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Abstract  
 
This thesis explores the concepts of desistance and risk and examines whether these aspects are 
present in Correctional Service Canada policies. This thesis uses thematic analysis, constructivist 
grounded theory and critical discourse analysis to examine four Correctional Service Canada 
policies: Commissioner’s Directives: 705-6, 715-1, 715-2, and 715-3. Focused codes developed 
for each policy are as follows; CD 705-6: Relationships and Thoughts, Legitimate Pathways, 
Criminal Experiences and Connections to Society. For CD 715-1: Connections to Society, 
Deviant Behaviours and Comprehension of Realities. Furthermore CD 715-2 only had primary 
codes as it was a smaller policy, and they included History/Offence History, 
Relationships/Support/Community and Responses to Interventions Including Situations. Finally, 
CD 715-3 focused codes included Acceptance and Understanding and Connections to Society. 
Suggestions are made throughout this paper as to where and how aspects of the desistance 
paradigm could be further represented in these policies, while also providing a commentary on 
where risk paradigm aspects are present within them. For example, in relation to the codes, the 
ones that relate to offence history more fully fit within the risk paradigm, whereas the codes that 
relate to community and society relate more to the desistance paradigm. This paper also looks at 
aspects of sex offender desistance. This thesis concludes that the risk and desistance paradigms 
co-exist in Correctional Service Canada policy, which is beneficial for not only parole officers, 
but also for offenders. This is because the fact that these two paradigms are simultaneously 
present means they can account for parole officer style, while also allowing offenders to see 
where they are within their correctional program. 
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Introduction 
 
 This thesis will examine desistance and parole by looking at Correctional Service Canada 

(CSC) policies that outline the assessments that parole officers must complete for their clients 

before, during, and after their release. This is a Master’s thesis in Sociology. However, the 

contributions I am making are to the interdisciplinary field of Criminology, which is why 

certain areas of this paper will make reference to the field of Criminology. 

Purpose 
 

The purpose of this qualitative study is to investigate CSC policy to examine if the 

policy includes aspects of the desistance paradigm. This paper will also examine if aspects of 

the desistance paradigm are included in relation to sex offenders. Although criminogenic 

needs (factors that relate to an offender’s likelihood to recidivate) are valid within 

criminological literature as they relate to recidivism, offenders, and sexual offenders (Andrews 

and Bonta 1998; Hanson et al. 2009; Hanson 2005; Serin and Mailloux 2003), the purpose of 

this paper is to investigate if CSC mobilizes the desistance paradigm in their policies. This 

project will still discuss aspects of the risk paradigm, as they are both often talked about in the 

criminological realm in relation to offending or re-offending. To note, when I am discussing 

risk and desistance, I am actually talking about desistance and risk as paradigms as they relate 

to offending. This project will analyze the assessment portions of: Commissioner’s Directive 

705-6 (CD 705-6), Correctional Planning and Criminal Profile (Appendix A), CD 715-1, 

Community Supervision (Appendix B), CD 715-2, Post-Release Decision Process (Appendix 

C), and CD 715-3, Community Assessments (Appendix D). 

Further, understanding the risk paradigm can also play a role in understanding aspects 

of the desistance paradigm (see Maruna and LeBel 2003, or Nee and Vernham 2016, for 
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example). With this discussion of risk also comes the discussion of the aspects of the risk, 

needs, and responsivity (RNR) principles (Andrews and Bonta 2010). The risk principle has 

two components: “use of a reliable and validated risk assessment to predict criminal 

behaviour, and appropriately matching level of service to the assessed level of risk” (Viglione 

2019, 656). In other words, programming should be matched to an offender’s risk level 

(Viglione 2019; Andrews and Bonta 2010). Research shows that programming and treatment 

intensity that matches risk level is effective, especially when looking at correctional 

programming for high risk offenders (Andrews and Bonta 2010; Andrews, Bonta, and Hoge 

1990; Bonta, Wallace-Capretta, and Rooney 2000). According to Andrews and Bonta (2010) 

the needs principle is the idea that programming should focus on criminogenic needs. Since 

some of these factors can change, it makes them easy to target for treatment purposes 

(Andrews and Bonta 2010). These factors are explained further as they relate to offending in 

the literature review. Research has shown that treatment programs that specifically take into 

account the needs principle are more effective at providing treatment to offenders (Smith, 

Gendreau, and Swartz 2009). 

The responsivity principle dictates how to give treatment to offenders. General 

responsivity encompasses the idea that individuals should consider the offender’s learning 

style when trying to assess how to provide them with treatment, whereas specific responsivity 

goes a step further and dictates that treatment should be personalized to the characteristics of 

the offender (psychological etc.) (Andrews and Bonta 2010; Viglione 2019). There have been 

several meta-analyses done that indicate that targeting an offender’s learning and life 

characteristics in relation to treatment has a significant effect on recidivism reductions 

(Gendreau, Smith, and French 2006; Andrews, Bonta, and Wormith 2010; Prendergast et al. 
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2013). 

 It is important to note, however, that the RNR principles have been criticized by several 

scholars for different reasons. For example, desistance scholars such as Ward and Maruna 

(2007) discuss how the model of RNR does not engage with an offender in a meaningful way, 

because the programs do not focus on skill building in a way that an offender could understand 

their abilities. Mann et al. (2004) comment that because the RNR model focuses on reducing 

risks, it does not do a good job at motivating offenders. As will be referenced later in my 

literature review, many desistance scholars talk about the importance of desistance being about 

a change in identity (Maruna 2001). This is important because scholars such as Maruna (2001) 

believe that the RNR model does not account for the offender’s identity change, and does not 

make much of an effort to see the offender as someone who has individual agency. Lastly, 

Ward and Stewart (2003) comment that this model does not take into account the goods that 

human beings require to be satisfied in life (i.e. has a narrow idea of what humans need).  

 Another criticism of RNR is the fact that the principles were developed using a majority 

male sample, which begs the question of whether they can be generalizable to women 

(Salisbury, Boppre, and Kelly 2016; Voorhis 2012). Hannah-Moffat (2008) also notes how 

research supporting the RNR principles often used white males as their sample, and thus, people 

of colour and women are not used as the basis for RNR research, even though these principles 

are used on them. Of the research that is available that looks at gender in the context of RNR, 

there is a tendency to refer to gender as binary, without considering other gender identities 

(Hannah-Moffat 2008).  For example, Pollack (2000) examined women’s experiences in 

treatment programs within a Canadian correctional institution and found that women of colour 

(specifically Black women) felt as though they could not relate to the program the same way 
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their female white counterparts could. This situation highlights how using the RNR principles 

may not take women of colour into account. I come back to this discussion specifically in 

relation to RNR and gender at the end of the introduction when highlighting how this thesis is 

talking specifically about non-Indigenous men. Despite the criticisms, the RNR principles are 

important to keep in mind, because aspects of the RNR such as programming, learning styles, 

and dynamic risk factors are mentioned in the policies that this project is examining (see CD 

705-6 for example).  

    It is also important to understand the concept of desistance. In the opening of Laub and 

Sampson’s (2001) article titled Understanding Desistance from Crime, these scholars ask the 

question “why do they stop?”, while also making it clear that desistance “is not well 

understood” (1). Maruna (2001) defines desistance as a process and says that it relates to an 

offender ceasing from a life of crime and committing criminal activities. Furthermore, de 

Vries Robbé et al. (2015) distinguishes between risk and desistance by explaining that 

desistance research focuses on why some offenders “go straight” instead of why they “fail” 

(23). In this context, failing would mean a return to prison, whereas “going straight” means 

the stopping of offending behaviour (de Vries Robbé et al. 2015, 23). 

 Since this thesis is going to talk about both the risk and desistance paradigms, I think 

that Serin and Lloyd (2017) summarize the main differences quite well. They state that risk 

“targets criminal thinking and peers in a way that increases prosocial skills and manages risk 

situations”, whereas desistance “enhances social supports to increase agency and reinforce 

effort which, with success, leads to identity change” (8). Furthermore, it is important to 

discuss protective factors; that is, “those factors that might reduce rather than increase the 

likelihood of an individual reoffending” (Nee and Vernham 2016, 38). As outlined in Nee 
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and Vernham (2016), desistance literature outlines how it is important to look at offenders’ 

strengths, especially in relation to desistance, and thus, looking at why an offender stops 

offending (which often takes into account protective factors), versus why they do re-offended 

(risk factors) is important (de Vries Robbé et al. 2015, also see Maruna and LeBel 2003). Nee 

and Vernham (2016) also mention how risk inherently focuses on the offender’s “problems” 

(39).    

 The characteristics of the risk and desistance paradigms are further expanded on in my 

literature review (see Table 1) where I outline what are known as the central eight risk factors 

that relate to offenders and aspects that put them at risk to offend (Andrews and Bonta 2010). 

These include anti-social personality, history of anti-social behaviours, anti-social cognitions, 

anti-social associates, family and marital circumstances, school and work, leisure and 

recreation, and substance abuse (Andrews and Bonta 2010). I also discuss factors that are said 

to impact desistance such as employment, marriage, education and treatment (see Craig and 

Foster 2013; Laub and Sampson 2003; Abeling-Judge 2019 and Farmer, McAlinden and 

Maruna 2015, for example). These are important aspects to keep in mind throughout this 

thesis as they will come together in the analysis and discussion sections.  

 If the themes from the policies that are analyzed for this project are similar to the 

literature as it relates to desistance, then CSC is fostering an approach consistent with that of 

the desistance paradigm, which could be vital given how more individuals are on federal 

parole in the community in the last 10 years according to Public Safety Canada (Corrections 

and Conditional Release Overview (CCRSO) 2017). At the same time, however, within the 

policies there could be more of a focus on the risk paradigm. Furthermore, sexual offenders 

are stigmatized in the community (Griffiths 2015), yet there are many on federal parole, and 
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their rate of re-offense while on parole is minimal. Therefore, discussing reintegration as it 

relates to sex offenders is important especially within the discussion around desistance and 

risk (CCRSO 2018). 

Questions, Methods, Importance 
  

 This project will ask several questions such as: Do Correctional Service Canada (CSC) 

policies encompass aspects pertinent to reducing recidivism, and what does this look like? How 

is desistance incorporated into CSC policy around community supervision and parole? Are 

specific desistance factors related to sex offenders considered in these policies? How could they 

be included in these policies? Or, more specifically, how do the assessment portions of CSC 

Commissioner’s Directive (CD) 705-6 (Correctional Planning and Criminal Profile), CD 715-1 

(Community Supervision), CD 715-2 (Post-Release Decision Process), and CD 715-3 

(Community Assessments) discuss desistance? Are aspects of sex offender desistance present 

within these policies? How could they be incorporated into these policies? 

 Data for this project was collected by gathering the policy documents on CSC’s website. 

This thesis analyzes these documents by using thematic analysis coupled with a critical discourse 

analysis approach (CDA) (Fairclough 2013), and a constructivist grounded theory approach 

(CGT) (Charmaz 2006; 2008) to interrogate and examine CSC policies on reintegration. 

Specifically, thematic analysis was used in order to investigate how, and in which ways the risk 

and desistance paradigms were included in CSC policies, along with examining if sex offender 

desistance was an aspect included in these policies as well. 

This project is important because it could help CSC in developing a more revised and 

current policy that can be better targeted to highlight the needs of sexual offenders while 

focusing CDs 705-6, 715-1, 715-2, and 715-3 on factors of desistance instead of risk. According 
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to the CCRSO, between 2016 and 2017, approximately 33% of releases from federal institutions 

were granted day parole, increasing in the past ten years by approximately 5% (CCRSO 2017). 

Between 2017 and 2018, “36.1% of all releases from federal institutions were on day parole and 

2.9% were on full parole” (CCRSO 2018, 81). This act defines the successful completion of 

parole as not being “returned to prison for a breach of conditions of for a new offence” (CCRSO 

2017 (96), CCRSO 2018 (96)). As cited in the CCRSO (2018), in the past 9 years federal day 

parole had a completion rate of over 85%. Lastly, offenders who are on day parole for a violent 

offense only reoffend, on average, 0.1% of the time (violent offences include sex offences)  

(CCRSO 2018). Thus, one can infer that federally there are more offenders in the community on 

parole, and fewer offenders are returning to penitentiaries for sexual reoffences. Furthermore, as 

the CCRSO looks at corrections on a national scale, the examination of federal policy is 

important as it can contribute to the national trends seen in corrections (CCRSO 2017, 2018). 

Definitions 
 

Although my questions are policy specific, I realize that I could have narrowed down my 

questions more in order to take into consideration specific sexual offence types. I decided against 

this as it narrows down my already specific population parameters. More importantly, policy is 

often written in a more general sense, thus, examining policy on the parameters of a specific 

“type” of sex offender would not be indicative of how policy is presented. The literature on 

desistance is not often specific on the type of sexual offender that is studied, therefore in this 

case it would make sense to approach the policy analysis in the same way (see Kras and Blasko 

2016; King 2013; Laub and Sampson 2001, for example).  

However, it is important to include Parole Board of Canada (PBC) definitions in this 

section as the policies analyzed for this project discuss different aspects of parole. To start, 
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temporary absences are releases wherein offenders are allowed to leave their facility for 

certain reasons such as personal development or work (Parole Board of Canada Website 

2018). They can either be escorted, or unescorted depending on sentence length; for escorted 

temporary absences one can apply at any time through CSC, however if one has a life 

sentence one “must be approved by the Parole Board”, and for unescorted temporary absences 

offenders are eligible to apply if their sentence is three years or more, and they have served 

one sixth of that sentence (Parole Board of Canada Website 2018). If an offender has a life 

sentence, they can still apply for an unescorted temporary absence three years before they are 

eligible for full parole (Parole Board of Canada Website 2018). 

Furthermore, day parole “allows an offender to participate in community-based 

activities in preparation for full parole or statutory release”, and they usually have to return to 

halfway houses or community-based residential facilities at night (Parole Board of Canada 

Website 2018). Full parole “allows an offender to serve part of their sentence under 

supervision in the community under specific conditions” (Parole Board of Canada Website 

2018). Lastly, statutory release is when CSC releases offenders under supervision conditions 

after they have completed two thirds of their sentence (Parole Board of Canada Website 

2018). 

Policies 
 

Given that I am discussing four policies and their assessment frameworks it is vital 

to understand the importance of these policies and what they are intended for. 

CD 705-6 
 

This policy is entitled Correctional Planning and Criminal Profile. The main purpose 

of this policy is for parole officers, to discuss and assess aspects of an offender’s life in order 
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to accurately understand what kind of plans need to be in place for the offender to be released 

in the community safely and effectively (CSC Website, CD 705-6). This includes assessing 

many different items such as the offender’s motivation to change, their engagement with their 

supervision plan, and their accountability (CSC Website, CD-705-6). 

CD 715-1 
 

This policy is the Community Supervision policy and applies to CSC staff who are 

supervising offenders in the community (CSC Website, CD 715-1). In this policy, staff are to 

assess offenders based on their engagement, reintegration potential and if factors in their life 

have changed indicating they may need a reassessment on their level of intervention (how 

often they see their parole officer) (CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

CD 715-2 
 

This policy is entitled Post Release Decision Process. The assessment part of this 

policy is intended for individuals who are supervising offenders in the community who have 

breached their conditions of parole, had changes to their conditions, have been suspended on 

conditional release, or have had their parole revoked (CSC Website, CD 715-2). In this case 

parole officers are to decide what the next steps are for the offender by taking into account 

their criminal history, community behaviour, and their correctional plan before deciding 

what to recommend (CSC Website, CD 715-2). 

CD 715-3 
 

This policy concerns Community Assessments and is intended for individuals such as 

parole officers who complete community assessments (CSC Website, CD 715-3). These 

assessments are done when something in an offender’s life that has changed and could impact 

them in the community (CSC Website, CD 715-3). These community assessments are also 
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done if the offender is going to be granted a temporary absence or work release (CSC Website, 

CD 717-3). In this policy, staff assess how the offender is doing in the community, what 

resources are available to them, their support networks, and how their current reintegration 

plan is going (CSC Website, CD 715-3). 

Contextualizing the Policies 
 
 Above, I specifically make note of gender as it relates to Andrews and Bonta’s (2010) 

RNR principles. I also think it is important to position the policies as they relate to gender in 

order to lay the ground-work for what is being discussed. According to the CCRSO (2018) 3,612 

men were granted day parole, and 436 women were granted day parole in 2017-2018, and 1,363 

men and 153 women were granted full parole in 2017-2018 (CCRSO 2018). In 2017-2018 CSC 

had 22,223 federal offenders under their purview, and of these, 6% were women (CSC Website 

2019). Based on these numbers from the most recent CCRSO (2018), it is clear that more men 

are being supervised in the community, and thus it can be assumed that these policies are being 

used more often on men. There are also more men in federal custody within CSC, therefore it is 

not unreasonable to assume that men are the targeted audience for these policies, and that these 

policies are used on men. To be clear, this thesis is not considering Indigenous status, or women. 

The focus of this thesis is on non-Indigenous men.   

 It is also important to note that I chose CD’s that are the main over-arching CDs with 

regard to community reintegration. These CDs cannot possibly cover every population and all 

groups and circumstances, which is why CSC has designated women offender CDs to address 

the specific needs of women both in the institution and in the community (see CD 577: Staff 

Protocol in Women Offender Institutions; CD 578: Intensive Intervention Strategy in Women 

Offender Institutions/Units; and CD 715-4: Case Preparation and Supervision of Women 
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Offenders with Children Residing at a Community-Based Residential Facility (CSC Website, 

2019; 2019; 2012)). If I wanted to accurately account for female reintegration in the community, 

I would have to include at least CD 715-4, if not the other CDs as well.   

Road Map 
 

This thesis will comprise of the following sections. After this introduction, Chapter 

One will be a literature review that will explain aspects such as risk, recidivism, and 

desistance, while relating these concepts to the literature on offending and sexual offending. 

This chapter will also discuss the theoretical framework for the project. Chapter Two is the 

research methods chapter which includes discussion on not only what research methods were 

used in this project, but also on researcher reflexivity, data type, data collection, and data 

analysis, and ethical considerations. Chapter Three is the analysis section, which will go 

through critical questions in relation to the analysis, and the primary and focused codes 

developed for each of the four policies analyzed, while also including a discussion of the risk 

paradigm. This chapter will also compare the analysis of each policy. Chapter Four is the 

discussion chapter that will take the focused codes developed in the previous chapter and 

relate them to the literature on desistance while also making suggestions on how aspects of the 

desistance paradigm can be further included in these perspective policies. Sex offender 

desistance will also be discussed. The end of Chapter Four summarizes the themes within the 

policies in terms of how they relate to desistance, sex offender desistance, and risk. The last 

section of this thesis is the conclusion, which provides final thoughts on desistance and risk 

within CSC policy, and the limitations of the research project while also providing ideas for 

future research in this subject area. 
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Chapter 1: Literature Review 
 

Often times risk and desistance are discussed in relation to an offender and reoffending. 

Risk factors are factors that can influence or predict if an offender is going to reoffend (or 

recidivate) (Andrews and Bonta 2010). Desistance on the other hand focuses on factors that 

contribute to an offender not reoffending (de Vries Robbé et al. 2015). Since this project also 

touches on sex offenders, this literature review will focus on studies that have been done in 

relation to recidivism and factors that influence recidivism for sexual offenders. This will 

include a short section that discusses risk assessment tools for sex offenders. 

Given that risk factors are so pertinent within criminological literature, this literature 

review will give a brief overview of risk factors. Literature on desistance will also be included 

(and will build on the discussion of risk factors), as these processes are what this thesis project 

will investigate. It is, however, important to understand the history and background of these 

concepts. Simply, risk, and risk factors are often referred to within corrections, specifically at 

CSC. This is similar to what Andrews and Bonta (2003) mention, when they talk about the 

fact that risk is often stressed and given more attention because focusing on risk factors can 

protect both the individual from committing more crime, but also the public shall an offender 

commit more crimes. Nee and Vernham (2016) make the point that because often times 

within corrections risk is the dominant lens in which reintegration is seen, it means that other 

factors such as desistance and/or protective factors are not discussed to the same degree.  

This can be seen in Stewart et al. 2019’s CSC report, wherein it is explained that the 

criminal justice system often looks at and refers to recidivism rates as “the key indicator of 

the impact of correctional interventions, providing direction on the efficacy of correctional 

practices” (1). Stewart et al. (2019) also explain that measuring recidivism is a way to gauge 
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how successful a correction agency is in protecting and maintaining public safety. In my 

conclusion, I mention the notion of public safety, and how risk is often the measurement used 

in the media when an offender is released in the community. Society seems to be able to 

understand and conceptualize what risk means for them and their safety in the community. 

When offenders are being released on parole or denied parole you often hear in the media that 

the parole board, for example, deems the offender to be low, moderate, or high risk of re-

offence. Society is able to understand these labels and relate them to how they feel about the 

offender being in their community. I think this is the case because the risk paradigm is so 

heavily used, thus risk of re-offence or risk of harm to society is easily understood by the 

public. But I also think it is important to consider how desistance can play into the narrative 

around public safety. I question this more in the conclusion of this thesis.      

 King (2013) notes that the study of desistance has become popular especially in 

recent years citing scholars such as Laub and Sampson (2001), and Maruna (2001) as writing 

and researching these concepts. Weaver (2019) makes note that the desistance paradigm did 

not become a major area for research until the 1990s. Much of the research done within CSC 

and the Canadian government as it relates to reintegration focuses on risk and recidivism (see 

Hanson and Harris 2004, for example, or Stewart et al. 2019). I believe this is because of the 

aspect of public safety—correctional organizations want to have a measurement to ensure 

they are meeting their mandate. Given how risk and the risk paradigm dominates a lot of 

research within corrections, I wanted my research to investigate to what extent the desistance 

paradigm was reflected within CSC policies. This also seem appropriate given the fact that 

research at CSC often focuses on the risk paradigm.  

Since this project is centered around policies that affect offenders in the community, 
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this literature review will also look at reintegration and barriers to reintegration as a basis to 

understand some obstacles offenders have to overcome in society. This review of literature 

will conclude with discussing more specifically what research has been done at CSC and 

Public Safety Canada (PSC) on this topic. 

The basis for this project is on Andrews and Bonta’s (1998) criminogenic needs. To 

expand, dynamic factors can include aspects of an offender’s life such as antisocial 

behaviours, or substance abuse issues (Andrews and Bonta 1998). Further, static factors can 

include age of offender when they committed their first offence and criminal history 

(Andrews and Bonta 1998). Dynamic factors can change, whereas static factors cannot 

(Andrews and Bonta 2010). Andrews and Bonta (2010) also developed the central eight risk 

factors for recidivism which include “history of antisocial behaviour, anti-social personality, 

anti-social cognition, anti-social associates, family/marital circumstances, school/work, 

leisure/recreation, and substance abuse” (Grieger and Hosser 2014, 613-614). These factors 

are often known to have an effect on recidivism while also being predictive of offending 

(Seewald et al. 2018; Andrews and Bonta 2010; Viglione 2019), and as this literature review 

will explain, some of these factors are also pertinent when it comes to desistance (Laub and 

Sampson 2001). These eight factors mentioned above will be discussed in this literature 

review as they relate to risk. 

Furthermore, as discussed in the introduction, Andrews and Bonta (2010) created the 

RNR principles (Andrews, Bonta, and Hoge 1990). These principles dictate that programming 

for offenders should be tailored to their risks, needs, and learning style in order to see a 

decrease in recidivism (Andrews and Bonta 2010). Hanson et al. (2009) completed a meta-

analysis of cases of sexual offender treatment outcomes and found that programs that adhered 
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to RNR principles saw greater decreases in recidivism. The background for the RNR 

principles was provided in the introduction, thus this literature review will focus on the 

different factors. 

Risk Assessment Tools for Sexual Offenders, and Recidivism 
 
Although this project’s focus is on desistance, having a basic understanding of risk 

assessment tools for sex offenders, how they work, and how they are closely associated with 

recidivism is important. 

 Other than dynamic and static factors, and adhering to the RNR principles, there are 

additional aspects of risk assessments that are used for sexual offenders. As noted by Smid et al. 

(2015) the STATIC-99 (Hanson and Thornton 2000) is the most well researched actuarial 

assessment tool. This is a 10-item scale that looks at individual risk factors of sexual offenders, 

with scores being added up to reflect risk categories that offenders fall into (Smid et al. 2015; 

Hanson and Thornton 2000). 

Risk assessments for sex offenders can also come in the form of structured 

professional judgement, wherein the clinician’s judgement along with other assessment 

models are used for assessment (Tully, Chou, and Browne 2013). Several main meta-

analyses have been conducted on the accuracy of sex offender risk assessment tools. 

Hanson and Morton-Bourgon (2007) found while researching different approaches to 

sex offender risk assessment (through electronic data bases) that actuarial tools had a better 

predictive accuracy over structured professional judgement tools. Further, Hanson and 

Morton- Bourgon’s (2009) meta-analysis study also looked at the accuracy of sex offender risk 

assessment tools and confirmed their results from their 2007 study (Hanson and Morton-

Bourgon 2009). However, Tully, Chou, and Browne (2013) completed a meta-analysis looking 
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at six databases where risk assessment decisions were formed using either actuarial tools or 

structured professional judgement. It was found that all tools had a moderate predictive 

accuracy (Tully, Chou, and Browne 2013). 

Literature on the topic of sex offender assessments is quite expansive (and this section 

did not touch on every assessment used to measure sex offender risk). Additionally, an 

important note to make is that risk assessment instruments are not only used for sex offenders 

but come in other forms to assess a variety of different offenders with different backgrounds. 

One example includes the Violence Risk Scale (Wong and Gordon 2006) which combines 

static and dynamic risk factors to assess the likelihood of reoffence while also focusing on 

factors that contribute to violence (Pozzulo, Bennell, and Forth 2015). Thus, what is important 

to understand is that there are a multitude of ways in which risk assessments are used. 

Risk 
 

As mentioned above, before discussing desistance it is important to explain risk factors 

and their definitions. 

Definitions, Explanations, Frameworks, Conceptualizations 
 

Above, I discuss how risk factors are factors that can be used to predict if an offender 

is going to reoffend (de Vries Robbé et al. 2015). Reoffending is also known as recidivism, 

and recidivism can have multiple definitions (Stewart et al. 2019). Within the literature 

recidivism can refer to “new arrests, new convictions, and reincarceration” (Stewart et al. 

2019, 1). Given that I am analyzing CSC policy in this thesis, it is important to note that CSC 

looks at recidivism as returns to federal custody (Stewart et al. 2019). When I discuss risk, and 

what puts an offender at risk in my analysis and discussion section, I am basing that definition 

off Stewart et al.’s (2019) definition in relation to new arrests, convictions, and 
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reincarcerations. 

In their report on recidivism among Canadian federal offenders, Stewart et al. (2019) 

mention different recidivism definitions. For example, Wartna, Blom, and Tollenaar (2011) 

define recidivism as a reconviction of a crime after an offence has taken place. Dunrose, 

Cooper, and Snyder (2014) define recidivism as “an arrest resulting in a conviction with a 

disposition of a prison sentence” (Stewart et al. 2019, 4). Lastly, Saris et al. (2016) define 

recidivism as “criminal acts resulting in rearrest, revocation, and/or reincarceration” (Stewart 

et al. 2019, 4). 

When talking about risk factors as they relate to recidivism, the next part of this 

section will discuss the risk factors that Andrews and Bonta (2010) present as the central 

eight. 

Anti-Social Personality 
 

Having an anti-social personality or anti-social personality patterns was also identified 

by Andrews and Bonta (2010) as being a central eight factor. According to Hare (1993; 1996) 

exhibiting certain traits such as impulsivity lend themselves to criminal activity. Furthermore, 

Moffitt et al. (1996) and Caspi (2000) also theorize that those who commit crimes have 

impulsivity issues and poor self-control. Through an analysis and follow up of 225 twins from 

childhood to adulthood (follow up time 10-25 years) Simonoff et al. (2004) found that 

predictors for antisocial personality and criminality in the twins included childhood disorders 

such as hyperactivity. 

There are many measures (scales) that can be used to assess for anti-social 

personality traits. These include The Psychopathy Checklist Revised (PCL-R) (Hare 1991) 

and the 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire (McGurk, McEwan, and Graham 1981). 
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Gough, Wenk and Rozynko (1965) discussed how some scales such as The California 

Psychological Inventory measure self-control and socialization, and obtaining a low score 

on this checklist meant that individuals are often “adventurous, pleasure seeking, shrewd, 

mischievous, egotistical, and touchy” (Watt, Howells, and Delfabbro 2004, 143). 

History of Anti-Social Behaviours 
 

Having a history of anti-social behaviours can not only influence recidivism (Andrews 

and Bonta 2010), but often stems from experiences in childhood (Watt, Howells, and 

Delfabbro 2004). In other words, young people who have a history of behavioural issues and 

are exposed to conflict can develop antisocial behaviours (Watt, Howells, and Delfabbro 

2004). Criminal propensity theories often look at how likely it is that someone is going to 

commit a crime (Watt, Howells, and Delfabbro 2004). According to Loeber (1990) when an 

individual is predisposed to factors that could influence their likelihood of committing a crime, 

this often occurs early in life. 

Furthermore, in looking at juvenile recidivism many studies find that early age of onset 

of criminal behaviour contributes to a greater risk of recidivism (Wierson and Forehand 1995; 

Carach and Leverett 1999). Some, however, have not found a significant relationship between 

age and recidivism (Lueger and Cadman 1982; Katsiyannis and Archwamety 1997). 

Anti-Social Cognitions 
 

Anti-social cognitions are considered a criminogenic need and one of the central 

eight (Andrews and Bonta 2010) and are known to influence criminal behaviours (Walters 

1990). More specifically, deviant thoughts can lead to justification and rationalization of 

activities that can lead to criminal behaviours (Healy and O’Donnell  2006; Palmer and 

Hollin 2004). Walters (2003) contends that errors in thinking not only lend themselves to 
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criminal lifestyles, but also play a role in lack of willingness to take responsibility for 

behaviour. As cited in Whited et al. (2015), Mandracchia et al. (2007) found that there are 

three main aspects to anti-social or criminal cognitions such as “control (i.e., one’s need 

for power over oneself, others and the environment), cognitive immaturity (i.e., overly 

simplistic and ineffective ways of thinking and understanding the world, and having a self-

pitying attitude), and egocentricity (i.e., an overemphasis of one’s importance and a sense 

of entitlement)” (Whited et al. 2015, 3). 

In a study that assessed how predictable dynamic risk factors are in two samples of 

individuals involved in the justice system, it was found through quantitative analysis that in 

both sample sizes anti-social attitudes predicted recidivism quite well (Caudy, Durso, and 

Taxman 2013). However, it is important to note that this is combined with other factors such 

as education, employment and substance abuse which also influenced recidivism rates 

(Caudy, Durso, and Taxman 2013). 

Anti-Social Associates 
 

Associating with anti-social or criminal associates is also deemed a factor that 

increases risk of recidivism (Andrews and Bonta 2010). Specifically, in the literature, social 

norms and environment influence behaviour (Moscovici and Zavalloni 1969). Particularly, 

social learning theory (Akers 1998; 2000) contends that criminal behaviour is learned 

through social environment through modelled behaviours. 

In relation to anti-social peers specifically, Thornberry et al. (1994) in an adolescent 

sample, found that those who were involved with anti-social peers often committed delinquent 

acts. Boduszek et al. (2013) found that not only is association with criminal peers important in 

terms of breaking the law but associating with criminal peers can lead to someone adopting a 
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criminal identity which can also contribute to breaking the law. In Whited et al’s. (2015) study 

it was found that spending time with criminal associates relates to criminal thinking. 

Family and Marital Circumstances 
 

Marriage and families have been tied to a decrease in criminal activity (Lo and 

Zhong 2006; Schwartz 2006). Specifically, those who are married are less likely to commit 

crime in relation to unmarried individuals (Huebner 2005; Sampson, Laub, and Wimer 

2006). But it is important to keep in mind that marriage may have an effect on certain crimes 

versus others. More specifically, for example, an investigation into married males and 

criminality found that assault was committed less often if men are married (Wooldredge and 

Thistlethwaite 2003). Wilcox et al. (2005) found that marriage has an effect on murder and 

robbery rates. Furthermore, having a family and relationships can be linked to the lower rate 

of crime because it means that individuals have a responsibility towards other aspects of life 

like their partners which means that they do not have time for criminal behaviours (Lo and 

Zhong 2006). 

School and Work 
 

Both of these factors have been identified as having an influence on recidivism 

(Andrews and Bonta 2010). In terms of the relationship between crime and education, it is 

recognized that education can contribute to crime prevention (Hansen 2003; Lochner 2004). 

