Non-Family Persons
Region
Some Anti-Discrimination Laws
No Anti-Discrimination Laws
Index Offence Type
Non-Sexual Violent Offences
Property Offences
Traffic Crimes
White Collar Offences

9.7% (n = 565/5,835)
51.2% (n = 2,988/5,835)

-

60.8% (n = 3,545/5,835)
39.2% (n = 2,290/5,835)

-

45.8% (n = 2,668/5,831)
15.0% (n = 872/5,831)
2.8% (n = 166/5,831)
2.1% (n = 123/5,831)

-

Sexual Offences
Drug Offences
Administration of Justice Offences
Any History of Sexual Convictions

15.2% (n = 886/5,831)
18.8% (n = 1,096/5,831)
0.3% (n = 20/5,831)
20.5% (n = 1,192/5,820)

-

Variable
Marital Status
Married
Common-Law
Widowed
Divorced
Separated
Single
Family Composition in 2014
Spouse Families
Common-Law Families

Table 2B: Predictors of Filing Behaviour for Men and Women
EXP(b)

Men
[95% CI]

EXP(b)

Women
[95% CI]

p-value

p-value

Race (Indigenous)

.932

[0.84, 1.04]

p = .19

.478

[0.31, 0.74]

p = .001

Age in Years at Filing (2014)

1.012

[1.01,
1.02]

p <.001

.992

[0.97, 1.01]

p = .42

Years Since Release

.971

[0.95,
0.99]

p = .004

.981

[0.88, 1.09]

p = .73

Region (No Discrimination Laws)

1.026

[0.95, 1.11]

p = .54

1.320

[0.91, 1.91]

p = 14

Overall Dynamic Risk

1.025

[0.96, 1.10]

p = .50

.739

[0.54, 1.02]

p = .06

Overall Static Risk

.840

[0.78,
0.90]

p <.001

1.242

[0.90, 1.72]

p = .19

Predictor

Note. EXP(b): Standardized beta. Bolder values represent predictors that were statistically significant (p <.05). For dichotomous
items, reference category is provided in parenthesis.

Table 3B: Predictors of Labour Force Participation for Men and Women
Predictor

EXP(b)

Men
[95% CI]

pvalue

EXP(b)

Women
[95% CI]

p-value

Race (Indigenous)

.762

[0.65,
0.89]

p <.001

.683

[0.36, 1.30]

p =.25

Age in Years at Filing (2014)

.947

[0.94,
0.95]

p <.001

.966

[0.94, 0.99]

p=
.008

Years From Admission at Filing Date

.944

[0.89,
1.00]

p =.05

.933

[0.73, 1.20]

p = .59

Region (No Discrimination Laws)

1.277

[1.13,
1.44]

p <.001

1.194

[0.73, 1.96]

p = .48

Overall Dynamic Risk

.671

[0.61,
0.74]

p <.001

.434

[0.28, 0.68]

p <.001

Overall Static Risk

.745

[0.68,
0.82]

p <.001

.727

[0.46, 1.15]

p = .17

Any Sexual Offences (Sexual
Offence)

1.261

[1.09,
1.46]

p =.002

9.802

[1.50,
55.07]

p = .02

Note. N = 5,474 men, R2 = .172; N = 345 women, R2 = .126. EXP(b): Standardized beta. Bolder values represent predictors that
were statistically significant (p <.05). For dichotomous items, reference category is provided in parenthesis.

Table 4B: Predictors of Employment Income for Men and Women
B

Men
t

B

Women
t

p-value

p-value

Race (Indigenous)

-.078

-5.68

p <.001

-.070

-1.25

p = .21

Age in Years at Filing (2014)

-.202

14.45

p <.001

-.088

-1.69

p =.09

Region (No Discrimination Laws)

.109

8.07

p <.001

.067

1.22

p =.22

Overall Dynamic Risk

-.116

-7.18

p <.001

-.255

-3.87

p <.001

Overall Static Risk

-.112

-6.91

p <.001

-.099

-1.47

p =.14

Any Sexual Offences (Sexual
Offence)

.043

3.13

p = .002

.042

.81

p =.42

Predictor

Note. B = Standardized beta. Bolder values represent predictors that were statistically significant (p <.05). For dichotomous items,
reference category is provided in parenthesis.

Table 5B: Predictors of Social Assistance Payment for Men and Women
Predictor

Region (No Discrimination Laws)

EXP(b)

Men
p-value

[95% CI]

EXP(b)

Women
p-value

[95% CI]

.681

p <.001

[0.61, 0.76]

1.081

p = .74

[0.69,
1.70]

Overall Dynamic Risk

1.697

p <.001

[1.53, 1.88]

2.377

p =.001

[1.55,
3.65]

Overall Static Risk

1.321

p <.001

[1.20, 1.45]

1.217

p =.36

[0.80,
1.86]

Any Sexual Offences (Sexual
Offence)

.704

p <.001

[0.61, 0.81]

.698

p =.69

[0.12,
4.16]

Note. EXP(b) = Standardized beta. Bolder values represent predictors that were statistically significant (p <.05). For dichotomous
items, reference category is provided in parenthesis.