Research often discusses the importance of encouraging young individuals who are at risk of 

committing crimes to go to school and obtain a degree (Taheri and Welsh 2016). In some 

instances, researchers found that education correlated with lower recidivism rates for only 

certain offences such as shoplifting, whereas other offences such as tax fraud actually increase 

if the individual has obtained an education (Groot and van den Brink 2010). Individuals can 
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also obtain post-secondary education at correctional facilities, and research points to this as a 

predictor of both employment and recidivism (Batiuk et al. 2005; Chappell 2004). Wilson, 

Gallagher, and Mackenzie (2000) found that prisoners who participated in correctional 

programs also had a higher employment rate, and thus, were less likely to recidivate. 

Employment and work are also often discussed as factors that influence risk and 

recidivism. Full time employment is an important factor that distinguishes between those who 

do not recidivate and those who do recidivate (Benda, Harm, and Toombs 2005). However, 

Tripodi, Kim, and Bender (2010) found that obtaining employment is not significantly 

correlated with reincarceration. 

Leisure and Recreation 
 

Leisure and recreation are both factors that influence recidivism (Andrews and Bonta 

2010). In the realm of criminological research leisure and recreational activities have been 

studied in multiple ways. Specifically, scholars have looked at leisure activities while 

individuals are incarcerated (Frey and Delaney 1996). Leisure activities have been known to 

have the ability to promote crime-free living (Williams 2006; Williams and Walker 2006). 

Ambrose and Rosky (2013) found that correctional recreational programs have positive effects 

on offenders and those pro-social activities could influence behaviour after incarceration. 

What is important to understand is that leisure activities can be deviant and non-

deviant and both deviant and non-deviant activities could influence and individual to commit 

a crime (Williams 2006). Deviant leisure and recreational activities can include shoplifting, 

and vandalism, among others (Atkinson 2014; Stebbins 1996; Williams and Walker 2006). 

Leisure activities can be directly related to criminal ones. For example, Williams (2005) 

found that prior to sexual offending, sexual offenders would use leisure time to find their 
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victims. However, in some instances, leisure activities are positive. Meek and Lewis (2014) 

found that physical activities for incarcerated women had positive effects (such as coping 

skills and self-esteem), which can help those individuals live a pro-social, crime free life. 

Substance Abuse 
 

Substance abuse is the last major risk factor identified by Andrews and Bonta (2010). 

One meta-analysis found that individuals who use substances are three times more likely to 

offend (Bennett, Holloway, and Farrington 2008). Other research has suggested that those who 

are addicted to substances commit crime (Vaughn 2011; White and Gorman 2000). Welte et 

al. (2005) found that men between the ages of 16 and 19 who regularly drink alcoholic 

beverages had higher rates of criminal behaviour, but interestingly in this study drug use was 

not linked with criminal exploits. Håkansson and Berglund (2012) found that of a sample of 

4,152 prisoners who relied on substances, and who were followed for approximately 3 years, 

sixty nine percent recidivated. Recidivism was more likely if the individual used amphetamine 

and heroin (Håkansson and Berglund 2012). Recidivism was not linked to alcohol and 

hallucinogenic drugs (Håkansson and Berglund 2012). Caudy, Durso, and Taxman (2013) 

found that substance abuse along with education and employment were the strong predictors 

of recidivism.  

Desistance 
 

This section of the literature review will explain and discuss desistance as it relates 

to offending and more specifically sexual offending. 

Definitions, Explanations, Frameworks, Conceptualizations 
 

Desistance is a phenomenon that, as outlined by Laub and Sampson (2001), is “not 

well understood” (1). They discuss it as the process by which offenders cease to offend (Laub 
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and Sampson 2001). However, as pointed out by Laub and Sampson (2001) there is not one 

sole definition of desistance, and in this literature review I will go through several definitions 

before summarizing them at the end. Some define desistance in terms of age ranges (i.e., 

having no convictions between certain ages) (Farrington and Hawkins 1991), whereas 

according to Laub and Sampson (2001) others define desistance as a multi-step process 

including a decrease in frequency of offending, “a reduction in the variety of offending”, and 

“a reduction in the seriousness of offending” (Loeber and LeBlanc 1990, 409). 

Above, I briefly touch on risk factors. Risk factors predict risk that an offender will 

reoffend (Thornton 2013). This approach focuses on areas where the offender needs to 

improve (i.e., their shortcomings) (Nee and Vernham 2016), and does not pay attention to an 

offender’s strengths or other positive characteristics (Maruna and LeBel 2003; des Vries 

Robbé et al. 2015). Several other researchers have encouraged those to look at an individual’s 

strengths, instead of focusing on risk factors of recidivism (de Vries Robbé, de Vogel, and de 

Spa 2011; Thornton 2013; Ttofi et al. 2016; Ward and Maruna 2007). The way I see these two 

approaches is that they are different ways, models, or paradigms to discuss offending and re-

offending.   

 To reiterate, protective factors can contribute to a reduction in offending (i.e., 

desistance) and are often more focused on an offender’s strengths (de Vries Robbé et al. 2015; 

Maruna and LeBel 2003), whereas risk factors are not focused on an individual’s strengths 

(Maruna and LeBel 2003; de Vries Robbé et al. 2015). Focusing on strengths, for example, 

can be beneficial as Attrill and Liell (2007) point out that not focusing on strengths of an 

offender can lead to offenders feeling stigmatized by the person assessing them. Nee and 

Vernham (2016) point out that Thornton (2013) discusses how “although risk factors can 
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predict crime, protective factors can promote desistance or the prevention of the criminal 

career beginning at all; thus, can also be predictive of recidivism” (Nee and Vernham 2016, 

38).   

As mentioned previously, some scholars define desistance as a process (not as an 

event) wherein offending reduces in capacity, seriousness and frequency (Maruna 2001; 

Bushway et al. 2001). Given that desistance can be seen as a process, some scholars have 

formed different types of desistance. Most notably Maruna and Farrall (2004) and Maruna, 

Immarigeon, and LeBel (2004) discuss the difference between primary desistance and 

secondary desistance. For them, primary desistance is indicative of offenders who temporarily 

stop their offending behaviour, whereas offenders who do not offend in the longer term are 

considered to have accomplished secondary desistance (Maruna and Farrall 2004; Maruna, 

Immarigeon, and LeBel 2004). Furthermore, secondary desistance is also characterized by an 

offender having a change in their identity (Maruna and Farrall 2004; Maruna, Immarigeon, 

and LeBel 2004; Maruna 2001). Secondary desistance is also often accompanied by narratives 

that help offenders compose new identities that help them be a non-offender (Maruna 2001; 

Vaughan 2007). Maruna and Roy (2007) contend that desistance happens when offenders 

change their “self-identity and worldview” which can include identity transformations (115). 

It is important to understand that desistance is not an easy, straightforward process, in 

that many people who try to desist are not successful and often go back to criminal offending, 

or, in some instances, individuals go between committing crimes to not committing crimes 

(Glaser 1969; Matza 1964; Maruna 1997; Burnett 2004). King (2013) specifically criticizes 

the idea of primary and secondary desistance saying that “there is limited acknowledgement in 

this conceptualization that individuals might be able to achieve secondary desistance, but then 
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return to offending behaviour again” (149-150). Further to this point, King (2013) states that 

there is no “acknowledgement that individuals might be able to achieve what is commonly 

identified as ‘secondary desistance’ while still retaining certain characteristics or behaviours 

which may have been prominent during the ‘offender’ or ‘primary desistance’ phases of the 

self” (150). He later makes a point suggesting the possibility that primary and secondary 

desistance are not as individual as they are made out to be, but that, characteristics of one or 

the other can be present at each phase (e.g., characteristics of primary desistance could be in 

an offender’s secondary desistance stage etc.) (King 2013). 

Above, I mention the importance of narratives and secondary desistance (Maruna 

2001; Vaughan 2007). Narratives, or narrative identities have several functions. Firstly, they 

“condition future social interaction and behaviour” in that “individuals will act in ways which 

are aligned to the narratives that they have constructed for themselves” (King 2013, 151). 

Secondly, narrative identities “are conditioned by social structure and social interaction” and 

thus can be influenced by social or personal events in one’s life that can affect behaviour 

(King 2013, 151). Furthermore, research on this topic indicates that narratives are important 

because they help offenders come to terms with their offending and can also help them form 

pro-social identities and relationships (Burnett 2004; Gadd and Farrall 2004; Giordano, 

Cernkovich and Rudolph 2002; Laub and Sampson 2003; Vaughan 2007). 

In talking about narrative identities in relation to desistance it is important to touch on 

what Paternoster and Bushway (2009) call “cast off” identities (1107-1108). “Cast off” 

identities encompass the process of leaving behind old identities for new ones (Paternoster and 

Bushway 2009, 1107-1108). They contend that when this happens, desisters see two versions 

of themselves: “a “possible self” (the person they are striving to become) and a “perceived 
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self” (the offender they once were)” (Paternoster and Bushway 2009, 1107-1108). 

In King’s (2013) study wherein the researcher interviewed those under probation in 

England, it was found that participants did construct personal identity narratives especially 

when they did not want to associate with their past behaviours. After developing these 

narratives, participants felt as though they better understood their past actions (King 2013). 

The interviews also showcased that in some instances participants were “developing a sense of 

moral agency as individuals began to distance themselves from their past self and 

distinguished between this and their present and future selves” (King 2013, 156). 

Moreover, Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) explain that tendencies to commit crime 

are present throughout life, thus, desistance “occurs when there is a change in crime or 

opportunity” (Laub and Sampson 2001, 7). Sampson and Laub (1995), agree with 

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), but add that “opportunities for crime are ubiquitous” (Laub 

and Sampson 2001, 7). Laub and Sampson (2001) maintain that there are many different 

theoretical frameworks that can be used to explain desistance (such as social learning theory 

and rational choice theory). However, they argue that life course perspectives make the most 

sense to use, as it helps in understanding the “role of social context in shaping the dynamics 

of desistance” (Laub and Sampson 2001, 3). This has been found to be true of sex offender 

desistance as well (Harris 2016; Farmer, McAlinden, and Maruna 2015). 

Along with life course perspectives, other theoretical frameworks and paradigms are 

also appropriate when studying desistance. For example, Cullen (1994) advanced the social 

support paradigm when studying crime, explaining that this paradigm looks at support in 

multiple ways such as what supports are needed and how they should be given. Lin (1986) 

discusses how there are different types of support including financial and emotional support. 
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Kras (2019) views social supports as encompassing many different people such as family and 

friends. Social support can increase an offender’s informal social control, which can help 

them reintegrate into society with more ease (Kras 2019; Laub and Sampson 2003; Berg and 

Huebner 2011). I discuss informal control below, however this discussion on social supports 

is important in order to understand how support plays into desistance. 

As I will explain below, Laub and Sampson’s (1993) theory of informal social 

control looks at how important social bonds are to desistance. A vital aspect of this theory 

is “turning points” (Laub and Sampson 1993, 304). Originally, Laub and Sampson (1993) 

looked at turning points as aspects that can change quickly or gradually (Sampson and 

Laub 1998). Later, they expanded this thought, and said that turning points allow 

individuals to do five main things: “to ‘knife off’ the past from the present, invest in new 

relationships that foster social support and growth, be under direct and/or indirect 

supervision and control, engage in routine activities centered more around conventional 

life and/or perform an identity transformation” (Sampson and Laub 2005, 34). Sampson 

and Laub (2005) also note that narratives are important because they can help desisters 

recognize turning points in their life that can have meaning to the individual. 

Within desistance literature, other terms can be used to talk about this transformation. 
 
Most notably, Giordano, Cernkovich, and Rudolph (2002) call these changes “hooks for 

change” (1000). These researchers “recognize the actor’s own role in latching onto 

opportunities presented by the broader environment”, and they recognize the actor’s point of 

view in terms of what they categorize as important influences for change (Giordano, 

Cernkovich, and Rudolph 2002, 1000). 

However, in returning to the discussion on turning points, a turning point is a change 
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in someone’s life course that changes their offending patterns (Sampson and Laub 2005; 

Carlsson 2012). Carlsson (2012) notes that turning points are not the actual events in an 

offender’s life (i.e., a turning point is not getting a job), but the way “they can bring about 

other changes” (Carlsson 2012, 3). Maruna (2001) notes that often offenders do not see events 

in terms of turning points but give “strangely trivial reasons” in answer to questions of why 

they stop offending (25). As explained above, Maruna (2001) looks at desistance as a process 

not an event, and in relation to this point, he adds that the process of desistance is slow and is 

not a fast alteration from someone who offends frequently to someone who does not offend at 

all.  

Above, multiple different aspects and definitions of desistance are presented. Before I 

move on to discuss informal social control and formal social control as they relate to the 

factors that have been said to contribute to the process of desistance, I think it is important to 

outline that for the purposes of this thesis, desistance will be discussed not only as the ceasing 

of offending (Laub and Sampson 2001), but also as a process (Maruna 2001; Bushway et al. 

2001). Later in this literature review I will present a table (Table 1) which will outline the 

differences between the risk and desistance paradigm.   

Informal Social Control and Desistance 
 

Laub and Sampson (2001) point to elements such as aging, stable work and marriage 

as important in the general desistance process, as outlined by the literature. This coincides 

with their (1993) age theory of informal social control, which encompasses the idea that 

desistance is the result of social bonds in adulthood (Laub and Sampson 1993). Laub and 

Sampson (2001) explain further that their theory of informal social control revolves around 

social bonds, and they found that “pathways to both crime and conformity were modified by 
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key institutions of social control in the transition to adulthood” and “thus, strong social bonds 

could explain desistance from criminal behaviour in adulthood despite a background of 

delinquent behaviour” (Laub and Sampson 2001, 19; Laub and Sampson 1993). This is 

supported by many researchers such as Homey, Osgood, and Marshall (1995) who looked at 

the effects of social bonds on desistance and found that life circumstances affect criminal 

offending. 

Age is talked about often in the literature as an element that affects desistance, and it 

is important to note that desistance can take place at any time in an offender’s life, but the 

factors included in the process may be different at different ages (Weitekamp and Kerner 

1994). However, desistance typically occurs within or after adolescent years (Laub and 

Sampson 2001). In general, the amount of crime committed declines the older the offender 

is; however, one must take into account the fact that different offence types may be the 

exception to this rule (Laub and Sampson 2001; Steffensmeier et al. 1989). 

For sexual offences, this is also true, however the drop in crime with the increase of 

age is generally not as dramatic for them (Sampson and Laub 2003). There is often continuity 

in offending behaviour beginning in childhood through until adulthood (Laub and Sampson 

2001). Laub, Nagin, and Sampson (1998) found that characteristics in childhood can predict 

misbehaviour in adults but cannot always predict desistance in sex offenders. But, Harris 

(2016) found that a big part of sex offender desistance was age, in that “growing up” was a 

significant theme mentioned by sex offender desisters in the researcher’s study (1724). 

There are several studies that look at age and offending. First, Glueck and Glueck’s 

(1943) study consisted of a 15-year follow up of over 500 male inmates. It was found in the 

follow up period that the amount of people that were arrested in total decreased (71% in the 
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first five years to 57% after 15 years) (Glueck and Glueck 1943). Furthermore, McCord 

(1980) followed participants from the Cambridge Somerville Youth Study past the age of 30, 

and found that most juvenile offenders committed crimes as adults, and Laub and Sampson 

(2001) note that McCord’s (1980) study reported that those who offended as youth or 

adolescents were at greater risk to re-offend as adults. In a study of anti-social male children, 

Robins (1966) looked at how many children were arrested between the ages of 18-30 (more 

than 60% of the sample), and also found that of those arrested between age 18-30, more than 

half were also arrested for an offence after age 30. But, Wolfgang, Thornberry, and Figlio’s 

(1987) followed a sample from the Philadelphia Birth Cohort, and found that most of the 

individuals offended up to the age of 16 and then rates declined. 

Another aspect of informal social control is military service (Laub and Sampson 

2003). These scholars argue that the military makes people become responsible, and also 

gives those who are not used to structure a structured environment to be immersed in (Laub 

and Sampson 2003). Bouffard and Laub (2004) looked at how the military related to 

desistance. They found that the military does promote desistance especially in delinquents 

(Bouffard and Laub 2004). These researchers also point out that the military, by virtue of 

what it entails, can expose individuals to weapons such as guns (Bouffard and Laub 2004). 

Recall above, it is mentioned that life course perspectives are important in the study of 

desistance (Laub and Sampson 2001). Many studies lend themselves to social bonds and life 

course perspectives as they relate to desistance. Rand (1987) studied a sample of the 

Philadelphia Birth Cohort and found that marriage and hands-on job training reduced criminal 

activity. However, he also noted that personal characteristics played a role in reduced criminal 

activity (Rand 1987). Conversely, Knight, Osborn, and West (1977) found that marriage did not 
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influence a reduction in criminal activities, but reduced behaviours like drinking. 

In terms of sexual offender desistance, relationships are often viewed as important. In 

some cases, sex offender desisters have experience being in long term relationships and 

identify milestones such as having children as important (McAlinden, Farmer, and Maruna 

2017). A lot of research points to family support as a positive force for offender reintegration 

(Mills and Codd 2008; Visher and Travis 2003; King 2013). Visher and Courtney (2007) 

found that over half of their sample of participants said that family support was important to 

them. This is consistent with King (2013) who also found that family played an important role 

in early desistance. Family is important, however, as will be discussed further below, when it 

comes to sex offender re-entry and desistance, family bonds can be hard to attain due to sex 

offender registries and restrictions that prohibit sex offenders from being in certain areas that 

are close to their families (Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019; Hipp, Petersilia, and 

Turner 2010). 

Having an intimate partner in some cases can be a form of informal social control 

(King, Massoglia, and Macmillan 2007; Laub and Sampson 2003). Studies do indicate that 

being married does contribute to desistance after release from prison (Laub and Sampson 

2003; Visher et al. 2009). Research on sex offenders show that feeling lonely and having poor 

relationships can lead to recidivism (Hanson and Harris 2000; Robbers 2009). Meloy (2005) 

found that sex offenders who were in serious relationships and who had stable living 

situations were less likely to be arrested again. 

However, some researchers note that relationship histories or bonds that form due to 

relationships do not always lead to desistance (Farmer, McAlinden and Maruna 2015). 

Although this relationship is not always linear, in some cases sex offender desisters talk about 
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the person who “stuck by them” as someone of great importance, and sometimes an influencer 

to desist (Farmer, McAlinden and Maruna 2015, 331). Lytle, Bailey, and Bensel (2017) found 

that those sex offenders who were married did not believe that their marriage lead to 

desistance but pointed to other aspects of support in the relationship that made a difference for 

them and their offending. 

Kras (2019) contends that friends are also part of the social support system that can be 

important to offenders. Mallik-Kane and Visher (2008) suggest that friends can help offenders 

in multiple areas of life including basic support. However, it is important to recognize that in 

some cases friends are involved in criminal activity which is not ideal (Visher and Courtney 

2007). This is supported by Kras (2019) who found that many of their participants found that 

their friends were “detrimental to their success” because they were “bad influences” on them 

(44). 

Employment is another factor that is important to consider. Many studies have shown 

that employment reduces offending (Craig and Foster 2013; Verbruggen, Blokland, and Geest 

2012) However, some studies show that employment does not reduce offending (Giordano et al. 

2011; Simons et al. 2002). Uggen (2000) found that obtaining employment did not play a factor 

in decreased criminal activity but found that those who had a job and were over the age of 27 

were the most likely to desist. Thus, in this case, age, employment, and desistance are related 

(Uggen 2000). 

Consistent with this literature, McAlinden, Farmer, and Maruna (2017) found that 

employment was important to sex offender desisters, and sex offender desisters thought of 

going to work as “having a purpose” (272). However, this researcher also makes note of the 

fact that employment itself was not directly related to non-desisters becoming desisters, as 
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many of these participants had careers before they started offending and during, and some 

participants desisted even if they lost their jobs (McAlinden, Farmer, and Maruna 2017). 

This was also a finding in research done by Farmer, McAlinden, and Maruna (2015), 

who noted that for their participants, employment was related to “happiness and life 

satisfaction” but not necessarily a direct turning point from non-desister to desister (330). 

These researchers discuss their findings about employment in terms of desisters getting a job, 

however, Harris (2016) notes that in her research many of her respondents speak about 

“remaining free and safe” as a job that encompasses a lot of importance to them (1729). Thus, 

jobs can take multiple forms- they can be in the form of going to a place of employment, 

(McAlinden, Farmer, and Maruna 2017), but they can also be in the form of trying not to re-

offend while taking care of what you feel is important to desist (Harris 2016). It is important to 

also recognize that finding employment as a sex offender is not easy given that sometimes they 

have restrictions which act like a barrier to gaining proper employment (Tewksbury 2005; 

Mustaine, Tewksbury, and Stengel 2006; Reed 2017). 

This section of this literature review has spent a considerable amount of time looking 

at social context and life circumstances as they relate to desistance. Above, I mention Laub 

and Sampson’s (1993) theory of informal social control. This theory has produced criticism 

from many scholars such as Maruna (2001), Farrall et al. (2011) and Giordano, Cernkovich 

and Rudolph (2002) as they criticize Laub and Sampson’s (1993) theory for not taking into 

account personal identity or personal identity changes as they relate to desistance. 

Gadd and Farrall (2004) interviewed participants about criminal careers and 

desistance. These researchers interviewed two participants who recounted their life stories, 

criminal history, and desistance narratives (Gadd and Farrall 2004). One of the men they 
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interviewed was abused by his father as a child, and started committing crimes at a young 

age, while the other had an absent father who was cold and distant (he also was delinquent 

from a young age) (Gadd and Farrall 2004). They had their own children and had been in 

serious relationships with partners whom they were abusive towards, and who eventually left 

them (Gadd and Farrall 2004). One participant pointed to multiple factors that he said 

encouraged him to seek help and leave criminal offending behind him including his family, 

and his own father (who he did not want to be like) (Gadd and Farrall 2004). 

Gadd and Farrall’s (2004) research to some extent relates to McAlinden, Farmer, and 

Maruna’s (2017) who found that a bond that sex offenders have with someone they care 

about can “act as a key preventative measure against an escalation of offending” (275). Just 

as one participant in Gadd and Farrall’s (2004) study was influenced by the relationship with 

his son, those in McAlinden, Farmer, and Maruna’s (2017) study discussed the importance 

of close relationships being a major reason to change. This is consistent with Paternoster and 

Bushway’s (2009) study which found that once someone involved in criminal activity 

realizes the potential consequences of such activities (including how they can affect 

relationships), this can lead to early desistance. 

Maruna (2001) discusses how participants in his study recognized and saw themselves 

as non-criminals after desistance. To expand, Maruna (2001) interviewed twenty criminals and 

thirty desisters of crime. He found that those who were criminals saw themselves in terms of 

their prior life circumstances, in that they felt that these circumstances contributed to who they 

were and their criminality (i.e., less than ideal childhoods) (Maruna 2001). Those who had 

desisted would talk about changes in behaviour as rooted in specific influences that 

contributed to this change that helped them break away from offending (Maruna 2001). They 
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eventually equated the fact that they had not committed crimes to their new identity (Maruna 

2001). This aligns not only with a cognitive transformation, but also with the idea that “to 

desist from crime, ex-offenders need to develop a coherent, prosocial identity for themselves” 

that leads to “reformed identities” (Maruna 2001, 7-8). 

In addition, Kras and Blasko (2016) interviewed 28 male sex offenders in the 

United States. When interviewing participants whom they describe as persisters of sexual 

crime (those who have not desisted), these participants attributed their sexual crime to 

childhood trauma, relating to Maruna’s (2001) research on how those living a life of crime 

see themselves in terms of their past (Kras and Blasko 2016). Consistent with Maruna 

(2001), Harris (2014) interviewed 21 adult male sex offender desisters and found that 

cognitive transformation was part of forming new identities. Furthermore, Kras and 

Blasko’s (2016) desister sex offender participants did acknowledge some sort of 

responsibility for what they did. In line with research presented in this literature review, 

this acknowledgment of responsibility could be seen as a form of recognition, as described 

by Harris (2014). 

Formal Social Control and Desistance 
 

Although this project is not specifically focusing on aspects of formal control and 

desistance (i.e., this project does not involve talking to parole officers, probation officers, or 

the parole board), it is important to understand that formal social controls can also play a role 

in desistance processes as this occupies some of the literature on desistance. 

Brogden and Harkin (2000) discuss how the controls put in place by the criminal 

justice system work in such ways that offenders “refrain from certain behaviour even when not 

legally prohibited” because they understand the consequences of said behaviour (47). Further, 
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Paternoster and Bushway (2009) suggest that formal sanctions are effective because often 

people do not want to continue with their offending behaviour as it is perceived as being not 

socially acceptable. Thus, the fear of punishment from the criminal justice system can 

influence a change in behaviour (Paternoster and Bushway 2009). 

Parole officers are a large part of an offender’s life, especially during the transition into 

the community. It has been noted by several researchers that although parole officers provide 

formal control to offenders, they also play a role in providing informal control by being social 

supports for offenders, and in some cases developing positive social bonds with them (Mills 

and Codd 2008; Grattet, Lin, and Petersilia 2011). Blasko et al. (2015) found that if an 

offender had a better relationship with the parole officer, it meant that they adhered to their 

parole conditions, and recidivated less. It has also been found that if probation officers have a 

stricter supervision style, their clients are more likely to react negatively to their probation 

experience, which could lead to reoffending (Morash et al. 2015). 

Göbbels, Ward, and Willis (2012) suggest that having close relationships with sex 

offenders as their parole officer often plays a positive role in changing an offender’s identity. 

Healy (2012) found that those who had a more positive relationship with their probation or 

parole officer were more likely to desist. King (2013) also found that in early desistance 

narratives, individuals were more likely to continue down the desisting path because positive 

reinforcement from their probation officers was important in their desistance journeys. 

However, Kras (2019), in a mixed-methods study of recidivists, non-recidivists, parole 

officers and probation officers found that those “who had a helpful parole officer were four 

times more likely to go back to prison” (44). Cooley, Moore, and Sample (2017) noted that a 

significant amount of their participants did not feel like their parole officer did a sufficient job 
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of discouraging their offending behaviours. 

Education is another form of formal control that is important to discuss in relation to 

desistance. The role of formal education has been linked to crime prevention (Hansen 2003; 

Machin, Marie, and Vujić 2011). Dropping out of school can impact likelihood of crime 

(McFarland et al. 2018; Sweeten, Bushway, and Paternoster 2009). It has been found that 

going back to school after being incarcerated can be essential to establishing positive social 

bonds in society, along with providing the ex-offender with the skills necessary to move away 

from offending behaviour (Vilorio 2016). However, it is important to understand that those 

who are at risk for offending are also at risk for not completing school (Hjalmarsson 2008; 

Stearns and Glennie 2006). 

Abeling-Judge (2019) examined data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 

1997 and found that reenrolling in education can “produce partial desistance effects” (527). It 

has been shown that postsecondary education can not only be a factor of desistance, but also 

has the ability to increase employability (Blomberg et al. 2011; Lockwood et al. 2012). Runell 

(2017) collected data from 34 university students who were once incarcerated who either 

attended university after incarceration or did not. 

The participants in Runell’s (2017) study were youth who served time at a 

correctional facility before attending university. Findings indicated that participants did view 

their educational experience as having a positive impact on their life; however, they did not 

mention that this experience stopped them from committing crime (Runell 2017). Instead, 

they talked about how they wanted to desist from crime because they had been incarcerated 

before and going back to school was a way to do this (Runell 2017). Some participants also 

talked about adopting new identities (Maruna 2001), commenting on how they now saw 
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themselves as college students, not criminals (Runell 2017). 

Treatment and therapy are also an important aspect of formal control and desistance as 

those who undertake treatment are often better able to understand their behaviours (Farmer, 

McAlinden and Maruna 2015; Harris 2014; Wakeling, Webster, and Mann 2005). The 

treatment programs discussed here are geared towards behavioural treatment. Mann, 

Devendran, and Lundrigan (2019) found that participants “were enthusiastic about such 

programmes, reflecting on processes of cognitive transformation” (6). Participants also 

commented on how feeling supported by group members in their treatment program was “a 

good support network” and helped them feel less alone (Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 

2019, 6). They also commented on how being in a treatment program helped them become 

more self-aware, which in turn helped them better understand their past behaviours (Mann, 

Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019). 

However, it is important to note that sometimes offenders participate in these programs 

because they think it can facilitate a positive risk assessment (Mann, Devendran, and 

Lundrigan 2019; Brown 2005). Furthermore, it has been suggested that not participating in 

treatment programs can lend itself to offenders feeling like treatment professionals will judge 

them or see them as negative because they may be hesitant to participate, so they participate in 

hopes of the treatment professionals seeing them as having a reduced risk (Brown 2005). 

Feeling stigmatized has also been noted especially among those convicted of sexual offences 

who seek treatment (Lacombe 2008; Levins and Crewe 2015). Furthermore Harris (2017) 

found that, in contrast to the ideas that Maruna (2001), Maruna, Immarigeon, and LeBel 

(2004) and Maruna and Farrall (2004) presented about how cognitive transformation is needed 

for secondary desistance, it is not. In their study of 45 men convicted of sex offences who 
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attended treatment, they found that desistance occurred even if treatment was mandatory and 

there was “no initial desire for intervention” (Harris 2017, 3049). 

Participants in this study found that mandatory treatment meant that they had no time to 

try to go back to school or find a job, but some were also relieved to go to treatment because 

they “experienced regret” for not attending earlier (Harris 2017, 3058). The men in this study 

said that their arrest was really important and can be seen as a turning point wherein they could 

reach out for help (Harris 2017). Lastly, some participants did not want to go to treatment, but 

went anyways (Harris 2017). What was interesting in these cases was those participants who 

did not want to go to treatment “achieved behavioural change in the absence of any real 

psychological transformation” (Harris 2017, 3062). 

Another aspect of treatment that is important to be explored is substance abuse 

treatment. Drug use and criminal activity are related, and criminal activity decreases when 

drug use decreases, however it is important to note that this is not a hard and fast rule, and 

that there are many variables that can affect drug use and crime such as personal and social 

factors (Bennett and Holloway 2009; Sevigny and Coontz 2008).  

Bahr et al. (2012) investigated seventy inmates who participated in a drug treatment 

program while in jail, and seventy who did not. They followed them after their release from 

jail for a follow up time of fourteen months and found that of those who participated in drug 

treatment, 27% returned to jail, whereas of those who did not participate in treatment, 46% 

returned to jail (Bahr et al. 2012). Davis, Bahr, and Ward (2012) talked to sixteen offenders 

about reintegration. Among other supports (family and employment) many of the offenders 

felt as though treatment was necessary for their reintegration (Davis, Bahr, and Ward 2012). 

Twelve of sixteen offenders expressed that drugs and alcohol contributed to their crimes 
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(Davis, Bahr, and Ward 2012). 

Another aspect of formal control is sex offender registries, which also come with a 

plethora of barriers and effects such as difficulty finding employment and housing and 

money problems (Tewksbury 2005). Participants in Mann, Devendran and Lundrigan’s 

(2019) study explained how having these restrictions imposed on them because of their 

offence and their offence conditions made it hard to see certain family members or re-connect 

with family members, especially children.  

Although sex offender registries can affect if sex offenders can see their family or 

not (Tewksbury 2005; Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019), they can also affect other 

areas of life. Since sex offenders cannot always live where they want, or where their family 

is, housing is a large issue that affects their reintegration (Tewksbury 2005). This means that 

there is the possibility that offenders may all live in the same area (Gordon 2013). However, 

this is complicated by the fact that, as found by Evans and Porter (2015), many landlords do 

not want to rent to tenants with criminal records, and this is especially true if the tenant was 

convicted of a sexual crime against a child. 

Therefore, the importance of understanding desistance in relation to sexual offending 

is key as it encompasses many informal and formal aspects. 

The Relationship Between Risk and Desistance 

    Above, I go through risk and desistance, and what is involved with their paradigms, 

mentioning briefly how the risk paradigm is focused on the individual’s shortcomings (Nee and 

Vernham 2016; Maruna and LeBel 2003), and desistance is focused on offender’s strengths 

(Maruna and LeBel 2003; de Vries Robbé et al. 2015). It is also important to note that desistance 

does not have as much empirical quantitative research done on the factors that are said to 
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contribute to the paradigm (Maruna 2017). However, there are some instances wherein 

desistance and risk have worked together (Horan 2015; Serin and Lloyd 2017). This has been 

seen in the Next Generation of Community Supervision out of the National Institute of 

Corrections in the United States curriculum used to educate corrections personnel on 

reintegration, and Soaring2 which is a program for parole officers out of George Madison 

University in Virginia (Serin and Lloyd 2017). Both these programs are used to train those in 

corrections, and they do so by not only focusing on RNR principles, but also by considering an 

offender’s inner motivation and how offenders can strive for a change away from offending 

(Serin and Lloyd 2017). 

   Furthermore, in England, there is an assessment tool called Enablers of Change that 

“frames RNR assessment within the desistance paradigm. The tool assesses the needs and risk of 

people with convictions and considers their strengths, aspirations and capital” (Horan, Wong, 

and Szifris 2019, 11). For example, in the second section of this model, which is labelled 

“healthy lifestyle” there is mention of “drugs and alcohol, thinking skills and attitudes”, and 

“relationships” (Horan, Wong, and Szifris 2019, 10). In this example “thinking skills, attitudes 

and self-efficacy are areas that support a service user moving from a place where how they think 

about themselves, their lives and how this translates into offending is moved into how their 

perception of themselves supports behaviour change in a positive way”; these researchers 

mention how this not only links to secondary desistance, but includes central eight risk factors 

such as family and marital relationships (Horan, Wong, and Szifris 2019, 10). 

 The example above illustrate illustrates how the risk and desistance paradigms have been 

known to work together despite their differences. Recognizing that my discussion on risk and 

desistance was long and incorporates many moving parts, Table 1, below, showcases the 
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differences between the risk and desistance paradigms, and the similarities, which will become 

more evident in the context of CSC policies throughout this thesis. 

 
Table 1: Risk and Desistance Paradigm Comparison Table  

Risk  Desistance    

Definitions “New arrests, new convictions, and 
reincarceration” (Stewart et al. 2019, 1) 

Stopping offending behaviour (Laub and 
Sampson 2001). 

 
Getting reconvicted of a crime after an 
offence (Wartna, Blom, and Tollenaar 
2011). 

A process wherein offending stops, especially 
in frequency (Maruna 2001; Bushway et al. 
2001). 

Factors The central 8: Anti-Social Personality, 
History of Anti-Social Behaviours, Anti-
Social Cognitions, Anti-Social 
Associates, Family and Marital 
Circumstances, School and Work, 
Leisure and Recreation and Substance 
Abuse (Andrews and Bonta 2010). 

Informal Control: Age (Laub and Sampson 
2001; Glueck and Glueck 1943), Military 
Service (Laub and Sampson 2003), Social 
Bonds such as marriage (Laub and Sampson 
2003; Visher et al. 2009) and friends (Mallik-
Kane and Visher 2008; Kras 2019), 
Employment (Craig and Foster 2013; 
Verbruggen, Blokland, and Geest 2012).    
Formal Control: The criminal justice system 
including parole officers and sex offender 
registries (Brogden and Harkin 2000; Blasko et 
al. 2015; Tewksbury 2005), Education (Vilorio 
2016; Abeling-Judge 2019), Treatment 
(Farmer, McAlinden, and Maruna 2015; Mann, 
Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019). 

Other 
Aspects 

 
Primary and secondary desistance (Maruna and 
Farrall 2004; Maruna, Immarigeon and LeBel 
2004).   
Secondary desistance happens when offenders 
have a shift in identity (Maruna and Roy 2007). 
Also, “cast off” identities (Paternoster and 
Bushway 2009, 1107-1108) as an aspect of 
leaving older identities behind.  

  
Narratives are important as personal narratives 
get constructed when individuals change their 
behaviours especially as offender's move closer 
to the secondary desistance stage (Maruna 
2001; Vaughan 2007; King 2013). 
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The idea of turning points allows offenders to 
not only leave the past life behind, but engage 
in new activities (Sampson and Laub 2005). 
This can also be referred to as "hooks for 
change" (Giordano, Cernkovich, and Rudolph 
2002, 1000). 

Focus Focused on weaknesses/offender 
shortcomings (see Nee and Vernham 
2016, for example). 
“Fixing problems” (Serin and Lloyd 
2017, 8).  

Focused on offender's strengths (see Maruna 
and LeBel 2003, for example). 
“Redemptive script (change possible when 
client creates new meaning of self through 
prosocial support and stability)” (Serin and 
Lloyd 2017, 8).   

Addressing the central 8 factors in an 
offender's life (Andrews and Bonta 
2010).  
Serin and Lloyd (2017) comment on how 
RNR is focused at the “individual level” 
(8).  

Focus on social support (Cullen 1994). 
Serin and Lloyd (2017) mention desistance as 
having a more “societal focus”(8).  

 
Managing behaviours that could lead to 
more risk (Andrews and Bonta 2010). 
This is usually an “internal then 
external” change (Serin and Lloyd 2017, 
8).  

Focused on aspects that will help with non-
offending behaviours (de Vries Robbé et al. 
2015). This is usually an “external then 
internal” change (Serin and Lloyd 2017, 8). 

Similarities These aspects can work together, as outlined by Serin and Lloyd (2017), Horan, Wong, and 
Szifris (2019) and Horan (2015). In my own policy analysis, I will discuss the similarities 
between these two paradigms, as they relate to the CSC policies analyzed.  

    

Reintegration of Offenders in the Community: Perceptions, Support and Realities 
 

It is also important to understand what affects community reintegration of offenders 

since parole means offenders are in the community. Generally, research indicates that one of 

the major obstacles that offenders face in the community in terms of reintegration is 

employability (Lucken and Ponte 2008). A study done by Varghese et al. (2010) investigated 

how potential employers see offenders, and it was found that those applicants with severe 

convictions (such as assaults or sexual assaults) were less likely to be hired in this situation. 

Another study looked at the perceived employability of ex-offenders by administering 

surveys to employers, employment service workers, correctional workers, prisoners and 

offenders (Graffam, Shinkfield, and Hardcastle 2008). It was found that those with a criminal 
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record were not as likely to “obtain and maintain employment” (Graffam, Shinkfield, and 

Hardcastle 2008, 673). However, Griffith and Young (2017) interviewed human resources 

managers about the hiring process for ex-offenders and found that those who committed less 

severe offenses were more likely to be hired, but when it came to other charges some 

managers highlighted “examining the circumstances for each applicant” (509- 510). This is 

important because in “examining the circumstances for each applicant” (Griffith and Young 

2017, 509-510), there is the potential for those with criminal records to get jobs, and, as Craig 

and Foster (2013) and Verbruggen, Blokland, and Geest (2012) point out, jobs can positively 

contribute to the process of desistance. However, sometimes the process of getting a job can 

be complicated further, as explained above, by sex offender registries or other geographical 

restrictions (Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019). 

The research presented above confirms other older but relevant research done in 

Canadian corrections. Brown (2004), interviewed federal parole officers in Canada regarding 

what they felt were the biggest challenges for federal offenders on parole were. They 

indicated that life and financial skills and employment were some of the barriers parolees 

struggled with once in the community (Brown 2004). 

Gunnison and Helfgott (2011) researched what factors influence offender re-entry 

success. Through self-report surveys, community parole officers in Seattle, Washington 

“identified unemployment and criminal peers as the primary factors that hinder offender 

reentry success” (Gunnison and Helfgott 2011, 298). Further, stigma in neighbourhoods, 

usually fueled by movements that aim to push offenders out of communities (e.g., the Not in 

My Backyard movement) add to the difficulties offenders face while reintegrating (Griffiths 

2015). 
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Above, I present a considerable amount of background contextual information on 

both the assessment of sexual offenders and barriers to reintegration that offenders or ex-

offenders face while on parole. This is relevant because my research relies on this literature 

as a basis for potentially pushing for change within CD 705-6, CD 715-1, CD 715-2 and CD 

715-3, and understanding the barriers around reintegration is an important step in 

understanding how offenders could be supported in their desistance journeys. 

Sexual Offender Reintegration: Circles of Support and Accountability 
 
As evidenced above, those who have a history of offending, and who are on parole, face 

challenges within the community. An important aspect of reintegration, specifically sex 

offender reintegration is a program called Circles of Support and Accountability (CoSA). This 

program started in Canada in the 1990s with the aim of helping those who have been 

incarcerated for a sexual offence be reintegrated into the community with the help of the 

community itself (Hannem 2011; Hannem and Petrunik 2007). This program’s objectives are 

“No more victims” and “No one is disposable” (Hannem and Petrunik 2007, 153). 

The way this program works is that individuals who have a sexual offence history 

(who are referred to as the core member of the circle) are paired up with a community 

volunteer (Hannem and Petrunik 2004). They meet at a weekly meeting wherein “the 

volunteer members support the core member in his efforts to desist from offending and to 

integrate into the community, help deal with any crises that may occur, and celebrate him with 

him milestones and successes” (Hannem and Petrunik 2007, 154). The circle is comprised of 

several volunteer members and one core member (Hannem and Petrunik 2007). 

The program has several rules. Firstly, offenders need to enter the program voluntarily 

and want to not only be helped by the circle but understand that the volunteer member from 
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the community that they will be paired with will hold them to their goals (Hannem and 

Petrunik 2007). Secondly, the core member needs to agree to share his file with the volunteer 

so that a truthful relationship builds between them (Hannem and Petrunik 2007). The core 

member may want help with different aspects of reintegration, and the volunteer member can 

agree to help them “obtain suitable work, housing, recreation, and access to community 

resources, and to formulate and follow a relapse prevention plan” (Hannem and Petrunik 2007, 

160). The core member receives support for as long as they need with the end goal being that 

they do not need to meet with the circle as often (Hannem 2011). 

Within the Canadian context, there have been two major studies that evaluate CoSA 

and its recidivism effectiveness. First, Wilson, Picheca, and Prinzo (2005) looked at a group of 

60 high risk sex offenders who participated in CoSA after their sentence, and 60 high risk sex 

offenders who did not, for a follow up time of 4.5 years. They defined recidivism as “having a 

new sexual offense, or for having breached a condition imposed by the Court” (Wilson, 

Picheca, and Prinzo 2005, ii). Those who participated in CoSA had a sexual recidivism rate of 

five percent, and those who did not participate in CoSA who had a sexual recidivism rate of 

16.7% (Wilson, Picheca, and Prinzo 2005). 

The study mentioned above was replicated by Wilson, Cortoni, and McWhinnie 

(2009) with 44 high-risk sexual offenders who were involved with CoSA matched with 44 

high-risk sexual offenders who were not involved with CoSA, with a follow up time of 35 

months. Recidivism in this study was defined the same was as it was in the study above, and 

it was found that those who had participated in CoSA “had an 83% reduction in sexual 

recidivism” (Wilson, Cortoni, and McWhinnie 2009, 412). 

Circles of Support and Accountability is not just a Canadian program and has been 
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employed elsewhere in the world. For example, Duwe (2012) looked at CoSA in Minnesota, 

focusing on 31 sex offenders who had participated in CoSA, and 31 who had not. It was 

found that of those who participated in CoSA only 39% were rearrested, in comparison to 

the offenders who did not participate in the program, in which that number was 65% (Duwe 

2012).  

Furthermore, a study done in The Netherlands interviewed those who had been part 

of a CoSA circle for 6 months, and then again at the 12 month point to discuss how they felt 

the circle was impacting them (Höing, Vogelvang, and Bogaerts 2017). Specifically, in terms 

of desistance, they found that after one year in the circle, members discussed how they had 

“reflective skills, self-confidence, self-esteem” (Höing, Vogelvang and Bogaerts 2017, 765). 

It was also found that CoSA was instrumental in helping some members develop skills 

necessary to live in society, but that “social relations outside CoSA probably take more 

time” (Höing, Vogelvang, and Bogaerts 2017, 765). This study was very similar to an earlier 

study done by Bates et al. (2012) who found that, by reviewing files of members involved in 

CoSA, “emotional, cognitive, and behavioural transitions were more prevalent in core 

members than social transitions” (Höing, Vogelvang, and Bogaerts 2017, 767). 

This research is important as it demonstrates some of the supports that are available 

for sex offenders in the community. It is important to note, however, that CoSA is not a 

permanent fix to the issues that those with a sex offence history will face in the community, 

especially given that the goal of CoSA is to ensure that the core member will eventually not 

need the support of the circle as time goes on (Hannem 2011). Therefore, if reintegration 

programs are not permanent fixes, understanding the stigma sexual offenders face in society 

can help in evaluating if policy adequately takes the desistance paradigm into account, as 
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they can be an avenue that can help make reintegration easier. 

Government Reports: Sexual Offending and Parole 

 Since this project seeks to examine part of CSC’s policy for desistance and risk, it is 

important to look at how re-offending is discussed in policy. Thus, looking at research studies 

done by federal Canadian organizations in regard to offending and risk is vital. The studies 

below outline research done by CSC and PSC and provide a glimpse into supervision, sexual 

offending, risk, and factors that affect recidivism. 

Between PSC and CSC there are many studies that relate to my research on sexual 

offending. First, Motiuk and Brown (1996) looked at over 500 sex offenders under community 

supervision and followed them up for approximately 3.5 years after they were released. After 

this follow up time, it was found that the offenders did not get re-arrested for new sex offences 

at a high rate (Motiuk and Brown 1996). 

The study mentioned above is an older study, however it works to contextualize my 

project. Harris and Hanson (2004) investigated how often sexual offenders re-offend. In a 

study of over four thousand participants from Canada, the United States, England, and Wales 

these researchers followed sexual offenders for several years after release (Harris and 

Hanson 2004). This sample did not focus on one specific sexual offence (Harris and Hanson 

2004). These researchers noted that “after 15 years, 73% of sexual offenders had not been 

charged with, or convicted of, another sexual offence” (Harris and Hanson 2004, 11). This is 

somewhat similar to Motiuk and Brown’s (1996) study in that sexual offenders do not re-

offend at an alarming rate. 

Hanson and Morton-Bourgon (2004) conducted a quantitative review (meta-analysis) 

of recidivism factors for sexual offenders from several different studies and reports. The 
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sample from the various studies included 31,000 sexual offenders and many recidivism 

predictors (Hanson and Morton-Bourgon 2004). Predictors of recidivism included multiple 

aspects such as “history of rule violation” having an “unstable lifestyle” and having “deviant 

sexual interests” (Hanson and Morton-Bourgon 2004, iii, 15). This study found that the 

“sexual recidivism rate was 13.7%” (which included a sample of “20,440 or 84 studies”), 

whereas the “general (any) recidivism rate was 36.9%” (which included a sample of “13,196 

or 56 studies”) (Hanson Morton-Bourgon 2004, 8). These researchers also mention that 

actuarial risk tools were more accurate in their predictions of sexual offending than a 

clinician’s opinion (Hanson Morton-Bourgon 2004). This result was similar to the findings 

gleaned from Hanson and Morton-Bourgon’s (2007) research on approaches to sex offender 

risk assessment mentioned in the risk assessment section of this paper. 

Further, Hanson et al. (2007) conducted a study on risk assessments where they looked 

at “identifying the dynamic factors for sexual offenders on community supervision” and also 

looked at static, stable and acute factors (1). This study involved every province and territory 

in Canada, along with Alaska and Iowa, and included 156 parole and probation officers and 

the assessments of 997 sexual offenders (Hanson et al. 2007). In this study the parole and 

probation officers’ notes on offenders were analyzed based on how well they used the 

STATIC-99 (looks at static risk factors) (Hanson and Thornton 2000), the Stable-2000 

(Hanson et al. 2007) (which looks at stable risk factors and labels them from 0-2), and the 

Acute-2000 (Hanson et al. 2007) which looks at acute factors (Hanson et al. 2007). It was 

found that “the assessment tools, when properly used, showed levels of predictive accuracy as 

high as or higher than has been shown for other established methods of risk assessment with 

sexual offenders” (Hanson et al. 2007, 27). 
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Sex Offender Desistance as “Different” 
 

Throughout this literature review section, I have outlined desistance, and also 

brought light to sex offender desistance. In this section I am going to reiterate these points to 

further articulate how sex offender desistance is different from “normal” or “general” 

desistance, which is why it should be highlighted in policy. 

Sex offenders do not re-offend at high rates after release (Motiuk and Brown 1996; 

Harris and Hanson 2004). I argue that this information within itself is enough to understand 

why the importance of having sex offender desistance represented in policy is vital if sex 

offenders do not re-offend often, then that means that they are going to be in the community 

no matter what, and as soon as they get out of prison they are going to need the support of 

society in order to have a chance at integrating successfully. 

In talking about desistance and sex offender desistance, it is important to discuss 

social bonds. For non sex offenders there are different views in the literature with respect to 

how important those bonds are in relation to desistance (see Rand 1987 for why social bonds 

are important, and see Knight, Osborn, and West 1977 for why they are not). However, for 

sex offenders, relationships are seen as important; specifically marriage (McAliden, Farmer, 

and Maruna 2017), and family (Mills and Codd 2008; Visher and Travis 2003). But the issue 

is that access to family can be hindered by policies that serve to restrict sex offender 

movements (Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019; Hipp, Pertersilia, and Turner 2010). 

Thus, it is important for policy, while sex offenders are on supervision, to allow for them to 

see their family and build those relationships. 

Employment is another big factor for reintegration and for society (i.e., it is often 

looked highly upon if someone can hold down a job and contribute to society in that way). 
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Although not all studies show employment as a factor related to sex offender desistance (see 

Giordano et al. 2011 and Simons et al. 2002 for unsupportive claims), sex offenders do face 

employment issues along with other issues such as finances (Tewksbury 2005). Furthermore, 

Varghese et al. (2010) and Graffam, Shinkfield, and Hardcastle (2008) showcase how 

offenders who have criminal records, especially for offences that are considered heinous like 

sexual offending, are less likely to be hired. If sex offenders are not getting hired, then it 

means that they are not making money, but more importantly it fits into the stigmatizing Not 

in My Backyard discourse (Griffiths 2015) that is prevalent in society. This discourse, along 

with sex offender registries and restrictions that were mentioned above, leave sex offenders 

with little to no options to even try to be “successful” members of society. This, inevitably, 

could lead to isolation which can contribute to recidivism for sexual offenders (Hanson and 

Harris 2000; Robbers 2009). 

Above, I mention some of the issues that sex offenders face that are different than non 

sex offenders. This distinction is important because not only is “regular” desistance and sex 

offender desistance different, but the issues that sex offenders face in the community are 

basic barriers to get their lives to a place where they can be seen as “normal”. Much of the 

restrictions they face even inhibit them to have social lives with people they value as close 

(family, friends, significant others) (Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019; Hipp, 

Pertersilia, and Turner 2010), which could be a barrier that could diminish their self-esteem to 

the point that they do not want to go outside and put themselves out there for strangers if they 

do not have a support network around them. 

With this, organizations need to do better at recognizing the importance of sex 

offender desistance when drafting policies, because they do require special considerations so 
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they can further excel in society. I also recognize that one could point out that if sex offenders 

do not reoffend as often as non sex offenders then policy does not need to cater to their needs 

(Harris and Hanson 2004). However, I think that this is a gross over simplification in that just 

because statistics show that this is true, does not mean that there are not fundamental issues at 

the societal level that need to be addressed to make the transition into the community for sex 

offenders easier, more enjoyable, and accessible. Thus, this is where policy, at the federal 

level can help address some of these issues. 

Theoretical Framework 
 

Above, I outline the debates within the literature as they pertain to sexual offending, 

desistance and reintegration. Although theoretical framework sections present theories, 

outlooks or frameworks in relation to the ways in which a project will be examined, this will 

not be the case for this project. For this thesis, the theoretical framework works in tandem 

with my literature review, as my theoretical framework is the concept of risk and the concept 

of desistance. When I talk about these concepts in this thesis, I am often referring to them as 

paradigms. Although I am focusing on the desistance paradigm, the fact of the matter is that I 

am discussing both. 

As explained above, discussing if an offender will re-offend, and why, is what the risk 

paradigm encapsulates (Thornton 2013). More specifically, the eight factors to consider when 

discussing risk, as outlined by Andrews and Bonta (2010) include: anti-social personality, 

history of anti-social behaviours, anti-social cognitions, anti-social associates, family and 

marital circumstances, school and work, leisure and recreation and substance abuse (Andrews 

and Bonta 2010).   

Furthermore, desistance is “not well understood” (Laub and Sampson 2001, 1). 
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Through my literature review it is evident that there is not one universally agreed upon factor 

or theory that contributes to desistance, and different scholars have contributed and added 

insights within theoretical frameworks that they feel best explain desistance. Above, I touched 

on Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) theory about crime and opportunity, Cullen’s (1994) 

paradigm of social support, and Laub and Sampson’s (1993) theory of informal social control, 

all of which describe different aspects of desistance. 

As stated above, the theoretical frameworks for this project are the risk and 

desistance paradigms. Below, in my methods section I explain how this thesis will use 

aspects of policy analysis, thematic analysis, constructivist grounded theory (CGT) and 

critical discourse analysis, to contribute to the overall analysis of CSC policy around 

releasing offenders into the community. 

Therefore, for this research project, data will be analyzed inductively. The goal of this 

analysis is to see how, and in which ways these polices include aspects of the desistance and 

risk paradigms. These paradigms will be discussed in terms of sex offenders as well. The 

analysis will also point to ways in which the polices can better include aspects of desistance, 

while also taking into account the realities of the way sex offenders are viewed and socially 

constructed in society. 

The next section of this thesis will discuss the methods used for this paper. 
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Chapter 2: Research Methods 
 

This section will explain the evolution of my research questions, sampling techniques, 

and data analysis methods. It will also touch on the notion of reflexivity and researcher 

positionality along with ethical considerations. 

Choosing Qualitative Research 
 

For this project I decided early on that I would undertake a qualitative project because 

of the type of thematic analysis I wanted to do. Once I narrowed down my research idea, I 

knew that I wanted to examine sex offender policy because I wanted to understand the social 

phenomenon of sex offenders. Furthermore, I connected with van den Hoonaard’s (2015) 

explanation of qualitative research which states that “qualitative research encompasses a 

variety of approaches through which researchers attempt to understand the everyday lives and 

social settings of those they study” (2). Although not speaking to sex offenders directly (I will 

later explain why this was not an avenue I took), examining policy does help contextualize the 

ways in which society looks at phenomena. Furthermore, societal actors (in this case sex 

offenders) are living in society based on policy, thus policy can help to understand the social 

settings in which sex offenders live. These are the reasons I wanted to analyze policy. 

Schulenberg (2016) mentions that qualitative research is something that explores a 

relationship, and why it needs to be looked into further. I wanted to explore the relationship 

between policy, the desistance paradigm, and community reintegration for sex offenders. To 

be clear, not every policy I analyzed related to sex offenders only, thus, this research also 

contextualizes the ways in which policies discuss reintegration for non sex offenders. 

Tracy (2013) also offers insight into the importance of action and structure in 

qualitative research. She discusses how qualitative researchers look at people’s actions and 



   55 
 

the structures around those actions (structures being aspects or things that shape or change 

the course of the action) (Tracy 2013). She argues that this is important, because qualitative 

researchers often study everyday life practices, but also try to understand the structures 

around those practices “that are driven by our formal expectations for things to unfold in a 

particular way” (Tracy 2013, 23). I wanted to understand how the bigger structures (in this 

case the government) contribute to the expectations of how both sex offenders and non sex 

offenders should be reintegrated into society. 

Lastly, Tracy (2010) points to eight criteria that make up qualitative research. When I 

decided what approach I would take for this research I referenced this list. Specifically, she 

talks about the importance of having a worthy topic and says that “worthy studies are 

interesting and point out surprises- issues that shake readers from their common-sense 

assumptions and practices” (Tracy 2010, 841). This is important because in society discussing 

sex offenders and the life of sex offenders is not mainstream, and often comes with associated 

stigma (Griffiths 2015). I thought that this topic was worthy of further investigation in order 

for readers to understand the barriers that exist after coming out of the criminal justice system, 

but to also understand how policy can be one of those barriers. 

Evolution of the Research Project 
 

As with many research projects, the ideas for this project changed several times. In 

general, I knew that I wanted this project to focus on sex offenders, as my undergraduate work 

interrogated the concept of restorative justice as it pertains to sexual offender programs such 

as The Circles of Support and Accountability (CoSA) Program in Canada. Originally, I 

thought that this project would involve CoSA again to some extent, potentially by 

interviewing participants in the program in order to better understand how they thought the 
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program was helping them, and to see if they thought it was “restorative” and what that meant 

to them. In this original project idea, I also thought of including other organizations that run 

sex offender programming, or that provide support to sex offenders in the community such as 

House of Hope, The St. Leonard’s Society of Canada, and The John Howard Society. This 

idea eventually evolved again into just using The John Howard Society of Ottawa to recruit 

individuals who have sexual offense histories to talk to me about the barriers that they face in 

society. 

Although this seemed like a viable option at the time, my thought process shifted 

slightly, mostly due to the fact I had started a placement at CSC, working on a team that looks 

at parole officer resources. Although this has very little to do with sex offenders, it prompted 

me to think of how parole officers and parole play into reintegration. 

At the start of this project these were my research questions: What elements do high 

risk sex offender ex-parolees, post warrant expiry, believe are factors that contributed to their 

success while on parole? How do they define successful parole? And lastly, are the factors 

mentioned by the ex-parolees or parole officers similar to those outlined in the assessment 

portion of CSC’s CD-715-1? How can CSC policy change to include relevant factors? Within 

these questions I wanted to include parole officers, but that brought forth ethical concerns 

such as privacy, since I am also an employee of CSC. 

I arrived at my current questions around policy specifically as a way of addressing 

how reintegration is assessed at the governmental level. Furthermore, I found that, although 

my original question around talking to ex-sex offender parolees brought an interesting angle 

to this project, the population was harder to reach than I initially thought. While this took 

away the human participant aspect of qualitative research, it also allowed me to research how 
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many policies actually deal with sex offender reintegration. Before, I was looking at one 

policy in particular, and upon further investigation, I found that there are at least four policies 

that deal with reintegration at CSC. Therefore, I concluded that looking at sex offender 

reintegration from the policy angle would be beneficial because the topic stretches over 

multiple institutional reports that can affect sex offender’s lives in the community. 

Research Questions 
 

As noted in the introduction, the questions for this project are in multiple parts. I chose 

to ask: Do Correctional Service Canada (CSC) policies encompass aspects pertinent to 

reducing recidivism, and what does this look like? How is desistance incorporated into CSC 

policy around community supervision and parole? Are specific desistance factors related to 

sex offenders considered in these policies? How could they be included in these policies? Or, 

more specifically, how do the assessment portions of CSC Commissioner’s Directive (CD) 

705-6 (Correctional Planning and Criminal Profile), CD 715-1 (Community Supervision), CD 

715-2 (Post-Release Decision Process), and CD 715-3 (Community Assessments) discuss 

desistance? Are aspects of sex offender desistance present within these policies? How could 

they be incorporated into these policies? These questions fit within CSC’s priorities because 

one of their priorities is to have “safe management of eligible offenders during their transition 

from the institution to the community, and while on supervision” (CSC Website, 2016). 

Although this project does not concern safety specifically, if there are additional 

factors that should be included in policy about desistance then not having those be included 

could ultimately affect the safety of those in the community. This project was not done in 

conjunction with CSC, however since I intended on examining CSC policy for this project, I 

deemed it important to understand how it could fit into CSC’s larger mandate. 
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I wanted to determine if aspects of the desistance paradigm were present in CSC 

policies at all, especially given how many ex-sex offender parolees are in the community 

(CCRSO 2017, 2018). It would also be interesting to see how narratives of desistance either 

currently play into policy or could be incorporated into policy. Furthermore, the inclusion of 

the first question in relation to risk factors is also interesting here because there is the 

possibility that if narratives in relation to desistance are not present within the policies then the 

policies take a more risk-based paradigm approach. 

I am also focused on how these federal policies address the desistance paradigm in 

relation to sex offenders, given their unique needs. Understanding and examining how policy 

can be improved could shed light on what other resources are needed in the community to 

break down the obstacles that this population faces, such as unemployment (Lucken and 

Ponte 2008; Varghese et al. 2010; Graffam, Shinkfield, and Hardcastle 2008). More 

importantly, however, I ponder if policy needs focus less on the risk paradigm, and more on 

the desistance paradigm. 

Researcher Positionality and Reflexivity 
 

When thinking about reflexivity I used a combination of Mason’s (1996) and 

Hertz’s (1997) definition. Mason (1996) says that for reflexive research to take place, “the 

researcher should constantly take stock of their actions and their role in the research 

process and subject these to the same critical scrutiny as the rest of their data” (6). Hertz 

(1997) adds that those doing reflexive research should ask several questions such as “what 

do I know?” and “how do I know what I know?” (viii). 

In doing this research project these simple, yet important questions ran through my 

mind consistently. I took the literal approach to these questions in that when asking myself 
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what I knew and how I knew it, I took the time to reflect on how my perceptions of parole 

and reintegration are largely shaped by CSC and the government since that is where I work. 

Although I was aware of the issues pertinent to those on parole, I had to constantly remind 

myself that the information I get about these topics is not only related to my job but is also 

from parole officers meaning that I needed to take a step back in order to understand how 

these policies affect the lives of people in the community. I also have to remind myself that 

much of what I know comes from having an undergraduate degree in Criminology from an 

institution, which in itself is a privileged environment to be in and learn from. 

With the acknowledgement that I work at CSC, and that I work closely with the parole 

process, and often speak to parole officers for work, it is important to understand the angle 

from which I am approaching this thesis. Although I am not a parole officer myself, my job 

has led me to understand the real-life realities of parole officers on the job, thus, when I am 

discussing policies for my analysis, I am doing so in a way that definitely is informed from a 

parole officer’s perspective, despite not interviewing them for this project.  

Guillemin and Gillam (2004) suggest that reflexivity is a “continuous process of 

critical scrutiny and interpretation” and that this does not just involve those who are actively 

participating in the research, but also encapsulates the context in which the research is 

undertaken (275). I thought that this was vital because not only did I want to be reflexive in 

the research, but I also wanted to use CGT, which is a method that allowed me to critically 

analyze the data consistently (Charmaz 2008). 

Furthermore, Finlay (2003) breaks reflexivity down even further into categories that 

can be helpful in differentiating different types of reflexive research. In this project, I tried to 

employ reflexivity as “social critique” (Finlay 2003, 12). This was pertinent to this research 
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because, as Finlay (2003) explains, “using reflexivity as a social critique is how to manage the 

power imbalance. . .arising from different social positions. . .for instance, in relation to class, 

gender, and race” (12). This was important for my reflexive journey because from a societal 

point of view, I am of a higher social position than those who are affected by the policies I am 

analyzing, and by those whom the policy was written for. I am a university educated public 

servant, working for the organization that drafted these policies, and that was something I 

always had to keep in mind. Although I was not talking to individuals with sexual offence 

histories, understanding your own positionality and biases as you analyze data is important. 

Thus, in being reflective and engaging in reflexivity I came to remind myself of the 

fact that I am a white, female university student, who works for the public service, and who 

has never been in contact with the criminal justice system. All of the characteristics that I just 

listed are important parts of myself and important characteristics to interrogate especially when 

I was analyzing and organizing my data. 

Data Type and Data Collection 
 

For this project I chose to look at policy documents, and therefore chose an 

unobtrusive method for this research. This was mostly because I am looking at a specific 

population that is not easy to reach. Lee (2000) discusses how this is one of the strengths of 

unobtrusive research; it becomes easier to investigate what you are interested in if the specific 

population is too hard to access. Furthermore, this method has other advantages, such as fewer 

ethical concerns and cost efficiency (Schulenberg 2016).  

The unobtrusive method that I chose for this research is document analysis. 

Document analysis can be combined with other types of methods such as interviews to 

provide additional angles to research (Bowen 2009; Danto 2008). However, document 
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analysis can also be applied by itself, and is defined as “finding, selecting, appraising 

(making sense of), and synthesizing data contained in documents” (Bowen 2009, 28). 

Documents can come from different sources and can include text and images (Bryman 2016; 

Creswell and Plano-Clark 2011). Merriam (1988) explains that “documents of all types can 

help the researcher uncover meaning, develop understanding, and discover insights relevant 

to the research problem” (118). 

Specifically, for this research I decided to look at policy and government documents 

because as a researcher, analyzing bureaucratic documents can be used to understand how they 

“represent people, establish priorities, and dismiss specific events or individuals” (McCloskey 

2008, 44). In this case these documents could represent the interests of CSC and policy 

makers, along with stakeholders, but they also represent the priorities organizations have for 

the people that these policies were intended for (in this case, offenders and sex offenders). 

Furthermore, the point of this analysis is to see if policy recognizes aspects of the 

desistance and risk paradigms (including sex offender desistance). Thus, the idea that 

McCloskey (2008) brings forth about how document analysis can shed light on if people are 

being dismissed in documents could be relevant to this research in that there is the chance 

policy does not include the important factors of desistance or sex offender desistance 

throughout. Danto (2008) explains how government documents are useful for qualitative 

researchers because they are official and are seen as being reliable due to their official status. 

There are many examples of government documents being analyzed. For example, 

Mackieson, Shlonsky, and Connolly (2019) examined parliamentary documents in Australia 

around child adoption, and Kronick and Rousseau (2015) analyzed legislation from Canadian 

parliament as it pertained to detaining refugee children. 
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For this project, picking which documents I wanted to analyze was simply a process of 

going onto CSCs website and scrolling through the Commissioners Directives that related to 

aspects of community reintegration, and that had an assessment portion at the end of them for 

parole officers or other staff. These were ideal because the assessment portions of policies 

give a glimpse of how certain factors are evaluated, and how they, in turn, affect offenders in 

the community. 

Data Analysis 
 

Data for this project was analyzed using aspects of several methods. This section 

will discuss thematic analysis, constructivist grounded theory and critical discourse 

analysis as the three types of analytical lenses that contributed to analyzing CSC policy for 

this project. 

To be clear, for this project, thematic analysis is the overarching method used to 

analyze the policies. Thematic analysis is used in order to examine the extent in which 

desistance and risk paradigms are included within the four CSC policies. In terms of coding 

for themes and asking critical questions necessary for this type of analysis this project engaged 

in a constructivist grounded theory (Charmaz 2008; 2006). Also, critical discourse analysis 

was used as a way to analyze both large and small interpretations of the policies in terms of 

wording and word choice (Fairclough 2013). The reason why I chose to use these a variety of 

methods instead of just using thematic analysis is because in order to derive themes, 

constructivist grounded theory provided me with a ground-up approach, while also allowing 

me to engage with important questions around the policies (see Charmaz 2006 for questions). 

Moreover, critical discourse analysis allowed me to really engage with specific word choices 

in the text and how they relate to the offender and society (Fairclough 2013). If I just focused 
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on thematic analysis there would not have been this multi-layered approach to the analysis of 

what was in the policies. 

 Before I discuss these methods, I will discuss policy analysis and my justification as 

to why this project encompasses some aspects of policy analysis. 

Policy Analysis 
 

Policy analysis as described by Fairclough and Fairclough (2012) identifies policy 

arguments and discusses how they address a recognized problem, which includes looking at 

the policy response to the problem (i.e., if the policy has identified a way in which the 

problem can be solved). Furthermore, critical policy analysis recognizes policy as the avenue 

through which social issues are represented and reconstructed in specific ways that represent 

the interests of the government (Bacchi 2000; Diem et al. 2014). 

For example, Thomas and Bull (2018) investigated how policies in Australia discuss 

substance abuse in relation to women. They found that policies focused on how drug use 

affects women’s reproduction, and how drug use can make women more vulnerable to harm 

such as assault (Thomas and Bull 2018). In doing this analysis they also found that harm 

reduction was not discussed for all types of women ranging across different demographics 

(Thomas and Bull 2018). Another study used policy analysis to examine dental contracts in 

the United Kingdom which included a clause that says that says that patients cannot obtain 

treatment unless they attend additional appointments and additional care practices (Laverty 

and Harris 2018). These researchers argue that this clause can contribute to further dividing 

health inequalities in the community (Laverty and Harris 2018). 

May et al. (2013) conducted a study on palliative care policy in Ireland, as Ireland was 

one of the first countries that adopted a national palliative care policy. They analyzed this 
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policy looking at its context, the actors involved in policy making and at how the policy 

affects healthcare services and other stakeholders in the healthcare industry (May et al. 2013). 

The researchers found that the policy was not only quite ambitious but did not take into 

account resourcing issues in the job market such as expanding the palliative care market so 

there would be enough workers to attend to patients (May et al. 2013). 

These studies relate mostly to the sociology of health, and they also address an aspect 

of social life that is represented in policy (i.e., female drug use) (Thomas and Bell 2018), or 

they examine aspects of policy that could have an effect on those who the policy is geared 

towards (Laverty and Harris 2013), or they research the context of the policy and find gaps 

within that should be addressed (May et al. 2013). 

Fairclough and Fairclough (2012) discuss how, in critical policy analysis, often times 

the policies discuss the ways in which the government plans to address an issue. Policy 

analysis can also be used to highlight the interests of the government (Bacchi 2000; Diem et 

al. 2014) Although parole officers work for CSC, and are the ones administrating the 

assessment portions of the policies that I am investigating, the assessment portions do not 

contain specific statements as to how the federal government wants to “deal with” 

reintegration and they do not talk about reintegration as a “problem” (since the assessments 

are focused on the offender’s life). However, I recognize that this is not as black and white as 

it may seem, since the assessment portion of each policy is representative of how CSC wants 

reintegration to be implemented, which could relate to the interests of the government (Bacchi 

2000; Diem et al. 2014).  

To conclude, my research questions address suggesting where aspects of the desistence 

paradigm could be more present in the policies that I am analyzing. In this way my research is 
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similar to that of Thomas and Bull (2019) and May et al. (2013) because I am analyzing the 

policy for gaps, specifically to see if there are areas in which desistance is not present, but 

does not necessarily reflect Fairclough and Fairclough’s (2012) definition (i.e., policy as a 

way to address an issue). 

Thematic Analysis 
 

This project will employ thematic analysis. Thematic analysis is a process wherein 

themes are looked for in data (Fereday and Muir-Cochrane 2006). In this process the 

researcher looks at data and “performs coding and category construction based on the data’s 

characteristics to uncover themes pertinent to a phenomenon” (Bowen 2009, 32). Codes may 

be predefined (usually when the method is used in conjunction with another method), or 

codes may develop as the documents are analyzed (Bowen 2009). Similar to Bowen (2009), 

Staller (2015) describe thematic analysis as a way of interpreting data through patterns. 

However, thematic analysis has been criticized for not having an agreed upon approach of 

analyzing data (Bryman 2016). 

Despite this, I argue that this method is appropriate for this research project as, 

although policy is written out in a way that should be easy for everyone to understand, the 

assessment portions of policy can still be subjective depending on who is filling it out. 

Therefore, policy is not always interpreted in one way, and should not be analyzed according 

to one approach. It is also for this reason that I decided not to analyze policy through a content 

analysis approach. Using Mackieson, Shlonsky, and Connolly’s (2019) definition of content 

analysis as “the process of organising and quantifying the contents of the data into pre-

determined categories relevant to the central research questions(s) in a systematic, replicable 

and objective manner” (969), I feel as though the analysis for this current research project 
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should be more theme related. This is because I intend to use grounded theory as the approach 

to come up with themes present within data, instead of using pre-determined categories, in 

order to gather a picture of what the policies convey. 

I realize one could argue that risk, desistance, and sex offender desistance literature 

does outline pre-determined categories for what contributes to them, and I could code from 

those pre-determined categories. However, I feel as though that approach is too “black and 

white” and I recognize that I could notice other themes within my data that do not fit within 

those pre-determined categories. Thus, I chose to code my data in a way that breaks down the 

themes found in the literature review differently.  

Constructivist Grounded Theory (CGT) 
 

I also analyzed data using constructivist grounded theory (CGT) (Charmaz 2006). 

Kathy Charmaz is the champion of this theory; however, grounded theory was founded by 

sociologists Barney Glaser and Anslem Strauss (Charmaz 2006). Glaser and Strauss believed 

that one could develop a theory from data that they analyzed (Glaser and Strauss 1967; 

Charmaz 2006). They also noted that grounded theory does not just have to be employed by 

using interviews, rather, it can be conducted using documents (Glaser and Strauss 1967). 

Grounded theory has been used in conjunction with document analysis before. Bowen (2003) 

used this approach when studying social investments funds in Jamaica (that would give grants 

to communities for projects) by analyzing documents in the form of newspapers, reports, 

meetings and letters as they pertained to this initiative. 

For Kathy Charmaz CGT differs from grounded theory because data and theory are 

not discovered, rather, we are part of the environment that data comes from (Charmaz 2006). 

Specifically, she stresses the importance of constantly analyzing your research decisions and 
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collecting enough data that you can document how participants construct their social world 

(Charmaz 2008). 

However, Charmaz also discusses the role of textual analysis in CGT. Specifically, she 

discusses extant texts such as government documents or personal correspondence, and how 

they can be analyzed using CGT (Charmaz 2006). She emphasizes the importance of asking 

questions when you analyze the texts such as: “what are the parameters of the information?”, 

“what does the information mean to various participants or actors in the scene?”, “what does 

the information leave out?”, “who is the intended audience for the information?”, and “who 

benefits from shaping or interpreting this information in a particular way?” (Charmaz 2006, 

37-38). These are questions that were considered in my research especially since I wanted to 

understand the ways in which policy was drafted in terms of desistance. For example, I wanted 

to answer the question of “what does the information leave out”? because I wanted to see how 

the desistance paradigm fit into the process of policy construction (Charmaz 2006, 37-38). 

Therefore, as mentioned above, although CGT can be about how participants view 

the world, it also encompasses how texts are important in the social world, what role they 

play in that world, and how they are interpreted and acted in society (Charmaz 2006). It is 

for this reason that CGT is appropriate for this research project. 

Charmaz also makes the case that analyzing texts can be used for “analytic scrutiny 
 
themselves” instead of being used as a supplementary method (Charmaz 2006, 39). She 

presents additional questions that can be asked when you are looking at texts. These include: 

How does the text represent what its author(s) assumed to exist? Which meanings are 
embedded within it? How do those meanings reflect a particular social, historical, and 
perhaps organization context? How does its structure shape what is said? Which 
categories can you discern in its structure? What can you glean from these 
categories? What kinds of comparisons can you make between texts? Between 
different texts on the same topic? How is language used? (Charmaz 2006, 39-40). 
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These questions are important when looking at policy because, for example, the categories of 

the assessments in the policies and the ways in which they are grouped together makes for an 

important discussion around what CSC finds to be pertinent to ask parolees. These categories 

also mean I can see, as a researcher, if risk and/or desistance paradigm aspects are 

incorporated into the policy, in which category they are incorporated, and more importantly, 

how they could be incorporated if they are not already. Therefore, although CGT is often 

used for analyzing interviews (Charmaz 2006), the questions presented above also have value 

to textual analysis. Therefore, I argue it is a valuable tool to use in order to understand how 

policy has larger implications in the social world.   

 Charmaz (2006) is not the only scholar to mention how extant texts can be used in a 

grounded theory analysis. Ralph, Birks, and Chapman (2014) discuss “contextual 

positioning” (4). For them, contextual positioning is a way in which researchers can interact 

with documents using grounded theory, while engaging in critical questions about the texts 

they are interpreting, which “makes it possible to establish a three-dimensional context 

centered around the positionality and reflexivity of the researcher toward the data and its 

source, grounded theory methods, and the research process collectively” (Ralph, Birks, and 

Chapman 2014, 4). This is important because unlike when grounded theorists use participant 

interactions (i.e., interviews) to generate data, collecting data from documents does not offer 

the researcher the same context they could obtain from being in the same room as a 

participant (through body language for example) (Ralph, Birks, and Chapman 2014).  

Questions that Ralph, Birks and Chapman pose for researchers using grounded theory 

on extant texts are similar to those of Charmaz (2006) and include: “Who participated in 

conceiving, supporting, shaping, writing, editing, and publishing the text? What are the 
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parameters of the information? When was the document conceived, produced, updated? 

Where is the document positioned in respect of sociological context? How is the text 

written?” (Ralph, Birks, and Chapman 2014, 4). These are questions that are important to 

consider when analyzing policy, especially since policy is constructed by organizations, and 

that dynamic can influence how policy is written, and more importantly, how it affects 

people in society.   

 Using CGT also helped when it came to the coding process. Before discussing the 

elements that Kathy Charmaz recommends using when coding I will explain my own coding 

process. Specifically, I used what Tracy (2013) calls a “manual approach” to coding (186). 

She explains how a manual approach to coding can come in different forms, from copying 

and pasting transcripts on bristol boards to using coloured pens or highlighters to code data 

(Tracy 2013). The approach that I took consisted of using coloured pens and highlighters and 

making a small legend in corner of the policy, so I knew which colours represented what 

theme or buzz word that was important. 

As Charmaz (2006) explains, when coding one should consider “which theoretical 
 
categories might these statements indicate?” (45). This was the starting question for me when I 

was coding. I used CGT because I wanted to understand how the desistance paradigm played 

into policy. When coding I looked at the data and grouped it together in ways that I saw made 

sense, and then, during focused coding, looked at the different categories or sections of 

desistance and sex offender desistance that might be present in the policies. To expand, 

Charmaz (2006) explains that grounded theory coding has multiple phases “(1) an initial phase 

involving naming each word, line, or segment of data followed by (2) a focused, selective 

phase that uses the most significant or frequent initial codes to sort, synthesize, integrate, and 
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organize large amounts of data” (46). This is similar to what Tracy (2013) identifies as 

“primary cycle coding” and “secondary cycle coding” (189, 194). Van den Hoonaard (2015) 

suggests that during primary coding while using grounded theory, it is important not to look at 

data with the codes that are relevant to your research question, as this can limit what the data 

represents. This is why I focused on the patterns of the data first, and then made the link to 

desistance. 

 Charmaz (2006) points to initial coding as being particularly important for grounded 

theorists because it is at this stage that it is pivotal that grounded theorists “remain open” to 

what the data represents (47). This involves coding in a way that mirrors the data closely, 

paying attention to actions within text (Charmaz 2006). Charmaz (2006) also suggests that 

coding “line by line” is a good practice when data is detailed (50). At first, I was not sure if 

this was an aspect of coding that would work for my data because I was looking at assessment 

portions of policy (which are not as detailed, as say, interview transcripts), but it became 

clearer to me that this process was pivotal in analyzing how words fit into the larger paradigm 

of desistance, and was also pivotal in trying to understand the larger implications to the actors 

(sex offenders) which these assessment questions affected. 

Furthermore, I used elements of Charmaz’s (2006) comparative method coding. She 

explains it as comparing data to one another within an interview and within different 

interviews together (Charmaz 2006). However, this same idea was useful in analyzing policy 

because I could understand and absorb how different policies incorporate aspects of the 

desistance paradigm. 

Lastly, Charmaz (2006) explains focused coding as summarizing earlier codes made 

from line by line or comparative coding. What is important at this stage is understanding which 
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initial codes can transform into bigger codes, or which ones can be summarized in other codes 

that capture the data accurately (Charmaz 2006). I found that in doing data analysis for this 

project most of my primary codes were able to become focused codes, and in situations where 

that was not possible, I simply made reference to the primary codes and used those as the basis 

of the data. 

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) 

 Lastly, data analysis for this project also took the form of critical discourse analysis 

(CDA), from the view of Norman Fairclough (Fairclough 2013). CDA “aims to produce 

interpretations and explanations of areas of social life” in order to produce knowledge, and can 

come in the form of text analysis (Fairclough 2013, 8). CDA was useful in analyzing the 

policies for themes, differences, or commonalities, and how they related to the literature on 

desistance and sex offender desistance. Fairclough (1989) also suggests that there are different 

ways to approach CDA. Specifically, he says that texts can be analyzed at a micro level 

(looking at word choice, for example), a mezzo level (how texts are interpreted or produced), 

and a macro level which analyzes the importance of texts in context to the larger social world, 

and society (sometimes this includes the analysis of power) (Fairclough 1989). 

This is an appropriate analysis method for this project because the reality is that 

more offenders are being released into the community to carry out their sentences 

(CCRSO 2017, 2018). With the Not In My Backyard attitude, many offenders are not 

welcome into communities (Griffiths 2015). This has become a social issue; thus, this 

project does relate to areas of social life that are prevalent in many communities. 

More specifically, however, I found the breakdown of CDA into parts interesting as it 

relates to this project. In terms of what I am investigating, the coding I did on policy can be a 
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micro level of analysis because I looked at themes and word choices that were present to 

assess parolees (Fairclough 1989). Moreover, in addition to using the micro analysis of CDA 

there was also a macro perspective to my analysis because policy affects the larger world and 

has implications for society (Fairclough 1989). Policy is not only interpreted by society; but 

what is going on in the world and attitudes around parole can also shape policy about parole 

(this can also be macro) (i.e., tough on crime politicians have the ability to influence policy, 

and also how society thinks about parole) (Fairclough 1989). Thus, what is happening in 

society can influence how policy is interpreted (Fairclough 1989). I think this was vital to my 

analysis because as much as word choice is important in these instances, it is the way that 

those words are interpreted by whoever is doing the assessments attached to the policy that 

have effects for the social world. To expand, the ways in which a parole officer interprets the 

assessment portion of policy not only affects the offender who is being integrated into the 

community but can affect the community itself especially if the person on parole commits a 

crime. In this instance, people in the community may have a coloured perception of parolees 

based on the fact someone on parole committed a crime. This could contribute to the Not in 

My Backyard attitude (Griffiths 2015), and thus one can see how micro and macro CDA are 

related. 

Summary of Methods 
 

Therefore, for this research project I am using thematic analysis as the over-arching 

principle (i.e., the policy data will be analyzed for themes), while also combining some aspects 

of policy analysis. The questions that CGT offers when discussing how to analyze and look at 

texts for analysis purposes will also be influential to this project (Charmaz 2006). 

 Furthermore, the way in which Charmaz (2006) discusses coding in a CGT manner was 
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important because it allowed for the contextualization of how policy fits into the risk or 

desistance paradigms and has larger implications in the social world. Charmaz’s (2006) 

discussion of comparative coding was also important as multiple documents around the same 

topic were analyzed. Lastly, the micro and macro approaches to CDA will also guide my 

analysis process (Fairclough 1989). 

I recognize that above I explain CGT and CDA as two separate methods I am using in 

the project. Although they are separate, there are aspects of both of these methods that are 

closely related and for the purpose of this project, woven together. To elaborate, I am using 

CGT as a ground-up approach to not only asking critical questions about the policies, but to 

interpret what the policies are telling me, which can be done through word choices (Charmaz 

2006). However, I am also using CDA to contextualize policies by focusing on word choice 

(or micro analysis) (Fairclough 1989). 

This is evident throughout certain areas of my analysis section wherein I use CGT to 

talk about what the policies say and to code aspects of what they indicate, while also using 

CDA and micro analysis in terms of both word choice and micro-scale associations between 

how the policies talk about offenders and their relationships to society (i.e., discussing how 

interpersonal relationships can be seen as micro) (Charmaz 2006; Fairclough 1989) (in 

relation to analyzing CD 705-6). Another example of this from my analysis would be the way 

I use CGT to analyze and code certain words or phrases in the policies, but the individualized 

nature of the language in the policy makes the offender micro in relation to society (Charmaz 

2006; Fairclough 1989) (in relation to analyzing CD 715-1). Lastly, I use the idea of a macro 

perspective in relation to society when discussing how certain questions in CD 705-6 are 

phrased in a way that highlights how offender’s decisions affect those in society (such as 
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victims), while also using a grounded theory approach to interrogate and ask questions about 

the text (Fairclough 1989; Charmaz 2006). 

Thus, CGT and CDA are similar in several ways. Analyzing texts using CGT concerns 

the world and society at large and part of analyzing texts using this method includes word 

choice (Charmaz 2006). Critical discourse analysis is also similar since the three levels of 

CDA (micro, mezzo and macro) not only have elements of word choice that can be used when 

analyzing, but this method can also relate to society at large (Fairclough 1989). Together, 

these methods can play off one another and work together in a way that is complementary to 

the texts that are being analyzed. This will become further evident in my analysis section. 

Ethical Considerations 
 

Unobtrusive methods are known for not having as many ethical concerns as other 

qualitative methods such as interviews (Schulenberg 2016). In some situations, wherein the 

researcher is analyzing personal documents, for example, there may be questions about privacy 

and consent (Schulenberg 2016). 

For this project there were no major ethical concerns as the policies being analyzed are 

available on CSC’s website. However, ethical concerns are often thought of as the 

ramifications of a project to participants and organizations and sometimes to the larger world. 

An important aspect of ethics is how sometimes it can include the researcher and their 

position to the research. Above, I wrote about my positionality and some reflexive thoughts 

that I had going into this research project which included the power I hold as a university-

educated person who is analyzing policy that affects people with less status than I have in 

society. I also mentioned how the information I get about parole is often from my job, and 

that is something I had to keep in perspective while doing this research project.  
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 To add to this, however, I think it is important to discuss the fact that I am analyzing 

the policies for an organization I work for. Ethically there is nothing wrong with this as I have 

been forthcoming about my relationship with CSC. But it is also important to unpack the fact 

that I agree with the mission statement of the organization I work for, therefore in analyzing 

policy I could have certain positive biases that may not be present if someone who did not 

work for the organization analyzed the same policies. This could be related to my 

positionality and reflexivity; however, I think it is an ethical consideration wherein it is 

appropriate to ask, what makes someone qualified to analyze certain documents or 

phenomenon? What kind of knowledge should the person have, and does it matter where they 

get that knowledge? How does that affect the analysis being done? I do not have the answers 

to those questions as I do not think they are clear cut, but, nonetheless, it is important to 

mention these ethical considerations when taking on research of any kind. 

Now that the evolution of this research project, my research questions, my proximity 

to this research, and my data collection and analysis methods have been explained, the next 

chapter of this thesis will include the analysis of CD 705-6, 715-1, 715-2, and 715-3. This 

chapter will focus on the primary and secondary codes developed for each policy.  
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Chapter 3: Analysis 
 

This section will engage in the analysis of the policies. I used thematic analysis as the 

broad investigative tool to analyze the documents, taking into account certain aspects of 

policy analysis. More specifically however, I also analyzed the texts using CDA in order to 

interrogate the language used in the policies in relation to how they explain reintegration 

(Fairclough 2013), while also keeping in mind the policies macro perspective and its 

relationship to society (Fairclough 1989). Further, I used Cathy Charmaz’s CGT as a way to 

derive meaning and themes from the text as they relate to desistance (Charmaz 2006). This 

analysis was done through several stages of coding, starting from specific detailed coding, to 

more general thematic coding (Charmaz 2006). I analyzed data while keeping in mind 

questions that Charmaz (2006) presented as pertinent when analyzing extant texts, as well as 

keeping “contextual positioning” (Ralph, Birks, and Chapman 2014, 4) at the forefront of my 

analysis. 

For this analysis I looked CD 705-6 which is an extensive policy which incorporates 

what parole officers are expected to ask offenders once they have been released on parole. This 

policy covers many areas of the offender’s life including static and dynamic factors, criminal 

profile, and reintegration potential (CSC Website, CD 705-6). This policy is over fifty pages, 

and is the main policy referenced by other policies as they pertain to reintegration (specifically 

as they relate to criminal profiles and correctional plans). Correctional plans are plans 

developed by the parole officer, case management team, and offender and outline the 

offender’s needs, how those needs are to be met, and any programming suggestions for the 

offender to help with prosocial behaviour (CSC Website, CD 705-6). I also analyzed CD 715-1 

which is used for community supervision, specifically when offenders are applying to be 
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released on work releases (CSC Website, CD 715-1). This policy includes a staff safety 

assessment, a rating reassessment framework, and a section for a correctional plan update 

(CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

Furthermore, CD 715-2 is the policy that not only outlines what happens when an 

offender gets suspended or fails to meet their conditions, but also includes an assessment for 

how to determine if their conditions should be changed, if a correctional plan update should be 

done, and includes a risk assessment framework (CSC Website, CD 715-2). Lastly, CD 715-3 

is a policy that is concerned with community assessments; in other words, this policy is 

referenced when something in the community changes for the offender (support, work release, 

day parole to another location is being considered etc.) (CSC Website, CD 715-3). The policy 

includes questions that parole officers are to ask of offenders and their contacts in the 

community about a prospective change to the offender’s parole program that could affect 

reintegration (CSC Website, CD 715-3). 

To be clear, the assessment portions of these policies are written with their own 

headers and divided in a way that makes sense to CSC and the way they structure policy. For 

this analysis, however, I have looked beyond these pre-determined headings of the assessment 

portions of these policies and grouped themes across headers. Thus, the themes I have 

uncovered in this data are not the same as the way the Annexes of each are grouped and 

labelled in policy. For example, in CD 705-6 the Annex B assessment is the Revised Statistical 

Information on Recidivism Scale (SIR-R1), while the Annex C assessment is the Criminal 

Risk Index (CSC Website, CD 705-6). These were the prescribed labels, but I looked at 

common themes among the two assessments regardless of their pre-categorization by CSC. 

This is an example, and I looked at each Annex in each policy holistically and derived themes 
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from the policies as a whole. In this analysis, in order to reiterate how common a theme was 

across assessments in a given policy I may discuss which assessments discuss a specific 

primary code (for example) in order to showcase why it was worthy of said code. 

 It is also important that I note that throughout this analysis section where in I go 

through my primary and secondary codes for each policy, I use the word deviant, and have 

codes that pertain to deviant behaviour. For the purposes of this thesis, when I discuss deviant 

behaviour in relation to codes and my analysis, I define it as behaviour that is contrary to the 

correctional plan, and terms of release. 

First, this section will discuss Charmaz’s (2006) questions, along with Ralph, Birks, 

and Chapman’s (2014) questions about positioning the text as they were pivotal questions to 

keep in mind while doing this analysis. Then, this section will look at the themes derived 

from each of the four policies individually, while discussing the process of how certain open 

codes became other focused codes, and their importance. This section will also incorporate a 

small discussion on how aspects of the risk paradigm are or are not incorporated in these each 

of these codes. After this, there will be a comparative section wherein I discuss the common 

themes found across all four policies. The comparative section will discuss the focused codes 

that were similar across the documents. This analysis section will focus on themes and the 

critical questions asked around these documents, while the discussion section will relate the 

analysis more closely to literature on desistance. 

Critical Questions 
 

There are several critical questions to consider while analyzing texts. For this project I 

will engage with both Charmaz (2006) and Ralph, Birks, and Chapman’s (2014) questions. As 

indicated by these authors, these questions are supposed to be answered while analyzing the 
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texts (Charmaz 2006; Ralph, Birks, and Chapman 2014). I did answer these questions while 

analyzing the text but chose to discuss them before I analyzed policy as they can help set the 

tone for the analysis. 

Ralph, Birks, and Chapman (2014) discuss the importance of asking “who participated 

in conceiving, supporting, shaping, writing, editing, and publishing the text?” (4). In this case, 

these texts were shaped, written, edited, and published by CSC which is an extension of the 

Canadian Federal Government. It is important to realize that this policy is drafted from an 

organizational perspective and thus represents what the organization sees as important when it 

comes to reintegration and community corrections. Furthermore, in terms of the “sociological 

context” (Ralph, Birks, and Chapman 2014, 4) these policies fall within the discipline of 

Sociology and the related field of Criminology in relation to reintegration, and barriers to 

reintegration. My discussion section will shed further light on how the concept of desistance is 

or is not incorporated in the context of these texts. 

Charmaz (2006) points to asking what the “parameters of the information are”, and 

what it means to “various participants or actors in the scene?” (Charmaz 2006, 37-38). For 

these particular policies the parameters of the information rely both on the parole office and 

justice system to accurately and thoroughly record aspects of the offender’s criminal profile 

and correctional plan. The parole officer also needs to do their due diligence and be thorough 

in their assessments of the offender. Furthermore, the parameters of the information also rest 

on the offender themselves. In the instances in which the offender needs to answer questions 

about their offences, the information lies within them, and they could, for example, lie to 

parole officers. More importantly, however, if we look at these policies at face value (i.e., 

through the fact that they are stand-alone texts) the parameters of the information lie with CSC 
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and what they choose to put into policy. The information gleaned from these policies not only 

affects the parole officer’s job, but also affects the offender, their reintegration, and their 

connection to the community. 

Interrogating who benefits from the text and how it is shaped is tricky (Charmaz 2006). 

These policies tend to be written in a straightforward manner, however that is not to say that a 

parole officer could interpret a question or a statement in a way that another parole officer 

would not. Further, an offender could benefit from the way a parole officer shapes the 

information. For example, it is possible that one parole officer is stricter than another parole 

officer and thinks that one element of reintegration is more important than another. If they put 

more weight on this aspect of reintegration it could, in theory, mean that an offender has 

stricter conditions, more conditions, or is being supervised at a higher level. 

Later in this analysis section I will discuss comparisons between the texts, and how 

language is used between the texts, as these are also questions that Charmaz (2006) poses. I 

will also make a further note on structure of the policies when I compare them further in this 

section (Charmaz 2006). 

CD 705-6: Correctional Planning and Criminal Profile 
 

When coding this policy, I came up with twelve primary cycle codes which represented 

line by line data that I could easily group into themes. These codes were quite specific as they 

pertained to what was seen in the policy. This section will describe the importance of these 

primary codes and provide examples as to what fell under the primary codes. This section will 

also discuss the focused codes I developed for this policy. It is important to note that in this 

policy there is a section for Indigenous Offenders (Annex H) relating to their unique needs and 

social history (CSC Website, CD 705-6). This was not coded as part of my analysis as it is 
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recognized that Indigenous needs in the correctional system differ from those of other 

offenders. To expand, CSC has its own CD specifically for Indigenous Offenders titled: CD 

702- Aboriginal Offenders (CSC Website, CD 702). In this policy there is discussion on 

cultural interventions, including that of the Aboriginal Corrections Continuum of Care Model 

which recognizes Aboriginal culture and practices while attending to Aboriginal offender’s 

needs through appropriate cultural practices (CSC Website, CD 702). For this reason, I felt as 

though it was appropriate not to include Indigenous offenders in my discussion, as there is 

another policy that specifically addresses their needs.    

Primary Codes 
 

To start, a large component of the assessment portion of this policy was centered 

around the offender’s history. More specifically, I coded this as “current offences/history of 

offences/convictions (current and past)”. This was a large primary code, but it covered a 

significant part of many of the beginnings of the assessment portions in this policy. This 

policy had sections in Annex B (Revised Statistical Information on Recidivism Scale) on the 

type of current offence committed, which was a list that ranged from “break and enter, to 

theft, kidnapping, arson, dangerous driving, homicide, incest and sexual intercourse with the 

underage” (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 11). Included in this code is if the offender had escaped 

custody before, and if they had been charged as such (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

Furthermore, the Criminal Risk Index asks parole officers to score offenders on how 

many past convictions they have had, on a scale of five to fifteen or more; it also asked if the 

offender has been to youth court (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Annex C also has questions 

relating to if the offender had received disciplinary reports or transfers while they were in 

custody (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Annex D (Static Factors Assessment) also discussed 



   82 
 

previous sentences, while also asking about the types of convictions (scheduled or otherwise) 

that the offender has received (CSC Website, CD 705-6). In a similar fashion of Annex B, 

Annex D goes through the types of convictions the offender currently has (CSC Website, CD 

705-6). Lastly, Annex E (Dynamic Factor Identification and Analysis Revised (DFIA-R)) is an 

extensive list of dynamic factors that should be asked to offenders, which include aspects of 

current offences and/or history of offences (including inquiring about “deviant sexual 

attitudes”) (CSC Website, CD-705-6, 46). This code lends itself to a more risk-based paradigm 

angle in that the discussion of past offences can set a parole officer up for not only 

understanding the offence cycle, but how long the offender has been offending for, and the 

escalation of said offences (Andrews and Bonta 2010). Also, those who commit offense could 

very well possess risk factors such as history of anti-social behaviours, anti-social personality, 

and anti-social cognitions (Andrews and Bonta 2010). 

 Another primary code that I developed was “previous supervision in the community”. 

This was not only a reoccurring theme, but I felt as though it was different than the code I 

described above because the language used in the policy is harsh. Engaging in Fairclough’s 

(1989) discussion of micro level of analysis made the word choice that is encapsulated in this 

code of interest. For example, in Annex B part of the assessment reads “has previously had a 

term of day parole, full parole or statutory release revoked or forfeited (does not include 

termination)” (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 12). This does not seem like much, however, the use 

of words such as “revoked” or “forfeited” seem serious given the context (CSC Website, CD 

705-6, 12). It is clear that to the organization this is important, as evidenced by the fact that if 

an offender had been previously revoked or forfeited, they would get a negative score in this 

section (CSC Website, CD 705-6). It is also not unreasonable to assume that this negative 
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score would and/or could reflect what the organization deems as at risk. In other words, having 

not completed community supervision in the past is not only thought of as negative but could 

lend itself to the organization thinking the individual would be higher risk in the community 

because they have never finished community supervision successfully before (CSC Website, 

CD 705-6). If the offender turned back to a life of crime, this could be due to several risk 

factors such as anti-social cognitions, or anti-social peers, both of which have been shown to 

influence recidivism (Andrews and Bonta 2010; Healy and O’Donnell 2006; Palmer and 

Hollin 2004; Boduszek et al. 2013; Whited et al. 2015). 

Furthermore, in Annex C (Criminal Risk Index) there are two areas that deal with 

community supervision. First, there are questions about the offender’s youth history, including 

if they have ever been “sentenced by the court to a period of supervision in the community 

(i.e., probation, community service order, house arrest)” or if they had been in open custody or 

secure custody before (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 17). They also ask if the offender “failed” 

during community supervision (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 17). Similar questions are asked in 

the Annex about an offender’s adult court sanctions, but they also include questions around if 

sentences were provincial or federal (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Of interest, however, is that in 

the section around failure during community supervision it mentions that failure “may have 

been caused by further criminal behaviour or for a breach of a condition attached to 

community supervision order” (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 18). These questions around 

community supervision are also relevant in other Annex’s, such as Annex D (Static Factors 

Assessment), therefore this primary code seems to be consistent throughout this policy (CSC 

Website, CD 705-6). 

The next primary code that was relevant throughout this policy at various times was 
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what I called “time between incarceration”. Quite simply within the assessment of these 

policies there were often questions around how long the offender had been crime free (CSC 

Website, CD 705- 6). It is similar to the last code in that it shows up in several assessments 

across this policy. For example, in Annex C (Criminal Risk Index) it is asked if it has been 

“less than six months since the offender’s last incarceration?” and if they have had “no crime-

free period of one year or more?” (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 19). This was also mentioned in 

Annex D (Static Factors Assessment) (CSC Website, CD 705-6). In this particular case, it 

seems that the time value matters as the assessment emphasizes six months and one year as the 

time lapses they are concerned about (CSC Website, CD 705-6). This seemed like interesting 

word choices in that they are defined amounts of time, and offenders either meet or do not 

meet the thresholds. This is one area wherein having a crime free period lends itself to the 

policy incorporating elements of desistance especially since desistance can be seen as the 

reduction of offending (Loeber and LeBlanc 1990; Laub and Sampson 2001). 

My next primary code was “victims/injury to victims”. The mention of victims is 

quite extensive, and the language used to describe questions that fit into this code was 

specific. For example, in Annex D (Static Factors Assessment) there are several headings 

that discuss victims (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Within these headings, questions to be 

asked include: “Victims were children? Three or more victims? Two victims? One victim?” 

(CSC Website, CD 705-6, 22). Further, there is a section about victim harm (physical and 

psychological) which includes questions such as “Threat of violence to victim? Violence 

used against victim? Caused death of victim? Serious psychological harm to victim? Mild 

psychological harm to victim?” (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 22). These questions have the 

potential for the offender to either come to terms with or realize the severity of their crimes, 



   85 
 

and talk about it with their parole officer (CSC Website, CD 705-6). But these questions, 

because of the severity of the subject matter, could also potentially point to the parole 

officer contemplating risk (i.e., if injury to victims was severe, what is the risk that the 

offender will commit the crime again?) (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

Furthermore, in this Annex there is a Sex Offence History Checklist where there are 

again questions about victims (CSC Website, CD 705-6). In this checklist the questions ask 

how many victims there are, how old the victims were, if they were male or female, and what 

kind of harm was perpetuated onto the victim (CSC Website, CD 705-6). The mention of 

victims is also prominent in Annex E (DFIA-R) in that there is a question about empathy 

skills, and how that translates into what the individual feels towards victims (CSC Website, 

CD 705-6). Guiding questions about empathy include the parole officer asking the offender 

“What effect has your crime(s) had on the victim(s)? Has your conviction(s) hurt anyone 

else?” (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 45). From this coding process, it seems as though CSC is 

not just concerned with the criminal act itself and its effect on victims, but rather wants to 

understand the type of victim that was victimized, and wants to understand the severity of 

said victimization, but not just in terms of physical harm. 

 The fifth and sixth primary codes for this policy are related. These codes are 

“relationships/support in general”, and “relationship history”. These two codes do not just 

include romantic relationships, but rather any sort of relationship in society that an offender 

has. For the “relationships/support in general” code there were many aspects of the 

assessments in this policy that were relevant. To start, in Annex B, the parole officer is to ask 

the offender for their current marital status- these include questions around the offender’s 

sexuality and how they identify, along with if they were single or married (CSC Website, CD 
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705-6). This is important and will be discussed later in the discussion section in regard to how 

marriage and family relates to desistance and the desistance process (see Laub and Sampson 

2003, for example). However, of note here is that marriage is also mentioned within the risk 

paradigm, as marriage has been documented as a factor that decreases criminal activity (Lo 

and Zhong 2006; Schwartz 2006). 

Further, Annex E (DFIA-R) poses many questions about relationships and relationship 

history that could be asked of offenders (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Relationship history does 

not just concern romantic relationship history- but rather all types of past relationships and 

how they could have impacted the offender (CSC Website, CD 705-6). They include asking 

offenders about their relationships with/to their own parents, if they would describe that 

relationship as caring, and if Children’s Aid was involved (CSC Website, CD 705-6). These 

questions also include asking the offender if they have “witnessed family violence during 

childhood?” (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 29). Annex E also has its own section on parenting- in 

which the prompt questions concern whether or not the offender has children, how they deal 

with the responsibilities of children, and how they discipline them (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

These questions also concern how often they see their kids, what they do daily with their kids, 

and how they treat their children (CSC Website, CD 705-6). This fits into the relationship 

code because it concerns the relationships the offenders have in their life. 

Moreover, questions about intimate relationships are encapsulated in these codes, as 

they fall under both relationship history and support. Intimate relationships are a considerable 

part of Annex E and there are many prompts that are written in the assessment that could be 

used by parole officers (CSC Website, CD 705-6). These include: 

Have you ever been divorced or separated? If yes, how many times? How many 
girlfriends/boyfriends would you say you have had? On average, how often do you 
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and your partner argue? About what (e.g., money, suspected infidelity, children, 
sex)? How does the argument(s) get resolved? Are/were you happy in your 
relationship(s)? How do you normally solve disagreements with your partner(s)? 
Have you ever gotten the sense that your partner(s) was/is afraid of you? Do you 
believe that both partners should have equal say in a relationship? (CSC Website, 
CD 705-6, 29-30). 

 
These questions encapsulate many aspects of relationships which I believe is thought-

provoking because these questions do not just concern what types of relationships offenders 

are having, but instead also focus on how the offenders (in their social relationships) deal with 

aspects of life (i.e. money or children) (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

Additionally, questions around relationships also include inquiring about if the 

offender’s partner is involved with crime, if family members are involved with crime, and how 

supportive your intimate partner is to you, and how close you are with your family and friends 

(CSC Website, CD 705-6). Questions also inquire about if you have acquaintances or friends 

who are involved in crime (CSC Website, CD 705-6). In the discussion section I will discuss 

further how this is important for desistance, commenting on how support, friends, and family 

can help with the desistance process (especially when they are not involved in crime 

themselves) (Mills and Codd 2008; Visher and Travis 2003; King 2013; Kras 2019; Mallik-

Kane and Visher 2008). At the same time, however, in terms of risk, marriage is also 

important as a factor that helps reduce crime (Huebner 2005; Sampson, Laub, and Wimer 

2006). 

The relationship an offender has to the community is also vital to consider. It is 

expressed within the assessment portion in Annex E that parole officers could ask offenders 

what they do in their spare time, if they belong to any organizations or community groups and 

how they rely on the community for support (CSC Website, CD 705-6). To be clear, in Annex 

E there are many subheadings that describe certain dynamic factors, and the various types of 
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questions around relationships that I have described above do not just come from one 

subheading, they come from several (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Thus, although most of the 

content for the two codes “relationships/support in general”, and “relationship history” come 

from Annex E, they are not all laid out in one section in particular (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

In the literature there is discussion regarding leisure time and how individuals spend their spare 

time including recreational activities. I discuss how leisure activities can help promote a crime 

free lifestyle, but also how certain activities that are deviant put individuals at risk for re- 

offending (Williams 2006; Williams and Walker 2006; Atkinson 2014; Stebbins 1996; 

Williams 2005). In relation to this part of the question in Annex E, I think CSC is trying to 

gauge risk (i.e., does the individual have ties to groups in the community that would impact 

their correctional plan progress negatively), while also engaging with the idea that social 

support relates to desistance (CSC Website, CD 705-6; Lin 1986). 

The next code I developed was “relationship with drugs and alcohol”. This code 

encompasses both past and current relationships. This code differs from previous codes in that 

it does represent itself in Annex E over the span of four pages (35-38) in different subheadings 

under one section (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Although the mention of drugs and alcohol are 

not present elsewhere in the policy (i.e., across different Annexes), I considered this its own 

code because of how often it is mentioned, and how detailed the both the substance abuse 

domain indicators and the interview prompts that parole officers can use to guide their 

questioning were (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Questions in the assessment portion for this code 

include: 

Early age alcohol use? How old were you when you first consumed alcohol? How 
often did you drink (daily, weekly, monthly)? During the last year how often did you 
drink in bouts or binges? Did you ever do it for more than two days in a row? Have you 
ever used alcohol and drugs at the same time? Alcohol use interferes with physical or 
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emotional well-being? During the last year, did you ever use drugs for more than two 
days in a row? In the past year, how often have you used illegal drugs or abused 
prescription drugs (never, yearly, monthly, weekly, daily)? Have you ever been 
arrested, charged or convicted for any offence that involved alcohol or drugs? Have 
you ever been under the influence of alcohol/drugs when you committed a crime? 
(CSC Website, CD 705-6, 35-38). 

 
The ways in which the prompt questions are phrased for this code exemplify how important 

this is for parole officers to assess. These questions are not only about substance abuse and 

frequency of said abuse, but also combine physical and emotional aspects and crime to the line 

of questioning (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Just as Fairclough (1989) mentions, wording within 

critical discourse analysis is important. Furthermore, although, for example, the questions 

around relationships were also invasive, I also argue that these questions take it a step further 

in terms of their personal details (CSC Website, CD 705-6). I will also explain below how 

these questions intertwine aspects of other codes I have developed, which is why it has led me 

to think that drugs and alcohol are perhaps a priority for CSC to understand when it comes to 

offenders being released in the community. The thoroughness of this discussion lends itself to 

the idea that CSC believes that substance abuse could be a risk factor for individuals in the 

community (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Given the literature on risk, substance abuse does 

contribute to offending (Vaughn 2011; White and Gorman 2000). The fact that CSC is asking 

detailed questions regarding this fits into the risk paradigm because not all drugs contribute to 

offending, thus the intense questioning around this makes sense when trying to assess 

specifically for risk (i.e., trying to address which substances play a role in an offender’s life) 

(Håkansson and Berglund 2012; Caudy et al. 2015; Caudy, Durso, and Taxman 2013; CSC 

Website, CD 705-6). However, there is also an element of desistance present here, which will 

be discussed in the discussion section. 

Another theme that I found throughout this policy that was developed into a primary 
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code was “personal interpretations of situations/feelings/reactions to an event”. This ended up 

being a code because through looking at the policy I found that there were several questions in 

which parole officers are to ask offenders how they act and react to what they did, or to other 

situations (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Some of these domain indicators and interview prompt 

questions included: 

Were your crimes planned or spur of the moment? Do you make decisions on the spot, 
or do you like to have time to think things over before making a final decision? How do 
you feel when you are doing crime (excited, nervous)? Do you like to do risky things? 
What effect has your crime(s) had on the victim(s)? Do your friends ever accuse you of 
over-reacting or reading too much into a given situation? Takes pride in criminal 
exploits? How do you feel about the crime(s) you have committed? Under what 
circumstances is violence acceptable? (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 43-48). 

 
As I explained above, a majority of these questions relate to how the offender categorizes their 

habits and thoughts about situations (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Most of these questions, again, 

are quite pointed, but leave room for open ended answers, and it is interesting to note, 

however, that these questions do not just involve crime but also involve trying to discern how 

the offenders make decisions (CSC Website, CD 705-6). The decisions that the offenders 

make have a macro perspective tied to them in that those decisions could affect people in 

society (i.e. people as victims) (Fairclough 2013). Also, an offender’s actions could influence 

how society sees offenders as a whole (and on the bigger scale, how society could feel about 

parole policy) (Fairclough 1989). Also, although this code was not labelled “personal 

responsibility”, the questions encapsulated in this code do, to some extent, leave the door open 

for the offender to come to terms with the ways other see them, and potentially to terms with 

the way they act (i.e., their friends do tell them they overreact, and upon reflection they can 

pinpoint events or ways in which they do overreact) (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Thus, with 

this being said, (and as I will elaborate on in my discussion), this code heavily relates to 
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desistance as a process and the prospect of identity change as important for secondary 

desistance (Maruna and Farrall 2004; Maruna, Immarigeon, and LeBel 2004; Maruna 2001). 

Additionally, the ninth primary code that I developed from the data was “personal 

personality characteristics” (at the time of the assessment). For this code the questions were 

slightly broader than the other codes and were mostly situated in Annex E (CSC Website, CD 

705-6). For example, the parole officer should ask offenders about their thinking about 

situations in order to gauge if they have a narrow way of viewing tasks (CSC Website, CD 

705-6). Some of the prompts also involved giving the offender a situation (such as getting in 

an argument with their partner or parole officer) and asking them how they would deal with 

the situation (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Other aspects of this code include the expectation 

that parole officers ask offenders how they cope with stress, what happens when they feel as 

though they cannot attain a goal, how they plan long term goals, and how they plan their daily 

activities (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Furthermore, some of the prompts that were included in 

this code also centered around emotions and how offenders deal with anger (CSC Website, 

CD 705-6). Like what I mentioned about the code above, this code could also lend itself to 

the offender understanding how they react in certain situations, and this could lead to a good 

self-reflection piece for the offender (CSC Website, CD 705-6). In terms of the way language 

is utilized for this code, it is less harsh and more inquisitive instead of pointed, in that the 

questions deal with more day-to-day- questions, and are about specific situations (CSC 

Website, CD 705-6). In this way it relates to every day social situations in relation to the 

offender’s social world (Fairclough 2013; CSC Website, CD 705-6). These personal 

personality characteristics are not specifically related to the risk paradigm in their wording, 

but at the same time, understanding how people deal with day to day situations could bring to 
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light anti-social personality or anti-social cognitions that are risk factors for recidivism (see 

Andrews and Bonta 2010; Caspi 2000; Mandracchia et al. 2007 as examples). 

The tenth code in relation to CD 705-6 is “situational factors”. This code has the 

potential to overlap with other codes such as “relationships/support” and “relationship history” 

as these codes also pertain to situations in an offender’s life. But, for this particular code, 

situational factors pertain to physical environment and life circumstances that could affect 

reintegration. This includes assessment questions such as “Did you live in a high crime area? 

Did you feel safe at night?” (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 33). It also includes questions regarding 

where the offender sleeps and how stable their residences are (CSC Website, CD 705- 6). In 

terms of circumstances that could affect reintegration, I found that questions around social 

assistance and financial instability which were present in this policy fit within this code 

because these questions deal with current circumstances that offenders are dealing with (CSC 

Website, CD 705-6). There were not many of these questions present in this policy, and thus, I 

do not think this topic is of great importance to CSC (CSC Website, CD 705-6). The way 

questions in this code are phrased are not particularly strong, but rather invite yes or no 

answers, which is another indicator that maybe these questions are more of a formality rather 

than am important part of the policy (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Although not having a stable 

residence or financial stability could be risk averse factors that could contribute to recidivism, 

they are not one of the big eight factors (Andrews and Bonta 2010). Since these questions are 

not of abundance in this policy, I do not think CSC was trying to take a risk approach, but 

rather these are “need to know” questions that add additional background information to what 

is already discussed in the policy as a whole (CSC Website, CD 705-6).  

The eleventh code was “education and learning”. This code is self-explanatory and 
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explored the questions in relation to learning. These included “Does the offender have less 

than grade 10 or equivalent? How far did you go in school? What is the last grade you 

completed? Have you ever received any kind of formal training, certificate or diploma?” 

(CSC Website, CD 705-6, 25-26). Furthermore, the topics around learning include how well 

the offender can read and write, how the offender concentrates, and if they have any language 

barriers (CSC Website, CD 705-6). This falls directly into the responsivity part of Andrews 

and Bonta’s (2010) RNR principles, and these questions are specific (i.e., pinpoint grade 10 

as important, ask about formal training, certificates and diplomas)— and thus, the ways in 

which the questions incorporate several different elements suggest that learning is not only 

important to CSC, but also to their correctional planning (CSC Website, CD 705-6). In terms 

of correctional planning, another aspect of this code is the questions that parole officers 

should ask offenders regarding if they have any learning issues that may interfere with 

correctional programming (CSC Website, CD 705-6). In the discussion section I expand on 

what other questions I believe should be asked in terms of education to foster desistance, and 

I also discuss how the mention of education fits into the desistance paradigm. However, the 

questions asked in this policy also fit into the risk paradigm because asking questions about 

past education fist into the research that says that education is linked to crime prevention, and 

at risk individuals should be encouraged to go to school (Hansen 2003; Lochner 2004; Taheri 

and Welsh 2016; CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

The twelfth and final primary code for this policy was “employment/aspects of 
 
employment”. This concerns everything related to employment at the time of arrest and 

overall (i.e., employment history). Annex B (SIR-R1) has a section in which the parole officer 

is to ask offenders (and score them) based on if they have full or part time employment (this 
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employment must be legal) (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Further, Annex E poses questions 

about employment history, including if the offender has had jobs that were unstable and how 

they describe their work ethic (CSC Website, CD 705-6). This code is interesting because it 

also combined aspects of the “relationship with drugs and alcohol” code. For example, parole 

officers are to ask if “Alcohol use interferes with employment?” and if “Drug use interferes 

with employment?” (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 36-37). Through this analysis I found that the 

questions that correlate with this code to be much more nuanced than others in that they 

incorporate other aspects of social life (Fairclough 2013; CSC Website, CD 705-6). This code 

fits into desistance, and in my discussion section I further expand on how and what should be 

added to this code in relation to the desistance paradigm.   

 However, again, this code also fits into the risk paradigm simply because employment 

can affect recidivism rates especially since employment gives individuals something to do 

and something to be a part of (Benda, Harm, and Toombs 2005). This code also relates to 

“situational factors” (code ten) that could affect reintegration, however it was my choice to 

separate this code and make it its own because of how nuanced the questions were (not just 

employment history, but also current employment, and how employment interacts with other 

aspects of life, such as drugs) (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

The purpose of this section was to go through the codes I developed and what I 

included in said codes in order to understand the themes that I found to be important in CD 

705-6, while also including a small discussion on risk and the risk paradigm. Below is a table 

that summarizes the primary codes for CD 705-6. 

Table 2: CD 705-6 Primary Codes 

Policy CD 705-6 Primary Codes 
 Current Offences/History of Offences/Convictions (current/past) 

Previous Supervision in the Community 
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Time Between Incarceration 
Victims/Injury to Victims 

Relationships/Support in General 
Relationship History 

Relationship with Drugs/Alcohol 
Personal Interpretations of Situations/Feelings/Reactions to an Event 

Personal Personality Characteristics 
 Situational Factors 

Education and Learning 
Employment/Aspects of Employment 

 

From these open and primary codes, I formed focused codes that succinctly described 

and grouped the primary codes together. In the next section I am going to describe the 

secondary (or focused) codes. Note that since I went through the primary codes and 

information in the policy that corresponded to these codes, when discussing focused codes, I 

am not going to reiterate the types of questions in the assessments that go along with the codes, 

instead going to discuss what I grouped together and why.  

Focused Codes 
 

The first focused code that was developed was “reactions and thoughts”. This code 

encompassed three primary codes: “personal interpretations of situations/feelings/reactions to 

an event”, “personal personality characteristics”, and “victims/injury to victims”. To start, the 

personal interpretations primary code is included in this focus code because it includes 

questions around how the offender deals with what happens to them in their daily life, as well 

as how they react to situations (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Secondly, the primary code on 

personality is relevant here because that code also encapsulates how offenders deal with 

every-day challenges that may arise in life and how they think about the world around them 

(CSC Website, CD 705-6). And, lastly, “victims/injury to victims” belongs in this focused 
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code group because, as I mentioned above, it allows for critical reflection. To note, 

“Victims/injury to victims” could have been included in another focused code (that I will 

explain below) that I titled “criminal experiences”, however I did not include the victims 

primary code in that focused code because I believe that victims are more than a product of 

criminal experiences. Rather, the discussion and questions about victims in this policy 

(although quantified in some ways by a number) allow for explanations from the offender. 

The second focused code that I developed is “legitimate pathways”. This focused code 

included two primary codes: “education and learning”, and “employment/aspects of 

employment”. Quite simply, these were included because they reflect how much training 

an offender has had, and how much education and experience they have had (CSC 

Website, CD 705-6). 

 “Employment/aspects of employment” looks at the history the offender has with legal 

jobs and can help a parole officer understand where their potential skills are (CSC Website, 

CD 705-6). With this information a parole officer can not only infer what qualifications and 

offender has but can better point them and place them in programming that could be beneficial 

to them based on said skills. 

The primary code “education and learning” encapsulates difficulties that an offender 

thinks they could have in learning (i.e., learning styles) (CSC Website, CD 705-6). This is 

important because with this information a parole officer can make suggestions around helping 

the offender reach their full potential (CSC Website, CD 705-6). If, for example, an offender 

has never completed school because they found it difficult, this could have led them to find 

work in illegitimate or illegal ways because they did not have the support they needed to learn. 

With help from a parole officer and programming that takes into account an offender’s needs, 
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they could work towards “legitimate pathways” in education, learning, and employment. 

Furthermore, on a macro level, I felt this focused code was appropriate because education and 

employment are seen as “legitimate” pathways in society and often those who are seen as 

productive members of society have a decent level of education and employment (Fairclough 

1989). 

Next I developed the focused code of “criminal experiences”. This included the 

primary codes of “current offences/history of offences/convictions (current and past)”, 

“previous supervision in the community”, “time between incarceration”, and “relationship 

with drugs and alcohol”. The reason why these primary codes were included in this focused 

code are somewhat self-explanatory. I felt as though the current offences/history of offences, 

previous supervision, and time between incarceration codes fit well within this focused code 

because all include elements of having a criminal past. For example, “previous supervision 

in the community” and “time between incarceration” both imply that the individual has been 

arrested before, and “current offences/history of offences/convictions (current and past)” also 

lays out an offender’s past convictions. The decision to group “relationship with drugs and 

alcohol” in this focused code was difficult. This is because this primary code in CD 705-6 

did not always refer to the use of drugs and alcohol as something illegal (some questions 

asked how often the offender used such substances), however, there were instances in the 

policy where questions did relate to arrests for illegal drugs and if the offender was under the 

influence of drugs or alcohol at the time that they got arrested (CSC Website, CD 705-6). I 

felt as though questions of that nature were abundant enough that “relationship with drugs 

and alcohol” should be included in this code (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

The fourth and final focused code that I developed was “connections to society”. 
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This included the primary codes of “relationships/support in general”, “relationship 

history”, and “situational factors”. Relationships, relationship history, and support all 

encapsulate how the offender has or is connected to others in the community, which is 

why I opted to include that primary code in the focused code. Above, I defined the 

“situational factors” primary code as pertaining to the environment around the offender 

and to circumstances that could affect reintegration. Not only could environmental 

situations pertain to societal connections (i.e., if the offender lived in a safe 

neighbourhood, they could in theory have pro-social relationships with neighbours), but 

situational factors such as using social assistance can be seen as an indicator of how 

dependent an offender is on society. This dependency can be seen as a connection to 

society in a macro sense, whereas interpersonal relationships are on the micro scale in 

relation to the offender and their relationship to society (Fairclough 1989). This differs 

from what Fairclough (1989) describes as micro CDA (i.e. analyzing word choice) but is 

still relevant because the word choice within this policy indicates a division between 

interpersonal relationships, and societal ones. This division within itself is both macro and 

micro. 

Of note is that within this policy, specifically under Annex D (Static Factors 

Assessment), there is a section called Sex Offence History Checklist (CSC Website, CD 

705-6). This within itself did not become a primary code because the information in this 

checklist fit under codes such as “victims/injury to victims” and “current offences/history of 

offences/convictions (current and past)”. Nonetheless, it is important to mention as it is 

interesting that other crimes (homicide for example) do not show up within this policy with 

their own assessment criteria embedded within. I will come back to this topic later in this 
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paper in my discussion section, as it relates to the desistance and risk paradigms. Below is a 

list of the focused codes for CD 705-6. 

Table 3: CD 705-6 Focused Codes 

Policy CD 705-6 Focused Codes 
Reactions and Thoughts  

Legitimate Pathways 
Criminal Experiences 

Connections to Society 
 

CD 715-1: Community Supervision 
 

The next policy that I coded and examined was CD 715-1. This policy is shorter than 

CD 705-6, thus there were not as many primary codes that were developed. To reiterate from 

what was said above, the policies in the CD 715 series (1, 2 and 3) often make reference to CD 

705-6 (i.e., make reference to the criminal profile of the offender). Also, if there are elements 

of CD 705-6 intertwined with CD 715-1, 2, and 3, I will mention them in my analysis of CD 

715-1, 2, and 3, but I will not go back to CD 705-6 to recode them. Also, of note, is that for 

this policy Annex D is meant for CSC employees to understand how to get passports for 

offenders, and as such is not an assessment portion of the policy, therefore is not included in 

this analysis (CSC Website, CD 715-1). Also, Annex E guides the parole officer in writing a 

community progress report after they have gathered all the information from the assessment 

portions of this policy, thus it is also not included in this analysis (CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

 Primary Codes 
 

The first primary code for CD 715-1 that I developed was “history of illegal 

behaviours”. This code is self-explanatory and includes certain questions a parole officer is to 

assess such as if the offender has a history of violence, weapons use, or predatory behaviour 

(CSC Website, CD 715-1). This code also includes questions where the parole officer needs to 
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gather information about if the offender has been previously hostile towards correctional staff, 

and if they have a criminal history where they reside (CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

Annex C in this policy is the Rating Reassessment Framework. This Annex is designed 

to look at static factors in order to re-assess the offender’s level of intervention (LOW-

MEDIUM- HIGH) (CSC Website, CD 715-1). In this Annex the policy lists that the 

information for this re-assessment can come from the SIR-RI among other information that the 

parole officer can gather from when the offender admitted to federal custody (CSC Website, 

CD 715-1). More specifically, however, this Annex lists several criteria which the parole 

officer should review when examining level of intervention based on static factors (CSC 

Website, CD 715-1). This includes looking at how often the offender has been in and out of 

the institution (CSC Website, CD 715-1). “Time since the offender’s release” was included in 

the focused code “history of illegal behaviours” as I thought that it encompassed how often the 

offender has committed illegal acts and has been held accountable for them in some way (CSC 

Website, CD 715-1, 12). In terms of risk and what is encapsulated in the risk paradigm, this 

code encapsulates the same information of the same code in the policy above (CSC Website, 

CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 705-6). Quite simply, understanding the history of illegal 

behaviours could shed light on identified risk factors such as history of anti-social behaviours, 

anti-social personality, and anti-social cognitions (Andrews and Bonta 2010).  

The second primary code that I developed was “current situational factors”. This was a 

small code, but similar to that of the situational factors code in CD 705-6 in that it pertains to 

physical environment (CSC Website, CD 705-6). However, in CD 715-1’s case this code did 

not necessarily relate to reintegration, but rather just encapsulates the physical environment, 

which is how it differs from CD 705-6’s primary code (CSC Website, CD 715-1). For CD 
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715-1, this code included what the parole officer should examine, including if the offender 

lives in a “remote location”, if they have “restricted cell phone coverage”, if they have 

“restricted access to outside intervention”, the “availability of police”, and their “proximity to 

criminal/gang activity” (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 11). These codes are important because they 

work to situate the offender’s every-day physical environment in assessment questions in order 

to determine important aspects of supervision. In this case, these situational factors could 

relate to risk in that if individuals lived near gang activity that could have interactions with 

anti-social associates which could lead to situations wherein the individual is at risk for law 

breaking (Boduszek et al. 2013). 

The third primary code I developed was “support”. This was relevant specifically in 

Annex C (Rating Reassessment Framework) of this policy (CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

Specifically, when looking at Level of Intervention Based on Dynamic Factors, it is mentioned 

that the parole officer should look at the Correctional Plan and see how much progress the 

offender has made, along with looking at other dynamic factors including personal situations 

(CSC Website, CD 715-1). As mentioned in the above analysis of CD 705-6, the DFIA-R in 

Annex E incorporates many aspects including support, jobs, and relationships (CSC Website, 

CD 705-6). Therefore, this code includes the Level of Intervention Based on Dynamic Factors 

section of CD 715-1 because it can relate to supportive dynamic factors mentioned in CD 705-

6 Annex E (CSC Website, CD 705-6). In Annex C of CD 715-1, under the Level of 

Intervention Based of Static Factors, once criteria to review is whether or not there is 

“existence of collateral contacts that could assist in the supervision” (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 

12). This could be considered a level of support for the offender in the community. 

Furthermore, in Annex C there is a section that assesses the Level of Motivation for the 
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offender, and within the seven criteria for this it states “level of external support from family, 

friends or other community members” as something to assess in relation to motivation levels 

(CSC Website, CD 715-1, 14). 

This code in relation to the risk paradigm is very similar to that of the support code in 

CD 705-6, however there is no focus on marriage and partners. Nonetheless, support from 

family members, friends and the community have a risk element because since having family 

and relationships with family contributes to lower crime rates and recidivism rates (Lo and 

Zhong 2006), that it means that not having that sort of support could contribute to offending 

behaviours. Moreover, although having support from family and the community is a good 

thing, it is also worth being conscious of the fact that some support networks could include 

people who are anti-social associates, and this could be a risk factor for criminal thinking 

(Whited et al. 2015). 

The fourth primary code is “personal understanding about event/personal behaviours”. 

In this case “event” refers to the criminal act that took place. This code is in reference to the 

parts of CD 715-1 wherein the parole officer assesses how and if the offender recognizes what 

they have done (CSC Website, CD 715-1). This code includes looking at Annex C (Rating 

Reassessment Framework), specifically at the Level of Intervention wherein one of the criteria 

of importance for level of intervention assessment is the “offender’s progress and motivation 

to participate in their Correctional Plan” (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 12). This criterion is part of 

this code because the offender’s discipline and drive to participate in their plan counts as both 

their personal behaviour, and can also translate into how they can understand their criminal 

event and how to move past it to become pro social in society (CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

 This code also includes certain criteria from Annex C, under the Accountability section 
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(CSC Website, CD 715-1). Of the nine criteria used to assess an offender’s accountability, 

four of them fit under the “personal understanding about event/personal behaviours” code 

(CSC Website, CD 715-1). These include “level of acceptance of responsibility for their 

criminal behaviour”, “level of remorse and victim empathy”, “understanding of their offence 

cycle”, “understanding and commitment to their relapse prevention”, and “meeting of court-

ordered obligations” (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 13- 14). The criteria included for these codes 

are self-explanatory in that they all have to do with the offender’s cognitive abilities to process 

their criminal exploits, but also what they need to do in the future to break the criminal offence 

pattern. 

In the same Annex, under the Motivation section, there are seven criteria that are used 

for reassessing Motivation (CSC Website, CD 715-1). Of those, four fit into the code 

“personal understanding about event/personal behaviours”. These four criteria are: 

“recognition that a problem exists with lifestyle, behaviour and resulting consequences”, 

“level of comfort with problem and its impact on the offender’s life”, “level of feeling of 

personal responsibility for the problem(s)”, and “willingness to change, i.e. expression of a 

wish to change, or of intention to fully participate in Correctional Plan” (CSC Website, CD 

715-1, 14). These four criteria fit within this code because they encompass what a parole 

officer looks for in terms of how the offender’s thoughts and behaviours should evolve so that 

they can understand the impact of their crime (CSC Website, CD 715-1). Lastly, when a 

parole officer is to assess for Engagement, one of the four criteria for this is “actively 

participate in their assigned Correctional Plan”, and this relates to this current code because it 

encapsulates the willingness of an offender to partake in a plan to move forward from past 

behaviours (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 15). 
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In terms of the risk paradigm, this code and the information presented in CD 715-1 that 

is included in this code relate to the offender’s anti-social personality, and anti-social 

cognitions. In the discussion section I discuss how this code relates to desistance (particularly 

secondary desistance) (Maruna 2001), but it can also relate to risk. This is because if an 

offender cannot understand what they did wrong, why it was wrong, and how it hurt others it 

is not unreasonable to assume that they have aspects of anti-social personality and cognitions 

that they are still relying on or that they have not worked to change. Possessing these 

attributes can be seen as factors that increase risk of offending (Andrews and Bonta 2010; 

Walters 2003). 

The fifth primary code is “current behaviours perceived as negative”. This code 

encompasses the ways in which offenders act that could be perceived as negative. In the 

policy it is not written that these are negative behaviours but given the harsh language of some 

of the assessment criteria, I categorized them as negative. For example, in this code in Annex 

B (Staff Safety Assessment), offender factors to be looked at include “relationship between 

intoxicants and violent behaviour”, “instability of intimate relationships”, “mental health 

issues”, “uncooperative hostile collateral” (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 10-11). These factors 

(behaviours) could be interpreted as negative, which is why they were included in this code. 

Furthermore, in Annex C (Rating Reassessment Framework), under the Level of Intervention 

Based on Static Factors section, one of the four criteria that should be reviewed for level of 

intervention is “significant disciplinary problems, suspensions or police intervention in the last 

year” (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 12). This criterion could have also been included in the 

“history of illegal behaviours” code, but because of its wording, I thought it was more 

indicative of current problems offenders have that could have included past police 
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intervention. It is also important to note that what is mentioned in this policy that pertains to 

this code (e.g., drugs and alcohol, and intimate relationships) are mentioned at length in CD 

705-6 especially in Annex E (DFIA-R) which is why I believe that these categories are not 

mentioned in detail in this policy—because the correctional planning policy already assesses 

these factors in an in-depth way (CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

This code incorporates elements of the risk paradigm in multiple ways. First, looking at 

the relationships between drugs and alcohol is important especially if offenders are using 

multiple substances. More to the point, however, is the fact this code touches on substance 

abuse, which is a risk factor for offending (Vaughn 2011; White and Gorman 2000). 

Furthermore, similar to the code about relationships in CD 715-1, relationships themselves can 

help in lowering risk of committing crime (Huebner 2005; Sampson, Laub, and Wimer, 2006). 

Therefore, having unstable relationships is a risk that could contribute to higher offence rates. 

Investigating past suspensions and disciplinary problems can relate to risk simply because the 

activities are indicative of anti-social cognitions along with anti-social personality, especially 

since anti-social personalities include having self-control issues (Moffitt et al. 1996; Caspi 

2000) both of which can contribute to a break in conditions and behaviours that condone 

discipline. 

The next open code is “learning/behaviour adaptations”. This code encompasses 

aspects of CD 715-1 that have to do with assessing how offenders learn to be in the 

community in terms of how their behaviour has modified and what they have done to change 

it. Under the Accountability section in Annex C, of the nine criteria listed, four of them fit 

into this code (CSC Website, CD 715-1). These include “institutional adjustment and/or 

behaviour under community supervision”, “conduct that demonstrates respect for other 
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persons and property”, “communication to their Parole Officer of their willingness to engage 

in their Correctional Plan”, and “active participation in setting and achieving aspects of their 

Correctional Plan” (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 14). 

The above factors fit into the “learning/behaviour adaptations” code because they have 

to do with changing behaviours to suit an offender’s supervision plan, but also have to do with 

learning (i.e., learning to respect others, learning to communicate effectively with their parole 

officer, learning to be active in terms of their Correctional Plan) (CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

Although the policy does not mention that these behaviours need to be learned, it is important 

to note that what is being assessed are expectations that the offender needs to potentially 

learn/modify their institutionalized behaviour for (CSC Website, CD 715-1). Lastly, under 

Level of Motivation, two criteria that are relevant to this code include “possession of skills and 

knowledge required to effect change in behaviour”, and “past history of demonstrated change” 

(CSC Website, CD 715-1, 14). These last two criteria fit into this code simply because they 

have to do with past and present behaviour changes. The language used for the criteria is very 

personalized, and addresses the offender’s willingness, capacity, and drive to change 

(Fairclough 2013). It is in this way that this section (or code) of CD 715-1 is micro (CSC 

Website, CD 715-1). But, not in the sense that Fairclough (1989) mentions, (i.e., not because I 

am looking at the work choice specifically in this analysis)— but because this specific section 

of the policy is individualized for the offender, and does not mention aspects of criminal 

behaviour that have larger implications in society (i.e., harm towards victims or the 

community or society) (Fairclough 1989). 

This code (as I will discuss in my discussion section) is very desistance based 

especially because it involves an offender’s personalized change in identity (i.e., secondary 
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desistance) (Maruna and Farrall 2004; Maruna, Immarigeon, and LeBel 2004; Maruna 2001). 

However, I think this can be seen in the realm of the risk paradigm as well because if the 

offender is not adjusting properly it could simply be due to issues such as history of anti-social 

behaviours or anti-social personality, or it could be due to factors such as family and marital 

circumstances or substance abuse (Andrews and Bonta 2010). In this particular instance, I 

recognize that although I am making the point that in this code there is recognition of the 

offender’s ability to change, and this could be a good avenue for an identity change which is 

part of the desistance process, I also mention that that language is individualized (Maruna and 

Farrall 2004; Maruna, Immarigeon, and LeBel 2004; Maruna 2001; Fairclough 2013; 

Fairclough 1989). This individualized language fits into what Serin and Lloyd (2017) mention: 

that risk is “considered at the individual level” (8).  

The seventh and final primary code for CD 715-1 is “responsivity and learning styles”. 
 
This is self-explanatory and relates very closely to CD 705-6’s open code “education and 

 
learning”. In CD 715-1’s case, however, the criteria mentioned for “responsivity and learning 

styles” was all from the Responsivity section of Annex C. Included in this code are criteria 

such as: “language barriers interfere with learning, work or intervention”, “concentration 

problems are evident” and “intellectually disabled” (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 15). These 

include aspects of an offender’s life that could hinder learning. Within the Responsivity 

section in the policy there are fourteen criteria related to what is mentioned above (CSC 

Website, CD 715-1). This is the longest list of criteria within this policy, which is my 

justification for making it its own code. Again, I argue, given the individualized nature of 

these criteria, and after analyzing the wording in this section (i.e., a micro analysis according 

to Fairclough (1989)), the impact for society in relation to this section of the policy is not as 
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great because of the personalized language used to assess the offenders learning, therefore the 

macro element is not as prominent. This code fits in with the risk factor of school (Andrews 

and Bonta 2010). If offenders have issues with concentration or learning this could point to 

the reality that they did not finish school or have not attended school in a long while. Since 

school can be a factor that helps with crime prevention (Hansen 2003; Lochner 2004) if the 

offender is having difficulties in terms of learning, it could indicate to the parole officer that 

school was not attended, and can contribute to the parole officer understanding factors that 

could have influenced that offender’s offending behaviour. Below is a table that outlines the 

primary codes for CD 715-1. 

Table 4: CD 715-1 Primary Codes 

Policy CD 715-1 Primary Codes 
History of Illegal Behaviours 
Current Situational Factors 

Support 
Personal Understanding about Event/Personal Behaviours  

 Current Behaviours Perceived as Negative 
Learning/Behaviour Adaptations 
Responsivity and Learning Styles 

 
Focused Codes 
 

The first focused code for this policy is “connections to society”. This is one of the 

same focused codes that was presented for CD 705-6 (which included relationships and 

support, and situational factors). For CD 715-1 this focused code includes the primary codes 

“support” and “current situational factors”. This is extremely similar to the policy presented 

above, and the reasoning behind why I decided to group these primary codes together is also 

similar (CSC Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1). The support an offender receives 

in society can offer glimpses in how they are connected to society and connected to people in 

said society. The situations that offenders are in, in this case are focusing more on physical 
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environment, which can relate to connections an offender has in their community. 

The second focused code for this policy is “deviant behaviours”. This focused code 
 
incorporated the primary codes “history of illegal behaviours” and “current behaviours 

perceived as negative”. Since not all behaviours that are perceived as negative are illegal or 

criminal, I decided that grouping these two primary codes together and calling them deviant 

the essence of both codes. Something worth interrogating, however, is the question of “who 

considers these acts “deviant””? For the purpose of this code, these acts are considered to be 

deviant to the federal government (or more so deviant in terms of the offender’s correctional 

plan), specifically CSC, and this is important context to consider in the realm of this project 

because deviance does not necessarily have only one definition. 

The last focused code developed for CD 715-1 is “comprehension of realities”. This 

focused code groups together the primary codes of “personal understanding about 

event/personal behaviours”, “learning/behaviour adaptations” and “responsivity and learning 

styles”. Simply, these three primary codes are included in this focused code because they 

involve the parole officer assessing and understanding the reality of the offender (whether that 

would be how the offender learns new behaviours, how the offender views the impacts of their 

crime, and how the offender learns in an academic setting). This focused code also 

incorporates aspects of CD 715-1 that could make the offender understand their own realities 

(i.e., after the assessment, the offender could realize that currently, they are not willing to 

change, but they want to work towards having a higher level of motivation) (CSC Website, 

CD 715-1). The focused codes for this policy are presented below in a table. 

Table 5: CD 715-1 Focused Codes 

Policy CD 715-1 Focused Codes 
Connections to Society 

Deviant Behaviours  
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Comprehension of Realities 
 

CD 715-2: Post Release Decision Process 
 

The purpose of this policy is to be able to guide a parole officer’s decision regarding 

both a change of condition while an offender is in the community, and the decision as to what 

happens when an offender is suspended (CSC Website, CD 715-2). The assessment portion of 

this policy is not long, therefore there are only three primary codes. As such, a decision was 

made to forgo the focused coding process for this policy, as the primary codes are not related 

to one another, and there is not an abundance of them to recategorize into higher level codes. 

Primary Codes 
 

The first primary code for this policy is “history/offence history”. In Annex B 

(Assessment for Decision- Post- Suspension/Change Conditions- Report Guide), there is a list 

of suggested questions/areas that the parole officer should inquire about before making a 

decision in regard to conditions (CSC Website, CD 715-2). Of importance are the questions 

presented around past criminal history, along with other conditional release history (CSC 

Website, CD 715-2). Along with this, there is also a section wherein the parole officer is to 

inquire about the individual’s behaviour while incarcerated (CSC Website, CD 715-2). 

Moreover, in Annex C (Correctional Plan Update- Community Progress- Release 

Maintained- Report Guide) there are several sections in which the parole officer is to inquire 

about past history of the offender (CSC Website, CD 715-2). This Annex stresses the 

importance of the Correctional Plan to assess decisions for release (CSC Website, CD 715-2). 

With this, the parole officer is to include the offender’s offence and offence history, and “the 

circumstances of the suspension/increase in risk” (CSC Website, CD 715-2, 17). Furthermore, 

the offence cycle should also be updated with any changes including those of the offender 
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(CSC Website, CD 715-2). 

Lastly, (and more specifically), in accordance with Annex D (Risk Assessment 

Framework), when there has been a breach or increase in risk, parole officers are to inquire 

about: “current risk to re-offend, including existence of high risk situations/triggers”, 

information from assessments from mental health professionals regarding risk, “nature of the 

breach/increase in risk and its relationship to the offence cycle”, “existence of a pattern of 

similar breaches during the supervision period”, “police and preventative security information 

regarding the breach/increase in risk”, “intoxicant type, severity of the addiction and its 

relationship to the offence cycle” (CSC Website, CD 715-2, 19-20). Similarly, when assessing 

how the offender has done under supervision, criteria eight of nine suggests that the parole 

officer look at substance abuse and how it influences criminal behaviour (CSC Website, CD 

715-2). The wording in Annex D suggests that not only is risk to re-offend important to CSC, 

but it seems as though substance abuse and addiction also have meaning in assessing factors 

for post-release (CSC Website, CD 715-2). Of importance here is the fact that Annex D is 

centered upon risk specifically. Despite this, I will discuss how these policies incorporate or 

do not incorporate desistance factors in my discussion section, because just because the work 

“risk” is used in these policies, does not mean there is an absence of desistance factors or 

aspects of the desistance paradigm. 

To continue, the word “risk” is used in this code in terms of risk to parole officers and 

suspension and risk. In these instances, I believe that risk is being assessed here because it is 

important to assess risk as it pertains to CSC staff and the community. Moreover, based on 

Andrews and Bonta’s (2010) factors, this code not only encompasses offence history, but also 

substance abuse which is a risk factor. Interestingly, when this policy mentions looking at 
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“risk and its relationship to the offence cycle” (CSC Website, CD 715-2, 20), that also relates 

to risk factors because the offence cycle could be influenced by factors such anti-social 

cognitions, or anti-social peers, family or marital issues, substance abuse and work or school, 

to name a few (Andrews and Bonta 2010). This is not necessarily a complicated connection to 

make, but I think that this code lends itself to risk simply because it includes aspects such as 

substance abuse when talking about offences and offence history (CSC Website, CD 715-2). 

When examining this policy (especially in creating these primary codes) I found that it 

was less thorough in length, and besides Annex B which suggests several in-depth questions 

that the parole officer should inquire about, this policy makes many references to the 

Correctional Plan, and other factors (specifically dynamic factors) that can be found in CD 

705-6. 

 The second primary code that I developed for this policy was 

“relationships/support/community”. Simply, this code relates to the relationships the offender 

has, the support they receive, and their ties to the community. This code is specific to Annex D, 

under the Progress Under Supervision section (CSC Website, CD 715-2). There are eight 

criteria in this section, and of the eight, three are relevant to this code (CSC Website, CD 715-

2). Those that are relevant are “length of time and level of stability in the community”, 

“information from collateral sources with special attention to recent breakdown of relationships, 

domestic problems and family violence”, and “recommendations from supervision team 

members e.g., community-based residential facility, program facilitators, police, etc..” (CSC 

Website, CD 715-2, 20). In terms of the last criterion that makes up this primary code, the input 

from community partners that have stakes in the criminal justice system is important because 

the input is demonstrative of the interactions the offender has while in the community on 
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supervision. Thus, although, the criterion does not incorporate personal relationships (romantic, 

social, familial, or otherwise), it is still important to include in this code. 

In relation to the risk paradigm, this code inquiring about breakdowns of relationships 

is important because relationships have been linked to a lower crime rate (Lo and Zhong 

2006). Thus, the fact that this policy wants to pay special attention to those relationship 

breakdowns is important, and incorporates aspects of the risk paradigm (CSC Website, CD 

715-2). Lastly, the community aspect is important here. In terms of risk, this could fall under 

leisure and recreation. Usually leisure and recreation are talked about as activities that 

individuals do, however in this case I think it could also relate to ties to the community since 

the community can be a source of relationships for offenders. This policy is asking about 

aspects such as stability in the community, and that stability could come from leisure and 

recreation activities which are known to help facilitate a crime-free life (Williams 2006; 

Williams and Walker 2006). 

The last primary code for CD 715-2 is “responses to interventions including 

situations”. “Situations” in this context include how the individual on parole behaves in 

everyday situations. Annex B provides several questions with prompts that a parole officer 

should be engaging with, including questions regarding the Correctional Plan (CSC Website, 

CD 715-2). These include “what changes in the offender’s attitudes and/or behaviour have 

occurred since the beginning of the sentence and what effect have these changes had on the 

offender’s risk level?” and “how does the offender demonstrate their understanding of their 

crime cycle?” (CSC Website, CD 715- 2, 14). These questions in particular point to the ways 

in which the offender has responded to being in the community and to their plan. For this 

reason, these questions belong to this code, as they highlight reactive responses that the 
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individual has to their situation. 

Furthermore, in Annex B one of the questions for parole officers has to do with 

whether the current release plan supports the offender’s reintegration safely in the community. 

Some of the follow up prompt questions for this question include: “how will the available 

programs and/or interventions mitigate risk?”, “are there negative aspects to consider in the 

release environment?” and, “can the specific areas of risk be effectively managed by the 

Parole Officer and others in the Case Management Team?” (CSC Website, CD 715-2, 14). 

Other than the fact that these questions deal with interventions and situations that the offender 

needs to be aware of, this policy clearly focuses on “risk” when discussing interventions, and 

it is quite clear through word choice that the mitigation of risk in the community is important 

(Fairclough 2013; Fairclough 1989; CSC Website, CD 715-2). This is further exemplified in 

the same Annex wherein the parole officer is to look at the individual’s Correctional Plan 

Progress and Engagement, and it is stated that they should examine how influential the 

programs are for offenders and that “the key consideration is whether there has been a 

reduction in risk” (CSC Website, CD 715-2, 15). However, as mentioned above, just because 

“risk” is discussed does not mean that desistance is not present. In other words, both aspects 

of the risk and desistance paradigms can be present despite the specific word use of “risk”. 

Lastly, Annex D provides is the section entitled Progress Under Supervision (CSC 

Website, CD 715-2). This section has three areas that are incorporated into the primary code 

“responses to interventions including situations”. These are “progress against case specific 

dynamic factors”, “previous response to interventions”, and “demonstrated ability to manage 

offence cycle” (CSC Website, CD 715-2, 20). Straightforwardly, these criteria have to do with 

how the offender situates themself through ever-changing life events while managing and 
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keeping up with their targeted interventions. Again, in this code the word risk has been used 

multiple times especially in assessing how attitudes/attitude changes have affected risk, and 

how exactly interventions affect risk (CSC Website, CD 715-2). In terms of attitudes and how 

they include risk, this is similar to what I have mentioned in relation to other primary codes 

for other policies. The changes in attitude could either heighten or lessen risk depending on 

how the offender’s attitudes change. With this comes the idea that some of these attitudes or 

cognitions may be anti-social. If an individual has anti-social cognitions that have not 

changed, this could increase their risk for offending (Healy and O’Donnell 2006; Palmer and 

Hollin 2004). Thus, if the offender has demonstrated change in attitudes, their risk could be 

lower. Information in this code also includes assessing if there are negative aspects in the 

environment that the offender is living in (CSC Website, CD 715-2). This is important for risk 

mostly for the presence of anti-social associates, but also because there could be a chance that 

the leisure and recreational activities the community does could be “negative” and could lead 

to the offender engaging in criminal activities (see Atkinson 2014, for example). A summary 

of the primary codes for CD 715-2 can be found below. 

Table 6: CD 715-2 Primary Codes 

Policy CD 715-2 Primary Codes 
History/Offence History 

Relationships/Support/Community 
Responses to Interventions Including Situations 

  

CD 715-3: Community Assessments 
 

This policy is used for correctional planning, and more specifically, this policy can be 

used to aid parole officers if there is a change in the community (i.e. source of community 

information), or if the file of information for an offender needs updating (CSC Website, CD 

715- 3). This policy is similar to CD 715-2, however is not specifically aimed at an offender 
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who has been suspended (CSC Website, CD 715-3). Although the assessment portion for this 

policy is quite short, there were still several focused codes derived from this policy. Moreover, 

this policy has an Annex specific to Indigenous offender’s and social history. Although this is 

important for community corrections, I did not include this in the primary codes, as the needs 

for Indigenous offenders are not the same as non-Indigenous offenders, thus the focus of 

Indigenous specific assessments in the policy would take into account different considerations 

(refer to my point regarding this under CD 705-6 above). 

Primary Codes 
 

The first primary code for this policy is “criminal past/history/escape/current status”. 

Although these are many specific aspects to be grouped together, they all have to do with an 

offender’s life in relation to crime. Annex B (Community Assessment Report Guide) guides 

parole officers in writing the community assessment report (CSC Website, CD 715-3). Within 

this section, under contributing factors, parole officers should ask contacts in the community if 

they know “what contributed to an offender’s criminal activity”, and the parole officer should 

then assess “all dynamic factors associated with the offender’s criminality” (CSC Website, CD 

715-3, 7). Specifically, the dynamic factors can be found in CD 705-6 in Annex E (DFIA-R), 

which was already analyzed above for that policy (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

Furthermore, in Annex B a parole officer is to engage in an examination of if the 

offender has “in the past escaped lawful custody or breached a court order or probation/parole 

order”, and if the parole officer “has knowledge whether the offender has links to criminal 

organizations, gangs or security threat groups, and, if so, what was the offender’s 

involvement?” (CSC Website, CD 715-3, 11). In this particular policy, other than asking about 

what contributed to an offender’s criminal activity (including dynamic factors), of note is the 
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fact the rest of the questions have to do with the offender in relation to the criminal justice 

system (breaching custody) and their criminality in relation to threat groups (CSC Website, 

CD 715-3). Given that this policy has to do with community assessments and is more focused 

on this connection between the offender and the community, it makes a degree of sense that 

the choices of wording relate to the larger social world (Fairclough 2013; Fairclough 1989). 

The criminal history code has appeared in all the policies, and the ways in which they 

all incorporate risk are not that different. For CD 715-3 aspects of the risk paradigm are 

incorporated because dynamic factors should be assessed, and these changing factors could 

include aspects that heighten risk, such as increased substance abuse or lack of employment 

(Bennett, Holloway, and Farrington 2008; Benda, Harm, and Toombs 2005). Escaping 

custody and “links to criminal organizations” are also risk related because escaping custody 

could be a result of anti-social cognitions for example; whereas associations with criminal 

organizations could increase the level of anti-social associates an individual has, and this can 

increase risk for offending (Boduszek et al.2013; CSC Website, CD 715-3, 11). 

The second primary code is “support/community”. This code is self-explanatory in that 

it has to do with the support the offender receives in the community. Within this policy, the 

notion of support is a large reason why a community assessment is done; “Reasons for 

Community Assessment: source of support, private family visits (if required), community 

support for leave privileges” (CSC Website, CD 715-3, 6). Parole officers should ask contacts 

in the community if they know if the offender is using community services (CSC Website, CD 

715-3). Furthermore, the parole officer should assess if there are community resources in the 

area that the offender might be released to that will help them with their reintegration (CSC 

Website, CD 715-3). 
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Depending on the request for the Community Assessment (work release, private family 

visits, institutional mother-child program etc.) the parole officer will ask certain questions in 

regard to supports (CSC Website, CD 715-3). To start, for the institutional mother-child 

program, the parole officer should assess with the community contact what the relationship is 

like between the child and the mother, and if the mother is able to parent (CSC Website, CD 

715-3). Moreover, for a request for day parole to a different location, the parole officer should 

inquire about if there are readily available social services in the new location, including services 

to help with addiction (CSC Website, CD 715-3). Furthermore, for day parole to a different 

location, the parole office should be aware of the details of what support is needed by the 

offender (i.e. financial or social) (CSC Website, CD 715-3). Lastly, it is also important for the 

parole officer to have information regarding the social ties the offender has in Canada: 

Nature of the relationship with family or friends. How often was there communication or 
visits prior to and/or after the present offence? What services or support can be offered? 
Is this person a positive support? Does the family/contact or Global Affairs Canada have 
to subsidize the offender’s incarceration and provide for their well-being and welfare? 
(CSC Website, CD 715-3, 10). 

 
In relation to this, the parole officer should ask the community contact if they “know the 

offender is receiving programming and/or treatment in the foreign prison? In the contact’s 

opinion, does this institution or country pose a threat to the offender’s health or safety?” (CSC 

Website, CD 715-3, 10). Although support is community oriented, there is also an aspect of this 

code that concerns the country, and potentially other countries as well. To expand, the quote 

above is interesting because there is a personal element to it (i.e. is the offender’s support 

system positive, and how often do they communicate with them), but there is also a larger 

implication here (i.e., what are the chances and how likely is it that the offender will leave the 

country?). 
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This code relates to the risk paradigm because it centers around community services, 

and social support including addiction help. Community services, although mandated, could 

help the offender developed social bonds and in turn could contribute to a sort of leisure and 

recreation situation (i.e., socializing in the community) which could be positive for the 

offender as it could lower risk of offence (Williams 2006; Williams and Walker 2006). The 

fact the policy mentions support for addiction relates to risk because it seems that the policy 

recognizes that substance issues can play a role in recidivism and offending (Håkansson and 

Berglund 2012). 

The third primary code is “willingness and responsibility”. These codes mostly have to 

do with how the offender has acted throughout the process of their sentence. For example, the 

parole officer should assess how willing the offender has been to participate in programming 

for reintegration and rehabilitation, and if they have had adequate motivation to engage in their 

correctional plan (CSC Website, CD 715-3). To this end, the parole officer can also discuss 

with the community contact if the community contact can help the offender complete 

programs and be active in that part of reintegration (CSC Website, CD 715-3). Furthermore, 

according to this policy, it is also important to assess “whether the offender has accepted 

responsibility for the offence for which they have been convicted, including by acknowledging 

the harm done to victims and to the community” (CSC Website, CD 715-3, 10). The language 

here is direct, and pairs personal harms (i.e., to the victim), to that of the community (i.e., 

society) and for this reason, there is a larger macro approach to this question (Fairclough 

1989). Through the analysis of word choice (micro analysis according to Fairclough (1989)) 

there is also more of a personal element to this question as there is a direct link between the 

offender and the victim. Lastly, a parole officer is to investigate if the offender has cooperated 
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with the law and with the police (CSC Website, CD 715-3). 

The aspects of the risk paradigm here that are present are the same as what was 

mentioned for CD 715- 1 in relation to the code “personal understanding of event/personal 

behaviours”. Willingness to take responsibility can be hampered by anti-social cognitions 

which contribute to individuals not willing to take responsibility for their actions (Walters 

2003), and since anti-social cognitions are a risk factor identified by Andrews and Bonta 

(2010), this code incorporates an element of risk.    

The final primary code for this policy is “employment/aspects of employment”. This 

code is relevant if the offender wants to go on a work release. In this case the parole officer 

should talk to the potential employer to see if they understand the needs of the offender, and if 

they still want the offender to work for them, and the parole officer should also work out a 

release plan for the offender including their conditions for a work release (CSC Website, CD 

715-3). According to the policy, it is also imperative that the parole officer assesses if there are 

employment opportunities, or opportunities for meaningful training (if there is a request for 

day parole to another location) (CSC Website, CD 715-3). Similar to the code 

“employment/aspects of employment” in CD 705-6, the mention of employment and training 

in the policy simply recognizes that employment is important, probably because it can be 

shown to decrease risk (Benda, Harm, and Toombs 2005). This is important because in CD 

715-3 the policy works to recognize that working could be valuable for the offender in relation 

to risk. A table outlining the primary codes for CD 715-3 can be found below. 

Table 7: CD 715-3 Primary Codes 

Policy CD 715-3 Primary Codes 
Criminal Past/History/Escape/Current Status 

Support/Community  
Willingness and Responsibility 

 Employment/Aspects of Employment 



   121 
 

Focused Codes 
 

The first focused code for CD 715-3 is “acceptance and understanding”. This code 

incorporates the primary codes of “willingness and responsibility” and “criminal 

past/history/escape/current status”. Simply these primary codes exemplify whether or not the 

offender is willing to accept responsibility for what they did and move forward while also 

coming to terms with their past. These codes are similar as they center around the parole 

officer evaluating the offender’s criminal activity, and their motivation for changing. 

The second focused code is “connections to society”. Similar to policies above, this 

code encapsulates the primary codes of “support/community” and “employment/aspects of 

employment”. As reiterated above, these primary codes are adequate for this focused code 

because they center around the offender’s connections to society. Support and community 

is a personal connection that the offender has with a few people in their social circle. A 

small table outlining the focused codes for these policies is below.  

Table 8: CD 715-3 Focused Codes 

Policy CD 715-3 Focused Codes 
Acceptance and Understanding  

Connections to Society 
 

Policy Comparisons 
 

In this section I will compare the analysis completed above across CD 705-6, CD 715-

1, CD 715-2, and CD 715-3. These comparisons are going to serve as a pre courser to my 

discussion section in which I will dissect the ways in which desistance is or is not present 

within the policies. Given that I went through primary codes in detail above, this section is 

going to compare focus code themes in order to examine where there are similarities and 

differences across policies. In the case of CD 715-2 wherein there were no focused codes, I 

will incorporate the three primary codes for this comparison. Given that the focused codes 
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developed grouped together primary codes and brought them to a higher level, for this 

comparison I grouped the focused codes into three groups that deal with similar themes. To 

reiterate from above, this section will not discuss each focused code as they relate to the four 

individual policies (as that was done above), but rather, this section will look at the codes 

holistically to compare them. A discussion around the comparison of how these codes 

incorporate the desistance and risk paradigms will be present at the end of my discussion 

section. The purpose of this section, however, is to discuss purely how the codes are similar 

across the policies, with less attention on the risk and desistance aspects. 

Group One 
 

Group one encompasses the focused codes of “criminal experiences” and “deviant 

behaviours”. Simply, across the policies analyzed these two focused codes are similar because 

they incorporate many aspects of the offender’s criminal exploits, along with aspects of their 

sentence. For example, as explained above, these two codes look at an offender’s current 

offences, their history of offences, and their current status (including behaviours that are seen 

as negative). The history of the offender’s criminality was present in all policies including CD 

715- 2, as a primary code (CSC Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, 

CD 715-2; CSC Website, CD 715-3). The conclusion that can be reached from this is that it is 

important for parole officers to be aware of this history, and that that is a consistent part of the 

assessment of policies. 

Group Two 
 

The second group of focused codes grouped together all relate to society. Across three 

of the four policies the focused code of “connections to society” was used, and in one policy, 

“legitimate pathways” was used. These are the codes included in group two. This code 
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encompasses different aspects of connections to society (i.e., encompasses different primary 

codes), but they all relate to how the offender interacts with the societal world. For example, 

primary codes that were included in this focused code across policies comprise the offender’s 

relationships and support networks, their situational factors, along with employment and 

employment opportunities. As a whole, these themes were pretty consistent across policies in 

that all policies included some aspect of the offender’s societal relationship, including CD 

715-2 which had a primary code that was related to relationships and support in the 

community (CSC Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 715-2; 

CSC Website, CD 715-3). 

Group Three 
 

Group three includes the focused codes of “reactions and thoughts”, “comprehension 

of realities”, and “acceptance and understanding”. These codes are all related because they 

have to do with how the offender has come to terms with what they have done, how the 

offender feels about what they have done, and how the offender is going to learn from their 

behaviours (and more importantly, their willingness to learn from their behaviours) (CSC 

Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 715-3). In CD 715-2 the 

focused code that aligns with group 3 is “responses to interventions including situations” as 

it encapsulates how the offender is going to respond to interventions provided for them that 

will aid in reintegration, along with how they react to certain situations (CSC Website, CD 

715-2). 

Therefore, in touching on Charmaz’s (2006) question about what can be compared 

between texts, it is clear that these policies cover a lot of the same topics. Therefore, 

grouping topics together across policies was doable, regardless of the fact that they were not 
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all the same size, and covered slightly different aspects of community reintegration. 

Returning to Critical Questions 
 

Now that an analysis has been done of the policies, and they have been compared, it is 

important to return to some of the critical questions posed by Charmaz (2006), and Ralph, 

Birks, and Chapman (2014). 

Charmaz (2006) asks questions about structure and how it impacts the texts. In relation 

to these policies, structure plays an important part in how these documents are put together. 

For example, all the Annexes are at the back of the policies and are intended for the parole 

officer or other correctional staff to use as guidelines when assessing the offender (CSC 

Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 715-3). The analysis I 

completed, however, made a conscious effort to not pay attention to structure in most cases. 

For example, in CD 705-6 Annex E was the DFIA-R, and I made reference to Annex E 

and the DFIA-R when discussing aspects of Annex E, but of importance here is the fact that I 

did not group together what was under every sub-heading in Annex E (CSC Website, CD 705-

6). To further expand; as an example, Annex E has a sub-heading called Associates Domain 

Indicators (page 32), and under this sub- heading there are seven prompts (CSC Website, CD 

705-6). When I was coding, I did not code these seven prompts under a code called Associate 

Domain Indicators, rather, I coded the prompts under primary codes such as “relationship with 

drugs and alcohol”, “situational factors”, “relationships/support in general”, and “current 

offences/history of offences/convictions (current and past)” (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

Another example includes how Annex E in CD 705-6 has a sub-heading called Parenting, 

however, as explained in my analysis, this was not included as a code within itself, but rather 

was grouped into the codes of “relationships/support in general”, and “relationship history” 
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(CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

Charmaz (2006) also asks “what categories can you discern from its structure?”, and 

“what can you glean from these categories?” (39-40). Using CGT allowed me to make 

connections throughout each individual policy to aspects of the policy that were not always 

grouped under the same sub-heading, or that were not always part of the same Annex 

(Charmaz 2006). This allowed me to look at the policies more holistically. On one hand, it is 

understandable from the view of bureaucracy that the assessment portions of the policy should 

be very structured so that it is easy for parole officers to understand what is being asked of 

them and how they should fulfill their job requirements. On the other hand, however, it also 

shed light on how CSC compartmentalizes what they expect from corrections personnel. 

An important question that Ralph, Birks, and Chapman (2014) ask is “When was the 

document conceived, produced, updated?” (4). These four policies came into effect on April 

15th, 2019 (CSC Website, CD 705-6; CD 715-1; CD 715-2; CD 715-3). They were all 

modified in April of 2019 as well with CD 705-6 being modified on the 3rd, CD 715-1 on the 

4th, CD 715- 2 on the 11th, and CD 715-3 on the 25th (CSC Website, CD 705-6; CD 715-1; 

CD 715-2; CD 715-3). Given the fact that these policies all relate to the same topic, the fact 

they all came into effect on the same day and were modified within the same month is not 

surprising. In terms of validity and continuity, it is ideal that these policies were written 

around the same time, as this contributes to a sounder analysis, especially since the policies 

are all compared to one another. If the policies were written years apart from one another 

there is the potential that it could warrant an investigation into changes that could have 

occurred between when the older policy was written, and current day. Finally, in discussing 

this question posed by Ralph, Birks, and Chapman (2014), I noticed that these policies came 
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into effect and were modified under the Liberal federal government. Since I am analyzing 

policy of the federal government, the fact they all came into effect at the same time adds 

another layer of validity to the analysis, as I would assume that the policies were fulfilling an 

aspect of the corrections portfolio for that government.
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Chapter 4: Discussion 
 

In this discussion section, I will discuss the ways in which CD 705-6, CD 715-1, 

CD715- 2, and CD 715-3 either do, or do not incorporate aspects of the desistance paradigm. 

Each of the policies will be discussed individually, as that is how they are addressed in my 

research questions. In this discussion of the desistance paradigm, I will return to referencing 

the higher-level focused codes for these policies. When I discuss desistance, I will break down 

the examination further in order to present ways in which these policies incorporate (or do not 

incorporate) aspects of informal and formal social control in relation to the desistance 

paradigm. 

 Furthermore, I will also turn my discussion into a discussion of if there are aspects of 

sex offender desistance in these policies. Throughout this section I will be providing 

commentary on the ways in which CSC does or does not incorporate aspects of the desistance 

paradigm into their policies and provide examples of how I believe they should include 

desistance in their policies (including sex offender desistance). This will be brought together 

at the end of the section wherein I will summarize my discussion on this topic. I recognize that 

in my analysis section I brought the risk paradigm into the conversation in regard to some of 

the codes. The risk paradigm will also be discussed in this section (to a lesser extent than 

desistance) especially when there are aspects within the codes discussed that overlap with the 

desistance paradigm. The main purpose of this will be to mention where this overlapping 

occurs in order to highlight the co-occurring nature of these two paradigms, in preparation to 

discuss the conclusions around desistance versus risk. Throughout this discussion section, 

there will be mention of the focused and primary codes, when discussing the desistance and 

risk paradigms. Below is a summary table of these codes.  
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Table 9: All Primary and Focused Codes Per Policy 

CD 705-6 Focused and 
Primary Codes 

CD 715-1 Focused 
and Primary Codes  

CD 715-2 Primary 
Codes  

CD 715-3 Focused 
and Primary Codes 

Reactions and Thoughts  Connections to Society History/Offence History Acceptance and 
Understanding  

• Personal 
Interpretations of 
Situations/ 
Feelings/Reactions 
to an Event 

• Support  Relationships/Support/ 
Community 

• Willingness and 
Responsibility  

• Personal 
Personality 
Characteristics 

• Current 
Situational 
Factors 

Responses to 
Interventions Including 
Situations 

• Criminal 
Past/History/ 
Escape/Current 
Status 

• Victims/Injury to 
Victims Deviant Behaviours    Connections to Society 

Legitimate Pathways • History of Illegal 
Behaviours 

  • Support/ 
Community 

• Education and 
Learning 

• Current 
Behaviours 
Perceived as 
Negative  

  
• Employment/ 

Aspects of 
Employment 

• Employment/ 
Aspects of 
Employment  

Comprehension of 
Realities 

    

Criminal Experiences 

• Personal 
Understanding 
about 
Event/Personal 
Behaviours 

    

• Current Offences/ 
History of 
Offences/ 
Convictions 
(current/past) 

• Learning/ 
Behaviour 
Adaptations 

    

• Previous 
Supervision in the 
Community 

• Responsivity and 
Learning Styles 

    

• Time Between 
Incarceration 

      

• Relationship with 
Drugs/Alcohol 

      

Connections to Society       

• Relationships/ 
Support in General 

      

• Relationship 
History 

      

• Situational Factors        
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CD 705-6: Correctional Planning and Criminal Profile 
 

For this policy, there were twelve primary codes, and four focused codes. Focused 

codes included: “reactions and thoughts”, “legitimate pathways”, “criminal experiences”, and 

“connections to society”. For this policy I will look at ways in which the information in these 

focused codes either encapsulate or do not encapsulate aspects of informal and formal social 

control, and desistance. 

“Reactions and Thoughts” 
 

This focused code includes primary codes that have to do with how the offender 

personally feels and reacts to what they did, including how they process their actions. This 

includes the primary codes of “personal interpretations of situations/feelings/reactions to an 

event”, “personal personality characteristics”, and “victims/injury to victims”. 

Informal Social Control 
 

Since this focused code looks at personal thoughts that the offender has about their 

crime and how they view it, many of the informal social control aspects such as age, marriage 

and work (Laub and Sampson 2001) are not the most applicable here. Of interest, however, is 

how the offender sees themselves, and the ways in which the questions in the prompts of the 

assessment section for CD705-6 lend themselves not only to the idea that desistance is a 

process (Maruna 2001; Bushway et al. 2001), but also to secondary desistance (Maruna 

2001). This will be explained further below. 

Above, in my analysis section, I explain how within “reactions and thoughts”, the 

primary codes of “personal interpretations of situations/feelings/reactions to an event”, 

“personal personality characteristics”, and “victims/injury to victims” were relevant because 

they all gave the offender an opportunity to discuss what they felt they needed to discuss in 
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relation to the topic. 

There are several examples of this, including questions wherein the parole officer is 
 
trying to assess if the offender “gives up easily when challenged?” by asking several questions 

such as what goals they have set for themselves in the past, if they felt they achieved them, 

and why or why not (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 43). Another question includes asking the 

offenders if they have “difficulty setting long-term goals?”, and inquires further by asking 

them if they have any long-term goals, and what they are (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 44). One 

last example from this policy includes questions about empathy, in which the parole officer 

asks about empathy skills and if the offender if they understand the effect their crimes have 

had on the victim or victims (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

As explained in the literature review, secondary desistance is thought of as what 

happens when an offender has a change in their identity (Maruna and Farrall 2004; Maruna, 

Immarigeon, and LeBel 2004; Maruna 2001). These new identities change the offender from 

someone who offends to someone who does not (Maruna 2001; Vaughan 2007). Researchers 

such as Maruna (2001) criticize Laub and Sampson’s (1993) informal theory of social control 

for not taking into account personal characteristics into informal desistance. In no way do the 

questions in CD 705-6 above exactly address this shift, but the questions could foster an 

identity shift, or, at least a recognition that a shift is possible. 

For example, when the parole officer asks the offender to identify long term goals and 

if they give up when challenged (CSC Website, CD 705-6), it could be a moment of reflection 

for the offender in which they realize that they (a) have long term goals, (b) have long term 

goals that they have met, or (c) do not have long term goals but want to set them. The idea of 

having long term goals in general could fit into the idea of identity change (Maruna and 
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Farrall 2004; Maruna, Immarigeon, and LeBel 2004; Maruna 2001). This also could fit into 

the idea of focusing on an offender’s strengths, and getting them to plan, and realize what they 

are good at (Maruna and LeBel 2003). Identifying goals could be an example of an aspect of a 

protective factor (Nee and Vernham 2016). I realize, however, that the fault in this argument is 

the assumption that the long-term goals would be prosocial and positive. 

Furthermore, social support is an important aspect of informal social control that can 

help offenders not only reintegrate, but come to terms with their actions (Kras 2019; Laub and 

Sampson 2003; Berg and Huebner 2011). In relation to the questions presented above, there 

could be a support element that the parole officer is not aware of (i.e., someone in the 

offender’s life is helping them achieve long term goals or helping them realize their harm to 

victims). If this is the case, then it fits with what King (2013) describes as positive aspects of 

narrative identities, wherein the offender is able to come to terms with what they have done, 

and the harm they have caused victims; through social interactions. 

Thus, although there are no explicit informal desistance aspects included in this 

code, I believe there are aspects of informal desistance present here even though they have 

to do with the idea of identity shifts (Maruna and Farrall 2004; Maruna, Immarigeon, and 

LeBel 2004; Maruna 2001). 

Formal Social Control 
 

For this particular focused code, formal social control aspects as they relate to 

desistance aspects quite simply come in the form of parole officers. To note, however, since I 

am analyzing the assessment portions of policies intended for parole officers to ask offenders, 

that means that for every policy, the criminal justice system in the form of parole officers is an 

aspect of formal control. Thus, I will not be mentioning the role of parole officer’s 



   132 
 

subsequently below, as that would be repetitive. Instead, I will discuss this aspect for the code 

of “reactions and thoughts” in CD 705-6. 

To recap, it was found by Blasko et al. (2015) that if an offender had a positive 

relationship with their parole officer, they were more likely to adhere to parole conditions. 

This is an overarching statement, that I do not believe can be directly related to the focused 

code of “reactions and thoughts”, but rather relates to the parole officer assessment process in 

general. In other words, I take this to mean that if an offender feels as though their parole 

officer is assessing them fairly, and understands them, then they will be more inclined to 

follow their conditions. 

“Legitimate Pathways” 
 

This focused code encapsulates the primary codes of “education and learning”, and 
 
“employment/aspects of employment” and aims at including aspects of the assessment that 

have to do with the offender trying to gain skills in order to integrate appropriately into 

society. 

 Informal Social Control 

Since employment is a form of informal control as it relates to desistance, I will 

discuss that element of “legitimate pathways” first. 

In terms of informal social control, Laub and Sampson (2001) discuss how having a 

job contributes positively to desistance. As stated in the literature review, most studies done 

on desistance and employment maintain that employment contributes positively to the 

desistance process (Craig and Foster 2013; Verbruggen, Blokland, and Geest 2012). 

Within CD 705-6 there is a significant mention of employment and the role it plays in 

the offender’s life. For example, many of the questions relate to how long an offender has held 
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a job, how long they have been unemployed, if they have enough skills to be employed, and 

how they think of their work ethic (CSC Website, CD 705-6). An interesting point to make is 

that talking about skills in relation to employment I believe also brings in an aspect of 

strength, as it can be used to highlight what an offender is good at (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

As I mention in my analysis section, these questions in this policy go further as they ask 

offender’s if substance abuse has contributed to issues around employment (CSC Website, CD 

705-6). The thoroughness of this section obviously indicates that CSC is aware that 

employment is an important aspect of reintegration in the community (CSC Website, CD 705-

6). 

What is interesting, however, is the fact that in this policy employment is treated 

“formally”, in that it is referred to as a job (CSC Website, CD 705-6). But what is missing 

in these questions, is a more personalized level of discussion about how the offender (a) 

plans to adhere to their correctional plan and conditions while working, but more 

importantly (b) asking the offender what else they consider to be work. A parole officer or 

CSC could even be blunter in this case, and ask the offender how much “work” they think it 

would take for them to focus on not offending. This form of work is exactly what Harris 

(2016) discusses, as participants in her study expressed that they felt like desisting within 

itself was an important job. 

 Although I understand that these policy documents serve a bureaucratic purpose and 

it could be hard to write them in a way wherein a “job” can have more than one meaning, 

perhaps it is necessary to do so, as some research also indicates that employment is not 

necessarily something that turns someone from a desister to a non-desister (Farmer, 

McAlinden, and Maruna 2015). I also understand that from a policy perspective, the 
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questions around work are only one part of what is written to be assessed in CD 705-6 but I 

maintain that in this section a broader definition of “a job” or “work” could be beneficial for 

the parole officer to inquire about (CSC Website, CD 705-6). This is important so they can 

gauge how much the offender can participate and engage in other aspects of reintegration 

(i.e., the correctional plan/programming) while maintaining a level of balance that allows 

them to focus on their goal in the community (to be prosocial). 

  Formal Social Control 
 

When discussing “legitimate pathways” that offenders can partake in, education is one 

aspect given that it is a formal social element that children need to attend to a certain point. As 

explained in the literature review, dropping out of school makes someone more likely to live a 

life of crime (McFarland et al. 2018; Sweeten, Bushway, and Paternoster 2009). Education 

can also be seen as a positive aspect for ex-offenders as a way to learn and as a way to help 

them become employable (Vilorio 2016). 

The discussion around education is prominent in that parole officers are expected to 

ask their offenders how far they had made it in school, and what sorts of training they have 

(CSC Website, CD 705-6). This is important because it gives the correctional professional 

an angle in which they can understand the offender’s background. The rest of the 

information this policy tries to uncover about the offender is also vital, including asking 

how much difficulty they had with school related tasks such as reading or writing, if they 

have concentration issues, and if they had ever repeated a grade or if they were tested for a 

potential learning disability while in school (CSC Website, CD 705-6).  

In terms of use of language around some of the main assessment prompts in regard 

to education, it is interesting to note that they are all in the past tense. This makes sense in 
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that the parole officer is trying to understand past history of education, but it also does not 

try and understand the current state of the offender’s learning. The policy does ask one 

question about if the offender “may have personal/emotional/psychological/physical issues 

that would interfere directly with correctional programming?”, but that does not try to 

address the offender’s educational needs directly in the moment (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 

51). It could be argued that it is not the parole officer’s job to assess for these skills at the 

time of the assessment. But I argue that it could be beneficial to understand the offender’s 

current status in relation to education (i.e., before entering the community did they write or 

read in prison? What kind of books did they read?). It is also possible that the offender does 

not know what their current status in relation to academic skills is but asking questions 

about it could at least shed light on the potential level the offender is at when it comes to 

education. Although the questions in this section seem very much so focused on the 

shortcomings of the offender and their weaknesses, I think they not only incorporate 

desistance, but as a virtue of that, can also pave the way for an offender to know what they 

are good at (strengths), and could also incorporate protective factors (i.e., education), 

despite focusing on negative aspects of learning (Nee and Vernham 2016; de Vries Robbé 

et al. 2015; Maruna and LeBel 2003; CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

“Criminal Experiences” 
 

This focused code is in relation to any activity the offender had or has done that can be 

seen as criminal or incorporates criminal aspects. As I described above, this focused code 

included these primary codes: “current offences/history of offences/convictions (current and 

past)”, “previous supervision in the community”, “time between incarceration”, “relationship 

with drugs and alcohol”. I will discuss them in relation to the desistance paradigm below.  
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Informal Social Control 
 

This policy incorporates some aspects of factors of informal social control in relation 

to desistance. This policy in numerous instances asks the parole officer to assign a score to the 

offender for how serious their offences were (including their current offense)—on this scale 

offenses like break and enter are at the lower end, whereas offences such as incest, seduction, 

and gross indecency are ranked the highest (CSC Website, CD 705-6). I will come back to the 

discussion on sexual deviances when I discuss the ways in which this policy incorporates sex 

offender desistance. Of interest, however, is that in this policy there is a ranking scale in 

which the parole officer needs to record what age they were at their first conviction as an adult 

(CSC Website, CD 705-6). The categories are as follows: “was under 19, was 19-22 inclusive, 

was 23-30 inclusive, was 31-40 inclusive, was 41-49 inclusive, was over 49” (CSC Website, 

CD 705-6, 13). These ages could be an arbitrary way to break up an age range, but it is 

notable how CSC includes the over 49 age range because according to the literature, the older 

someone is the more likely they are to desist (Laub and Sampson 2001). It is also notable that 

this policy does inquire about youth court and if the offender had convictions as a youth, and 

what their sentence was (CSC Website, CD 705-6). But, the policy does not ask how old they 

were when the offences occurred.  

For the purpose of analyzing if informal desistance is present in this policy, I would 

argue that in relation to age, it is. At the same time, I argue that it would not be detrimental to 

CSC to add a sub-section in this policy that addresses the age of which and offender was either 

charged or sentenced in youth court. From this information, a longitudinal study could be 

done, like Gluek and Gluek’s (1943) study. This type of longitudinal study may not be of 

priority for CSC as an organization, but collecting data on youth offending (i.e., age) could be 
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beneficial for a potential research avenue. I understand this information could be collected by 

the parole officer by simply asking the offender how many previous convictions they have had 

(which is a question within itself in the policy). But adding specificity to these age questions 

would not de-value their purpose in any way. Lastly, this policy also inquires about how long 

the offender has been crime free (or time between incarceration) this can also add another layer 

to the discussion of age, as age of offences could be hypothetically derived from how long the 

offender has been in and out of the prison system (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

  Formal Social Control 
 

Previous supervision in the community is addressed in Annex B (SIR-R1), Annex C 

(Criminal Risk Index), and Annex D (Static Factors Assessment) (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

Given that parole officers can play a role in formal desistance processes it is important to 

discuss this in relation to formal desistance (Mills and Codd 2008). Within CD 705-6, most of 

the questions surrounding previous supervision ask if the supervision was federal or 

provincial, and if the offender successfully completed it (CSC Website, CD 705-6). This 

makes sense as the parole officer simply wants to assess whether or not an offender has been 

successful at parole before, but I maintain that it does not go far enough. 

The literature clearly indicates that the relationship an offender has with a parole 

officer can affect desistance and recidivism (a positive relationship meant less recidivism 

whereas a negative relationship lends itself to the possibility of recidivism) (Blasko et al. 

2015; Morash et al. 2015). I argue that in these assessments there needs to be a follow up to 

questions such as if the offender has had previous supervision in the community, because it 

can give additional insight and context to previous experiences. While I understand that these 

sessions are not meant to be a therapy session for the offender, the element of personable 
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human interaction could be beneficial to the parole officer, and in turn the desistance process. 

Asking the offender what their previous relationship was with their parole officer or case 

management team could at least provide the current supervisor with a bit of context going into 

this new supervision period that could lead to a smoother transition from the institution to the 

community and eventually to desistance. There is also the reality that the offender may not 

know what worked or did not work with their previous supervision team, but that does not 

mean that one should not ask. 

The discussion around drugs and alcohol in this policy is abundant, with a lot of the 

questions intending to acquire background information on the habits of the offender (how 

often they drink, when they started drinking, if they do drugs and alcohol together) (CSC 

Website, CD 705-6). But this discussion is going to focus on treatment. Literature on 

treatment as a form of formal control is mixed: some scholars say that treatment is positive 

and can nurture positive social bonds between people within the group that can contribute to 

them understanding their past crimes (Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019), whereas in 

some cases mandatory treatment can lead to participants participating in hopes of a positive 

risk assessment (Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019; Brown 2005), or because they 

recognize that not participating may not be approved of (Brown 2005). Lastly, stigmatization 

from those running the treatment program is a reality, especially for sex offenders, which is 

something to consider especially in the realm of treatment (Lacombe 2008; Levins and Crewe 

2015). 

The literature mentioned above talks mostly about behavioural treatments that address 

past behaviours. In context of CD 705-6 the policy mentions correctional planning programs 

throughout which work on behaviour modification (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Therefore, 
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when discussing treatment in the context of this policy, they are targeting drug and alcohol 

treatment. This is done through only one question in the policy and it asks “have you ever 

participated in a drug or alcohol program”? (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 38). 

This question could have more natural follow-ups in conversation, however despite 

this it would also be a good idea to have questions written down about how the offender 

thought those programs went, what worked for them or what did not work for them and how 

they felt after the program. Even if the parole officer deems that the offender should go to 

mandatory programming, it would still be wise to investigate in detail what interventions have 

been done. 

To expand, research shows that substance abuse and desistance are related, and that 

treatment programming works for offenders in most cases (Maruna 2001; Bahr et al. 2012; 

Davis, Bahr, and Ward 2012), therefore some more questions are warranted. The questions 

could be: Did anyone support you during the treatment process? How did you find the 

treatment process affected you personally (i.e., how do you feel about treatment)? How would 

you feel about going back to treatment? What specific aspects of treatment worked for you? 

What aspects did not work? To conclude, research also indicates that those who go to 

behavioural treatment can feel like they had to in order to appear lower risk, while also feeling 

stigmatized from this process (Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019; Brown 2005; Lacombe 

2008; Levins and Crewe 2015). This could also be the case for substance abuse treatment, 

which is why the questions I posed above would lend themselves to an assessment process that 

not only takes into account desistance but have a more personal and caring element to them. 

However, I also realize that because the parole officer is asking these questions, the offender 

may already feel like they are going to be stigmatized, therefore answers may not be reflective 
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of the offender’s thoughts on the matter. 

“Connections to Society” 
 

This focused code brings together the primary codes of “relationships/support in 

general”, “relationship history”, and “situational factors”. Due to this, this discussion will 

focus on informal aspects of social control in relation to desistance. 

Informal Social Control 
 

This policy focuses greatly on relationships. For example, marital status is inquired 

about multiple times; questions about having and maintaining intimate relationships are 

present along with questions relating to spousal abuse (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Most 

research indicates that marriage and relationships can contribute to desistance (King, 

Massoglia, and Macmillan 2007; Laub and Sampson 2003). In reference to my analysis 

section above, specifically Annex E (pages 29-30) it is evident that questions in this policy 

around relationships are in-depth and clear and cover a range of issues that could arise in 

intimate relationships (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

Social bonds and social support networks are also important for offenders as indicated 

by Cullen (1994) and Lin (1986), as they can help the offender reintegrate in the community. 

In this discussion, relationships and support are not just in reference to romantic relationships, 

but to other relationships as well. CD 705-6 does a good job of asking about prosocial family 

and friend support with questions such as “Are you close to your family? Have they ever 

helped you out when you needed it?, Have your friends ever helped you out when you needed 

it (money, talk to them about a problem)?” (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 34). Within this policy 

there are also questions about community, if the offender seeks support from the community, 

and in which ways (CSC Website, CD 705-6). These questions also ask about spare time, and 
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if the offender volunteers in the community (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

Furthermore, CD 705-6 has a section that discusses parenting, including asking if the 

offender is a parent, if they have difficulties handling being a parent, and if they have 

neglected or abused their child (CSC Website, CD 705-6). This is important and encompasses 

informal social control because as Gadd and Farrall’s (2004) research demonstrated, some of 

the men interviewed who had a criminal history (and eventually worked towards desistance), 

were abused as children. Although for these men this abuse was something they did not want 

to pass on to their children, it was still a factor in their life that affected social bonds they had 

with their own parents (Gadd and Farrall 2004). Therefore, inquiring about parenting is 

another way CD 705-6 incorporates aspects of informal social control (CSC Website, CD 705-

6). 

Moreover, “situational factors” also encompass aspects of informal social control in 

the form of support. The questions in the policy are if the offender has criminal friends or 

acquaintances and if they live in a high crime area (CSC Website, CD 705-6). These topics 

have to do with support and community (both in the supportive sense, and in the physical 

environment sense) (CSC Website, CD 705-6) There are also questions that relate to finances, 

specifically if the offender is using social assistance (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Social 

assistance is an aspect of community “help” and support from the government which is why it 

is applicable to discuss in this code. 

It is clear that CD 705-6 covers its bases well when it comes to informal social 

control and factors that relate to desistance. The questions outlined that deal with support 

do so on multiple levels that show that support is not just from interpersonal relationships. 

Sex Offender Desistance 
Above, I specifically discussed general desistance in relation to the assessment portion 
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of CD 705-6. In this sub-section I am going to look more closely at sex offender desistance. 

This policy has the Sex Offence History Checklist included within it which is where this 

discussion is going to start (CSC Website, CD 705-6). From there I will discuss other aspects 

of sex offender desistance that were noticeable throughout the policy. Something important to 

note, however, is that this policy is the only policy of the four analyzed for this project that 

has its own sex offender section. Because of this, the discussion around sex offender 

desistance in relation to the other policies below will not be structured in this way and will not 

necessarily contain as much detail. 

Sex Offence History Checklist CD 705-6 
 

The Sex Offender History Checklist in CD 705-6 is short and not extremely thorough. 

It starts by inquiring if the offender has a sexual offense history or if they are currently 

serving time for a sexual offence (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Then, the policy asks for what 

kind of sexual offence the offender committed: “incest?, paedophilia?, sexual assault?, other 

previous sex offence(s) (voyeurism, exhibitionism)?” (CSC Website, CD 705-6, 24). Next, 

the parole officer is to ask the offender how many victims they have had, before asking the 

age of the victims, and if they were male or female (CSC Website, CD 705-6). And lastly, the 

checklist asks if the offender has been to treatment: “prior psychological/psychiatric 

assessments in relation to sex offences?”, “prior treatment/intervention in relation to sex 

offending?”, “current treatment/intervention in relation to sex offending?” (CSC Website, CD 

705-6, 24). 

From reading this checklist it is quite obviously a surface level information tool to 

gather a better understanding of sex offences in particular. Since it is part of the bigger 

assessment it is more than safe to assume that the parole officer knows, for example, the age 
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of the offender because that was asked previously in Annex B (SIR-R1) (CSC Website, CD 

705-6). Thus, in situations such as this, the parole officer is capturing informal aspects of 

social control, and if the offender happens to be a sex offender the information already 

collected can be complied with that of this checklist. 

Thus, the biggest issue noticeable within the checklist is the fact that it asks many yes 

or no questions. For this discussion I believe that it is important to focus on the treatment 

aspect of the list. These questions within themselves are beneficial to ask, but just as I 

critiqued the other part of CD 705-6 for not adding a personal element when talking about 

treatment, I think that is still applicable here. In reality it is more relevant here because sex 

offenders are extremely ostracized from society, and when it comes to getting treatment for 

their sexual tendencies, they feel stigmatized (Lacombe 2008; Levins and Crewe 2015). 

Therefore, I believe that the parole officer should discuss how the offender feels about 

treatment, how treatment has gone for them in the past, and how the offender feels about the 

prospect of being in the community. I understand that these questions within themselves could 

contribute to the stigma sex offenders face in society, but they are still worth asking because 

in the long run the information the parole officer gathers could further help the offenders in 

the community. Community questions are vital because there are programs in the community 

geared towards helping sex offenders such as CoSA, but the offender needs to feel 

comfortable in that treatment and community situation. 

Other Aspects of Sex Offender Desistance 
 

There are other aspects of sex offender desistance that should be added to the Sex 

Offender Checklist. I am making the argument that these additions should be added to the 

checklist instead of just being added to the other Annexes in the policy because although sex 
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offender desistance has certain aspects that overlap with general desistance, there are also 

more factors to consider (e.g., stigma) which means sex offender desistance is not the same 

and needs to be paid extra attention to (see Griffiths 2015 for a discussion around Not in my 

Backyard). Therefore, if an offender is being assessed to be released into the community, 

assessments on sex offending that should include desistance. 

Above, I praise CD 705-6 for doing a respectable job of assessing informal social 

control as it relates to desistance, specifically in relation to social bonds (CSC Website, CD 

705-6). Social bonds such as marriage and family are seen as important to sex offenders 

(McAliden, Farmer, and Maruna 2017; Mills and Codd 2008; Visher and Travis 2003). Many 

of the questions presented around family and marriage touch on violence, relationship 

commitment and length, which is ideal (CSC Website, CD 705-6). However, I argue that in 

the Sex Offender History Checklist, questions around social bonds should include if the 

offender has ever offended towards family or friends, if their family or friends also have 

sexual offending habits, and if their family and friends are aware of the offender’s own sexual 

offence history. These questions are extremely personal, but it would be in the parole officer’s 

best interest to know what the offender’s relationship with their family is, because that could 

lead into a discussion on who their support network is. This is also vital because sex offender 

movement can be restricted both physically (sex offender registries) and emotionally (if they 

have offended against family) (Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019; Hipp, Petersilia, and 

Turner 2010). 

I mention above that CD 705-6 includes questions on support in terms of situational 

factors such as living accommodations and finances (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Although a 

parole officer will eventually get to that section of the assessment since it is not included in 
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the Sex Offender History Checklist, I believe that living accommodations is an aspect of 

support that needs to be added to the checklist. In the context of the Sex Offender History 

Checklist it would be beneficial to ask if they ever ran into issues with housing before, if they 

have anywhere safe to go wherein they will not victimize past victims, and if they do not 

have any options questions should be geared towards where they would like to live. None of 

these questions address the fact that landlords are not always supportive of sex offenders 

moving into their properties (Evans and Porter 2015), or that finding somewhere to live can 

be difficult because of sex offender registries (Tewksbury 2005; Mann, Devendran, and 

Lundrigan 2019), but they do contextualize the past experiences that sex offenders have had. 

This in turn can shed light to the parole officer on how they may act in certain situations (if 

they have had a hard time finding housing before, or if they have been turned away from 

housing this could be a “trigger” for them and could potentially further derail the desistance 

process). 

When examining the ways in which CD 705-6 evaluates employment, I maintain 

that it is thorough, but I also comment on how it should include more than just discussion 

about jobs in the “formal” sense. This makes sense for general desistance, but it does not 

necessarily make sense for sex offender desistance. What the Sex Offender History 

Checklist needs is a section on jobs wherein the parole officer can ask similar questions that 

were posed in the other assessments (i.e., about job skills and work ethic), but also a section 

on where the offender would feel comfortable working, and how they would navigate a 

conversation on their offense history should it come up. Not only do sex offenders have the 

initial barrier of getting hired due to the stigma of their offense (Graffam, Shinkfield, and 

Hardcastle 2008; Varghese et al. 2010), they are so stigmatized in the community (Griffiths 
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2015) that it is not unreasonable to assume that even if they get a job, if their history 

becomes public that will cause a public scene. The questions about employment could also 

be a precursor to introducing programs such as CoSA to the offender as a potential avenue 

to help them, if they agree. Lastly, through employment, a sex offender can also form 

positive and pro social bonds, and this could also be beneficial for their reintegration. 

Summary CD 705-6 
 

The purpose of this section is to summarize what has been discussed in relation to CD 

705-6 and my suggestions in relation to the desistance paradigm. This section will also break 

up the summary in terms of informal social control and formal social control. There will be a 

discussion of the risk paradigm at the end. 

Informal Social Control 
 

Starting with general desistance, CD 705-6 does an effective job at incorporating an 

avenue for secondary desistance (Maruna 2001) to eventually be present by asking offenders 

about their thoughts and perceptions about their offence and other situations (CSC Website, 

CD 705-6). Further, when discussing employment, CD 705-6 does ask questions that 

incorporate many important aspects of the employment process (skills, teamwork, work ethic), 

but I suggest that it also take Harris’s (2016) research into account and inquire about non-

formal aspects of work (CSC Website, CD 705-6). The questions on employment also 

incorporate an avenue to look at an offender’s strengths, which as mentioned above is deemed 

important by many scholars such as de Vries Robbé et al. (2015), and Maruna and LeBel 

(2003). Thirdly, while age and offence type are addressed within the assessment portion of this 

policy, paying more attention to youth age at first offence would be beneficial from a research 

perspective to understand continuity of offending (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Lastly, the 
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assessment portion of CD 705-6 understands the multi-layered complexity of social bonds and 

makes this abundantly clear through asking questions that include topics such as relationships, 

family (including parenting), friends, and community connections (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

Formal Social Control 
 

In terms of formal social control, this policy deals with parole officer involvement 

which within itself is an element of formal social control (CSC Website, CD 705-6). In terms 

of education, this policy asks adequate questions about how the offender thinks they learn, and 

about their previous learning experiences, but fails to try and gauge their current abilities 

when it comes to academics (CSC Website, CD 705-6). These discussions could foster a more 

strength-based approach in the policy (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Thirdly, within the policy 

there is a section on previous supervision in the community that touches on the outcome of 

that supervision in a legal sense (i.e., was it completed?), but no attention is paid to the 

parolee/parole officer relationship, which is important because the dynamics of that 

relationship can affect offending (Blasko et al. 2015; CSC Website, CD 705-6). Lastly, 

treatment was discussed in this policy, but it did not go any further than asking if the offender 

had received treatment (CSC Website, CD 705-6). I make the point that questions should be 

more personalized in order for the parole officer to understand how that process went, given 

that offenders could feel like they have to attend treatment especially if they feel that is the 

only way to have a positive risk assessment (Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019; Brown 

2005). 

Sex Offender Desistance 
 

Within CD 705-6 aspects of sex offender desistance should be added to the Sex 

Offender History Checklist. Below, I will discuss those different aspects in relation to 
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informal and formal social control. 

Informal social control. As mentioned above, CD 705-6 includes questions about social 

bonds quite thoroughly in other Annexes, and this should be added to the Sex Offender 

History Checklist (CSC Website, CD 705-6). But, more importantly, the checklist should 

include questions about if the offender has family or friends that know about their sex 

offence history and if those people are supportive (CSC Website, CD 705-6). This is a vital 

question simply based on the fact that sex offenders can be restricted in many ways that other 

offenders are not, therefore understanding how close they are to the community is imperative 

(Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019; Hipp, Pertersilia, and Turner 2010). Lastly, the Sex 

Offender History Checklist should include questions about employment geared to the reality 

of social outcry and ingrained negative attitudes towards sex offenders, and the barriers sex 

offenders face in the community, and professionally (Griffiths 2015; Graffam, Shinkfield, 

and Hardcastle 2008; Varghese et al. 2010). 

Formal social control. In terms of informal social control and sex offender desistance, the 

Sex Offender History Checklist should include more questions about treatment, as it only 

currently includes a few that are not detailed (CSC Website, CD 705-6). This is the same 

critique I gave the non sex offender aspects of the assessment portion of this policy, but it is 

even more important here, because as reiterated many times throughout this paper, sex 

offenders can be stigmatized especially in a treatment setting (CSC Website, CD 705-6; 

Lacombe 2008; Levins and Crewe 2015). Thus, knowing how they feel about treatment 

including their past experiences could help ease anxiety levels for them and help the parole 

officer acquire the appropriate context needed to know how to help them. Lastly, the Sex 

Offender History Checklist needs to further inquire about housing and accommodations in the 
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way in which the other portions of the policy do (CSC Website, CD 705-6). This is because 

asking questions about accommodations ties in aspects of social bonds to the community, 

which can be very difficult for sex offenders to maintain because many people do not want 

them living in their neighbourhoods or on their property, and sex offender registries also 

restrict movement for sex offenders, making finding living arrangements harder (Evans and 

Porter 2015; Tewksbury 2005; Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019). 

  Risk 
 

The purpose of this discussion section was to discuss the concept of desistance 

specifically as it relates to CD 705-6 (CSC Website, CD 705-6). However, in my analysis 

section I engage with a simple narrative of how risk, or rather aspects of the risk paradigm 

either do or do not play into the primary codes for this policy (CSC Website, CD 705-6). In 

this section I am going to go into some detail around the risk narrative. To be clear, I will be 

discussing the primary codes in the order they are presented in the analysis section as that is 

how risk was introduced. Sex offending was not its own primary code which is why risk was 

not discussed in relation to sex offending and CD 705-6 in the analysis section (CSC Website, 

CD 705-6). Thus, in this summary section on risk, there will be a small discussion on how sex 

offender desistance also plays into the risk narrative. This is important because it highlights 

the parallel nature of risk and desistance in particular instances within the CD 705-6. 

In terms of discussing “current offences/history of offences” and “previous supervision 

in the community” both of these codes have the ability to predict risk as escalation of offences 

and failure to successfully complete previous supervision can be a risk factor (CSC Website, 

CD 705-6). This is especially true given that an individual who commits crime, and who fails 

at community supervision could be exhibiting signs of history of anti-social personality, anti-
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social behaviour, and anti-social cognitions (Andrews and Bonta 2010; Healy and O’Donnell 

2006; Palmer and Hollin 2004; Boduszek et al. 2013; Whited et al. 2015). 

In terms of “time between incarceration”, I believe that it is a purely desistance 

question that is being asked in this policy especially considering the idea that desistance is a 

process (Maruna and Farrall 2004; Maruna, Immarigeon, and LeBel 2004). The discussion 

around “victims/injury to victims” has a desistance aspect in my opinion (especially given the 

questions asked around empathy and understanding), and a risk aspect as severity of harm to 

victims could potentially indicate risk the individual has in the community to harm again. 

“Relationships/support in general” and “relationship history” both have desistance 

aspects (i.e., reduce offending as per the desistance literature (see King (2013)) for more 

information). Relationships and marital circumstances are also shown to relate to reducing 

risk of offending (see Lo and Zhong 2006 or Sampson, Laub and Wimer 2006). In both 

instances it is important however that relationships (whether they would be with romantic 

partners or friends) be prosocial (see Kras 2019 and Visher and Courtney 2007 for 

desistance literature indicating why this is important) and refer to Boduszek et al. 2013 and 

Whited et al. 2015 as to how anti-social associates lead to criminal activity (i.e., is also a 

risk). 

“Relationship with drugs and alcohol”, while being a desistance factor, is also a 

factor associated with risk to offend or re-offend (Andrews and Bonta 2010; Vaughn 2011; 

White and Gorman 2000). Furthermore, “personal interpretations of 

situations/feelings/reactions to an event” is more desistance based which is what I explained 

above. “Personal personality characteristics” are both risk and desistance focused (i.e., 

contain aspects from both paradigms). When looking at risk specifically, this code, and 
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everything encapsulated within this code, can lend itself to the parole officer looking at 

aspects of characteristics such as anti-social personality or anti-social cognitions that are risk 

factors for recidivism (CSC Website, CD 705-6; Andrews and Bonta 2010; Caspi 2000; 

Mandracchia et al. 2007). Furthermore, the information included in the primary code 

“situational factors” is not necessarily risk based in the ways in which Andrews and Bonta 

(2010) outline risk factors, but rather these questions act like background informational 

questions (i.e., is the offender associating with anti-social associates). 

Lastly, “education and learning” and “employment/aspects of employment” include 

elements of both the risk and desistance paradigm. It encapsulates aspects of risk because 

education can act as a diversion away from crime (Hansen 2003; Lochner 2004; Taheri and 

Welsh 2016). Employment can be seen as being included in the risk paradigm because 

obtaining employment negates the risk of an offender recidivating because they have 

something to do (Benda, Harm, and Toombs 2005). 

For this policy I had a lot of suggestions on how to make the sex offender 

desistance aspect clearer and more detailed, thus, I will not repeat these suggestions. 

However, the one aspect this policy’s Sex Offender History Checklist did have was a 

question on treatment (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Although I suggest there should be 

more questions on this subject, the fact it is presented means CSC understands substance 

abuse is a risk factor of which to be cognizant (CSC Website, CD 705-6; Andrews and 

Bonta 2010). 

Code Summary 
 
 Above, I present information in relation to how the codes for CD 705-6 encompass 

desistance paradigm aspects, risk paradigm aspects, and sex offender desistance. In the table 
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below, I summarize these findings in relation to the focused codes, and then make a 

determination as to whether the focused codes are more desistance or risk based. 

 Table 10: CD 705-6 Code Summary 
CD 705-6 
Focused Codes 

Main 
Desistance 
Paradigm 
Factors 
Included 

Sex Offender 
Desistance 

Main Risk 
Paradigm 
Factors 
Included 

Desistance or 
Risk Paradigm 
Dominated?  
Or Both? 

Reactions and 
Thoughts 

Reflective nature 
of the questions 
and aspects in 
this code could 
lead to 
secondary 
desistance (see 
Maruna 2001). 

** Throughout 
this policy there 
is a sex offender 
checklist, and 
although more 
could be added 
to it, it does 
include aspects 
of sex offender 
desistance. 

Main risk 
aspects here are 
the idea that an 
offender’s 
thoughts could 
be very rooted in 
anti-social 
cognitions, for 
example 
(Andrews and 
Bonta 2010) 

Aspects of both, 
but more 
desistance 
paradigm 
focused. 

Legitimate 
Pathways 

Desistance 
factors in 
relation to 
employment 
(Craig and 
Foster 2013), 
and education 
(see McFarland 
et al. 2018). 

 Can be risk 
based since 
education can 
contribute to 
living a crime 
free life (see 
Hansen 2003 for 
example), and so 
can education 
(Benda, Harm, 
and Toombs, 
2005). 

Both. 

Criminal 
Experiences 

The desistance 
paradigm is 
included in that 
there is mention 
of age (Laub and 
Sampson 2001). 

 Many aspects 
here including 
how past 
offences and 
previous 
supervision 
could be rooted 
in risk factors 
such as history 
of anti-social 
personality or 
anti-social 
cognitions 
(Andrews and 

Aspects of both, 
but more risk 
paradigm 
focused.  
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Bonta 2010). 
Time between 
incarceration is 
desistance based 
and relates to the 
idea that 
desistance is a 
process (Maruna 
and Farrall 
2004).  

Connections to 
Society 

Focus on support 
including 
aspects like 
marriage (see 
Laub and 
Sampson 2003 
for example, and 
social 
bonds/support 
(Cullen 1994). 

 More desistance 
based but can be 
both because 
relationships for 
example can 
reduce risk of 
offending (see 
Lo and Zhong 
2006) for 
example. 

Aspects of both, 
but more 
desistance 
paradigm 
focused. 

 

CD 715-1: Community Supervision 
 

This policy included seven primary codes and three focused codes. The focused codes 

were “connections to society”, “deviant behaviours”, and “comprehension of realities”. This 

part of the discussion section will, like above, relate these codes to the concept of desistance. 

Of note, as has already been said throughout this paper, the CD-715 series policies are shorter 

and make reference to CD 705-6, therefore this discussion on this policy may refer to the 

discussion of CD 705-6. 

“Connections to Society” 
 

This focused code included the primary codes of “support” and “current situational 

factors”. Of note is that this theme also emerged in CD 705-6 and will also be a theme in 

CD 715-3. 

Informal Social Control 
 



   154 
 

In terms of support, in Annex C (Rating Reassessment Framework) one of the four 

criteria for intervention based on static factors is talking to collateral contacts that could help 

with supervision (CSC Website, CD 715-1). The Rating Reassessment Framework also takes 

into consideration the SIR-R1 (Annex B), and the Static Factors Assessment (Annex D) of CD 

705-6 (CSC Website, CD 715-1). And furthermore, in looking at dynamic factors of 

intervention it is stated in this policy that the parole officer should “look at changes in personal 

situation” and this could include aspects such as support (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 13). This 

policy also states that when looking at dynamic factors the parole officer should look at 

“progress related to the correctional plan” (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 13). 

The outline for the correctional plan is in CD 705-6 and includes the Static 

Factors Assessment (Annex D), and the DFIA-R (Annex E) (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

Therefore, in CD 715-1 the same in-depth questions are not re-covered. In relation to 

support, given that CD 715-1 references Annex B, D and E of CD 705-6 there is not 

much that has not been covered if one counts the policies together (CSC Website, CD 

705-6, CSC Website, CD 715-1). But, specifically in relation to CD 715-1 it would be 

ideal to expand on collateral contacts and actually list “friends, family, community 

members” (this could also be done in a yes or no format, if desired) (CSC Website, CD 

715-1). This is because family and friends can provide support in relation to desistance 

(King 2013; Kras 2019). A small change that could also be made to CD 715-1 is 

actually expanding on what “personal situation” means when trying to reassess based 

on dynamic factors (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 13). 

When looking at situational factors, there are some aspects that relate to social bonds. 

For example, CD 715-1 is supposed to ask what the offender’s “proximity to criminal/gang 
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activity” is and if they live in an area that is “restricted to outside intervention” (CSC Website, 

CD 715-1, 11). Asking about gang activity is a gateway to understanding the types of people 

the offender associates with, and therefore has connections with. This is ideal in relation to 

desistance because although friends are an important part of a social network for offenders 

(Kras 2019), it has also been pointed out that sometimes an offender’s friends have anti-social 

tendencies and have committed crimes themselves, which is not ideal for someone who is on 

community supervision and who wants to desist (Visher and Courtney 2007). 

 Furthermore, inquiring about if the offender lives somewhere remote or restricted is 

beneficial because these factors can affect desistance (CSC Website, CD 715-1). For example, 

employment can contribute to desistance (Craig and Foster 2013; Verbruggen, Blokland, and 

Geest 2012), but if an offender lives somewhere remote, having access to a place where they 

can be employed could be difficult. Furthermore, if they live in an isolated area this could also 

affect their social life; it will be harder for them to create social bonds in the first place, which 

could hinder desistance. In this way, CD 715-1 does an adequate job of asking questions that 

encompass aspects of the desistance paradigm (CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

Formal Control 
 

This focused code does not include many formal control aspects. Above, I mention 

how asking about “restricted access to outside intervention” includes aspects of informal 

social control such as social bonds (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 11). This is true, however, my 

criticism of this question is that it does not outline what “intervention” means, and who 

exactly is intervening (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 11). In other words, does intervention in 

this context mean access to community services including treatment? Or, could it relate to 

intervention such as parole officers, and their ability to access an offender if they need to 
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make a home visit? 

Assuming that this question is referring to intervention as treatment or community 

services, then the question does relate to desistance in that treatment can help foster 

desistance, therefore it would be beneficial for an offender to live somewhere wherein they 

could get treatment (Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019). Furthermore, if intervention 

relates to the ability of parole officers to make home visits and check up on their clients, then 

this question also incorporates elements of formal social control and desistance, as the rules 

of the criminal justice system can shape and change offender behaviour (Paternoster and 

Bushway 2009).  

“Deviant Behaviours” 
 

This focused code encompassed the primary codes of “history of illegal behaviours” 

and “current behaviours perceived as negative”. In reality these codes bring together aspects 

of an offender’s prior criminal life, and their current status. 

Informal Social Control 
 

This policy covers if the offender has “history of violence, weapons use, predatory 

behaviour and previous hostility or assault on staff” (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 10-11). All of 

these aspects are important, and in CD 705-6, Annex B (SIR-R1) touches on the historical 

offence factors more so than this policy which is asking questions to elicit a yes or no answer 

(CSC Website, CD 705-6). At the same time, in order to have more thorough questions in the 

assessments in CD 715-1 I recommend that there would be some more context included in 

these questions, as the continuity of offending is not only important for research on desistance, 

but is also a factor in the desistance process (Robins 1966). 

Social bonds are also prevalent when analyzing the informal social control aspects of 
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CD 715-1. Specifically, this policy asks if the offender “has links to organized crime/gangs, 

etc.” (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 11). Like mentioned above, the question around gangs, and 

whether the offender is linked to gangs or is in proximity to gangs is important because said 

activities could not only hinder desistance, but association with people who are part of 

organized crime and gangs are not conducive to prosocial behaviour. This policy also asks if 

the offender’s collateral contacts are “hostile” or “uncooperative” (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 

11). Although this does not have to do with the offender specifically this question does 

highlight aspects of social bonds in that that collateral contact could be friends or family, or 

someone from the community.   

Regardless of who they are, this question is beneficial, but could potentially be 

followed by follow up questions. These questions could be directed at the offender (i.e., 

asking them why they think their community contact is hostile), or at the contact themselves 

(i.e., asking them why they are hostile). I understand that this assessment is not a narrative in 

that longer answers are not required and yes or no answers are ideal, but CD 705-6 does not 

cover many aspects of collateral contacts, therefore this is important. I maintain it is 

important from an offender’s perspective because it could have the ability to foster secondary 

desistance; something that was also mentioned under the “reactions and thoughts” focused 

code for CD 705-6, wherein I discuss how personal reflective questions could kickstart the 

secondary desistance narrative shift (Maruna 2001; CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

Lastly, this policy asks about the “instability of intimate relationships” in a yes or no 

manner (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 11). I would argue that this should be expanded, however, 

given that CD 705-6 discusses intimate relationships successfully, I do not feel it is needed in 

this case. Another reason for this is the fact that asking about intimate relationships requires 
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more than a few follow up questions unlike those that I suggested above, such as expanding on 

what intervention means, or expanding the scope of collateral contacts (CSC Website, CD 

715-1). 

Formal Control 
 

In terms of formal control, this code for CD 715-1 does not present with many 

thorough elements. However, what can be noticed is that there are questions that ask about 

“the relationship between intoxicants and violent behaviour” and if the offender has “mental 

health issues” (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 10-11). None of these ask about intervention or past 

intervention blatantly, but they could lend themselves to aspects of formal control. In other 

words, although these are yes or no questions, a yes answer to one of these questions could 

explicitly lead a parole officer to requesting that an offender attend treatment while in the 

community. Treatment has been discussed above as having mixed results when it comes to 

desistance, because it can be another avenue wherein an offender can be stigmatized 

(Lacombe 2008; Levins and Crewe 2015).  

“Comprehension of Realities” 

This focused code includes the primary codes of “personal understanding about 

event/personal behaviours”, “learning/behaviour adaptations” and “responsivity and 

learning styles”. 

Informal Social Control 
 

Informal social control aspects are the most prominent in this policy because the 

information that corresponds with these codes falls into the Accountability, Motivation, and 

Engagement sections of Annex C in CD 715-1 (CSC Website, CD 715-1). In my analysis 

section I describe in detail what is included in these sections, therefore, in this discussion 
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instead of repeating said justifications, I will focus more on how they contribute or do not 

contribute to desistance. 

To start, these three mini sections in Annex C focus on if the offender can understand 

what they did is wrong, if they can point out their behaviours that are not acceptable, if they 

want to change, and how they are progressing with that change (CSC Website, CD 715-1). I 

would not go as far as saying that these assessment statements could foster secondary 

desistance within the offender, like I argued above for aspects of CD 705-6, despite the fact 

that these sections incorporate some aspects of personal reflection (Maruna 2001; CSC 

Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1). Some of the statements such as “institutional 

adjustment and/or behaviour under community supervision”, “understanding and commitment 

to their relapse prevention” and “level of comfort with problem and its impact on the 

offender’s life” do, however give the parole officers insight into their state of mind (CSC 

Website, CD 715-1, 14). This could help the parole officer communicate to the offender in 

ways that could not only perpetuate knowledge or willingness around identity change, but 

around next steps on how to get there. Unlike the pointed and reflective questions in CD 705-6 

that were directed at the offender, these statements in CD 715-1 are less invasive on the 

offender’s life, which is why they may not directly foster secondary desistance (Maruna 2001; 

CSC Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1). Thus, the difference here comes down to 

the level of detail in CD 715-1, versus CD 705-6 in relation to reflective questions or 

statements. Given that this level of detail is presented well in CD 705-6, I uphold that there is 

not a need to change this section of CD 715-1. 

Formal Social Control 
 

In CD 715-1, the factors listed for responsivity are identical as in CD 705-6, minus 
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the potential interview prompts (CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 705-6). In CD 

715-1 Annex C is intended for the parole officer to reassess what was already assessed from 

the Intake Assessment Process (including the SIR-R1, Static Factors Assessment, DIFA-R) 

in CD 705-6 (CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 705-6). Thus, having the 

responsivity factors listed without the detail of the interview prompts is adequate for this 

policy as parole officers can refer to CD 705-6 if they have prompts that they would like to 

re-ask (CSC Website, CD 715-1). With this being said, my criticism from above (CD 705-6) 

still stands (i.e., policies should inquire about an offender’s current academic level), however 

the Community Supervision policy is not the policy to which to add these additions, as its 

reference point is CD 705-6 (CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

Sex Offender Desistance 
 

CD 715-1 does not have a dedicated sex offender section. Therefore, this section will 

discuss if there are aspects of sex offender desistance present in this policy despite the fact that 

there is no section to reference on the topic. Of note, however, is that since this Community 

Supervision policy has a reassessment section (Annex C), parole officers are told to review 

aspects of CD 705-6 including ratings “on the Statistical Information on Recidivism Scale, 

criminal history record, offence severity record, sex offence history, detention criteria” which 

“produces a reliable estimate of the probability and severity of re-offending” (CSC Website, 

CD 715-1, 12). Thus, the Sex Offender Offence History Checklist is included as something 

that the parole officer should reference when filling out sections of CD 715-1 (CSC Website, 

CD 715-1). With this in mind, my previous analysis on CD 705-6’s Sex Offence History 

Checklist still stands (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

To compliment that above analysis of this policy, I have noticed two factors that are 
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present in CD 715-1 that would be relevant to discuss as they would be relevant questions to 

ask sex offenders. To start, CD 715- 1 asks if the offender is in a “remote location” or has 

“restricted access to outside intervention” (Annex B) (11). Both of these questions 

incorporate aspects that would be prevalent for sexual offenders, in that sex offenders could 

live in remote locations because they legitimately cannot go anywhere else due to sex 

offender registries (or other geographical restrictions), coupled with other stigmas associated 

with their offence (Tewksbury 2005; Mann, Devendran and Lundrigan’s 2019; Griffiths 

2015). Hanson and Morton-Bourgon (2004) discuss how sex offenders recidivism predictors 

could include having an unstable life and living in a remote area could contribute to a lifestyle 

that is not stable (it would also be very hard to establish a routine if you are living in a rural 

area). 

Thus, I suggest that this question be expanded more. I do not think there is a need to 

create a sex offender “section” in this policy, but I do believe that factors that relate to sex 

offenders should be noticed, and at least expanded on slightly. Therefore, for this assessment 

criteria the parole officer could expand as they see fit (and this could include simply asking 

the offender if there is a reason they live in a remote area). Given that Annex C tells the 

parole officer to take into account sex offending criteria, Annex B questions do not have to be 

that in depth other than a simple follow up (CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

Lastly, having “restricted access to outside intervention” could also be the reality for 

sex offenders because of registries (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 11). This understandably could 

limit their ability to reintegrate, but is also a barrier to reintegration. Above, I interrogate and 

question what intervention could mean in this context. If it means treatment, this could be a 

good question to ask sex offenders because if they do have restricted access to outside 
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intervention that means that they may not have access to treatment. Although research is 

mixed as to whether treatment is beneficial to sex offenders (see Brown 2005 for research on 

sex offender treatment and how offenders feel not participating could be seen as negative, and 

Harris 2017 for research on how treatment is beneficial for desistance in sex offenders), it 

could be worth it to ask sex offenders if they feel having restricted access to intervention is 

going to hinder their reintegration, or if they feel it is going to be a barrier for them going 

forward in the community. I realize that Annex C already discusses taking sex offender 

history into account, but I suggest that CD 715-1 could incorporate more aspects of sex 

offender desistance throughout (like expanding on the specific criteria mentioned above), 

rather than just relying on CD 705-6 (CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

With this being said, this policy does have at least some aspects of sex 

offender desistance present throughout even though they are not labelled as such. 

Summary CD 715-1 
 

This section will summarize the discussion portion of CD 715-1 to highlight the 

main points as they relate to desistance. 

Informal Social Control 
 

This policy should expand on both collateral contacts, and what a personal situation is 

(CSC Website, CD 715-1). But more importantly, in relation to collateral contacts, it would be 

beneficial if the policy asked the offender about their relationship with the collateral contacts 

to foster an aspect of reflection and a further narrative shift (CSC Website, CD 715-1; Maruna 

2001). This policy also does a good job at inquiring about social bonds especially in relation to 

people offenders could associate with that would not foster desistance (i.e., those in gangs) 

(CSC Website, CD 715-1). Furthermore, inquiring about where the offender lives also 
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incorporates aspects of social bonds as living in remote areas removes the possibility of social 

interaction, and the possibility of situations that could positively affect reintegration, such as 

employment (Craig and Foster 2013; Verbruggen, Blokland, and Geest 2012; CSC Website, 

CD 715-1). Lastly, this policy does well at asking the basics around intimate relationships, 

especially given that CD 705-6 does an in-depth job at this task (CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

To conclude, this policy adequately inquires about history of offending, but could go a 

step further and ask about age at first offence or age at any offence as that could be beneficial 

from a research perspective, even though CD 705-6 covers this information as well (CSC 

Website, CD 715-1). Annex C covers personal questions that do not necessarily have the 

same reflective aspect of those in CD 705-6 that inquire about an offender’s personal 

thoughts but have the ability for the parole officer to gauge where personal identity change 

could take place (CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

Formal Social Control 
 

In terms of formal control, CD 715-1 discusses “intervention”, and in this discussion 

section I interrogate what “intervention” means in terms of if it refers to treatment, or refers to 

accessibility so that the parole officer can access the offender if need be (CSC Website, CD 

715-1, 11). If intervention refers to treatment then this policy covers aspects of formal control 

in that parole officers could gain insight into if it would be beneficial for the offender to get 

treatment from the policy (Farmer, McAlinden and Maruna 2015; Harris 2014; Wakeling et 

al. 2005). Obviously, this is an aspect of formal control, as a parole officer as a criminal 

justice professional can instruct an offender to complete treatment if they see fit. Lastly, this 

policy focuses on education less than CD 705-6 which makes sense given CD 705-6 has an in- 

depth dynamic factors section, however CD 715-1 could also benefit (just as CD 705-6 could) 
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from asking the offender about their current education level (CSC Website, CD 705-6; CSC 

Website, CD 715-1). 

Sex Offender Desistance 
 

As reiterated above there is not a sex offender specific section in this policy. With this 

being said, the questions in the policy about “remote location” and restriction for 

interventions incorporate aspects that offenders could face in the community that could hinder 

desistance due to sex offender registries and stigma (i.e., not being able to see their children 

or family) (CSC Website, CD 715-1, 11; Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019; Giffiths 

2015). The only criticism in this regard is that the questions could be followed up with some 

additional ones that could help contextualize the Sex Offence History Checklist questions that 

they need to take into account in Annex C. 

Risk 
 

In CD 715-1 there are not as many codes as in CD 705-6, and since some of the codes 

are the same or extremely similar to that of CD 705-6, the discussion around risk for this 

policy will be lesser to ensure there is not as much repetition between the sections (CSC 

Website, CD 715-1). To reiterate again, a discussion of these codes as they pertain to the risk 

paradigm will be done in the order that they appear in the analysis section. However, it is 

important to note that aspects such as support, learning, and offence history can also relate to 

the concept of desistance as indicated by scholars such as McCord (1980), Kras (2019), 

Hansen (2003), Runell (2017), and Laub and Sampson (2003). 

To start, “history of illegal behaviours” has a risk component simply because those 

behaviours could be a direct result of anti-social behaviours, personality, or cognitions (CSC 

Website, CD 715-1; Andrews and Bonta 2010). In this way this code is focused on what the 
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offender is doing wrong and what needs to be fixed. This fits into the idea of risk being 

focused on offender deficits (Nee and Vernham 2016; des Vries Robbé et al. 2015; Maruna 

and LeBel 2003). Obviously, there is no way to know for sure, however, it is not unreasonable 

to assume that some factors that are inherent to illegal behaviours could be derived from the 

factors that increase risk for those behaviours. Further “current situational factors” as they 

pertain to the physical environment the offender is in involves risk simply because that 

environment could include aspects such as anti-social associates (CSC Website, CD 715-1; 

Andrews and Bonta 2010; Boduszek et al. 2013). 

The primary code “support” relates to the risk paradigm because not only is the lack of 

support detrimental in many ways, but having pro-social support largely depends on who the 

offender is getting support from; the risk of offence could understandably go up especially if 

the individual is associating with a support network that is involved in deviant behaviours or 

who can be classified as anti-social associates (Whited et al. 2015). Furthermore, “personal 

understanding about an event/personal behaviours”, if done in a pro-social way, can mean that 

the offender is coming to terms with what they have done. At the same time, however, anti-

social cognitions (as explained by Walters (2003)) can play a role in individuals not 

recognizing what they have done wrong and not taking responsibility for it, and it is in this 

way that it fits into risk. 

To continue, “current behaviours perceived as negative” included both substance 

abuse and instability of relationships (CSC Website, CD 715-1). Substance abuse can increase 

risk of offence (Vaughn 2011; White and Gorman 2000) and having unstable relationships 

can also affect offence rates given that having stable pro-social relationships decrease offence 

rates (Huebner 2005; Sampson, Laub and Wimer 2006). 
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 “Learning/behaviours adaptations” is a code that lends itself to the desistance 

paradigm. However, this code’s underlying aspects can be seen as having a risk element 

because the reasons for not being able to adjust properly can be seen as stemming from 

having a history of anti-social behaviour, or having an anti-social personality, or having issues 

with family, anti-social associates or substance abuse (Andrews and Bonta 2010). Lastly, 

“responsivity and learning styles” can also have a risk element. The parole officer inquiring 

about learning is beneficial so that the offender can be placed in programming that will help 

them (CSC Website, CD 715-1). However, in assessing learning styles, if the offender is 

having issues with aspects of learning this could point to the fact that they did not complete 

school, which is a risk for offending behaviours (Hansen 2003; Lochner 2004). This can be 

seen as a positive aspect because if a parole officer realizes that the offender has not finished 

school, it means that parole officers have the ability to catch offenders up in terms of 

schooling curriculum. 

In relation to sex offending, although there is not a sexual offender checklist in this 

policy, I make note that more questions on remote locations and restrictions to interventions 

are needed especially for sex offenders (CSC Website, CD 715-1). Risk is somewhat already 

incorporated into this policy simply because, for example, living in a remote location means 

that there is not access to leisure or community, and this could affect risk, as leisure time can 

be known to decrease risk of reoffence (Williams 2006; Williams and Walker 2006). Even if 

these aspects are not mentioned in much detail, it is still important to note that they are 

present. 

Code Summary 
  
  Just like in CD 705-6, in this policy I discuss the ways in which the focused codes for 
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CD 715-1 encompass aspects that relate to the desistance and risk paradigms. The summary 

table below provides an explanation of this, along with including reasoning as to if the codes are 

more desistance or risk paradigm based. 

 Table 11: CD 715-1 Code Summary 
CD 715-1 
Focused Codes 

Main 
Desistance 
Paradigm 
Factors 
Included 

Sex Offender 
Desistance 

Main Risk 
Paradigm 
Factors 
Included 

Desistance or 
Risk Paradigm 
Dominated?  
Or Both? 

Connections to 
Society 

Similar to the 
previous policy 
in that this 
policy mentions 
a lot about 
support in the 
community, 
including friends 
(see King 2013). 

** No sex 
offender 
checklist, but 
aspects like 
mentioning 
remote location 
for example can 
relate to sex 
offenders 
because of 
geographical 
restrictions (see 
Tewksbury 
2005). 

Relates to the 
risk paradigm 
because if the 
offender has no 
support, this 
could lead to 
deviant 
behaviours 
(Whited et al. 
2015). 

Aspects of both, 
but more 
desistance 
paradigm 
focused. 

Deviant 
Behaviours 

Does highlight 
aspects of social 
bonds when 
discussing 
collateral 
contacts. 

 More risk 
focused in that 
what 
encompasses 
deviant 
behaviours can 
relate to anti-
social cognitions 
or personality 
(Andrews and 
Bonta 2010). 

Aspects of both, 
but more risk 
paradigm 
focused. 

Comprehension 
of Realities 

Extremely 
desistance based 
because of the 
focus on 
personal 
reflection in 
terms of the 
questions that 
are asked in 
relation to this 

 Much of what is 
included in this 
code is 
desistance based, 
but it could be 
related to the 
risk paradigm 
because having a 
hard time 
adapting 

Aspects of both, 
but more 
desistance 
paradigm 
focused. 
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code (see 
Maruna 2001). 

behaviours or 
learning, could 
stem from 
having a history 
of anti-social 
behaviour, for 
example 
(Andrews and 
Bonta 2010). 

 

CD 715-2: Post-Release Decision Process 
 

This policy is used for when an offender is suspended and when their conditions 

change (CSC Website, CD 715-2). Within this policy it is stated that “the assessment is 

based upon information and analysis derived from other key case management documents, 

but in particular the Criminal Profile, Correctional Plan or Correctional Plan Update and the 

Community Strategy” (CSC Website, CD 715-2, 13-14). Because of this, this policy is 

shorter and covers information in broader strokes. Thus, this policy only had three primary 

codes, which were not turned into secondary codes. This also means that the discussion 

around this policy will not be as in depth given its nature. The three primary codes are 

“history/offence history”, “relationships/support/community”, and “responses to 

interventions including situations”. 

“History/Offence History” 
 

This code relates to the offender’s conviction history or criminal history. 
 
Informal Social Control 
 

This policy starts by asking about the criminal behaviour of the offender, and states 

that the parole officer should “assess relevant aspects of the criminal history and conditional 

release history” and also should “assess the offenders’ overall behaviour in the institutional or 

community setting” (CSC Website, CD 715-2, 15). These assessments can largely be done by 
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going back to CD 715-1 and re-looking at Annex B (Staff Safety Assessment) and Annex C 

(Rating Reassessment Framework) (CSC Website, CD 715-1). Also, given that CD 705-6 has 

a very thorough Annex D (Static Factors Assessment), and Annex E (DFIA-R) there is not 

much that can be added to this section of the policy, as it is made clear that parole officers 

should refer elsewhere for this information (CSC Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-

2). These aspects mentioned above could also fit under formal social control, however I opted 

to discuss them under the Informal Social Control section as they have a community element. 

But nonetheless, I understand that looking at conditional release and institutional behaviour at 

its core relates to the criminal justice system as an apparatus of formal social control. 

Moreover, in Annex C (Correctional Plan Update-Community Progress- Release 

Maintained-Report Guide) there is a focus on what the parole officer should consider when 

updating the correctional plan (CSC Website, CD 715-2). Other than offense history and 

offender profile, of interest is that this policy asks the parole officer to describe “the 

circumstances of the suspension/increase in risk” (CSC Website, CD 715-2, 17). Although 

this makes sense, and they can refer to other policies for this information, it does seem vague 

(CSC Website, CD 715-2). However, not every offender is the same and gets suspended for 

the same reasons, therefore it also makes sense that this policy does not list potential reasons 

that the parole officer should consider or investigate further when providing a case status 

(CSC Website, CD 715-2). Of note is the use of the word risk and the way the quote above 

reads. I think it is interesting to note that the policy mentions investigating the reason for an 

increase in risk, and other than mentioning the word risk, the way this quote is phrased 

definitely could make parole officers think about how offenders are at fault or how their 

behaviour is problematic and thus, in my opinion incorporates a deficit approach to 
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assessment, in my opinion (see Nee and Vernham 2016, for example). But, at the same time 

desistance can be discussed here despite this (i.e., what can be done socially to help the 

offender). Lastly, in relation to history and offence history this policy makes it clear that the 

parole officer should inquire about how the offender understands their offence cycle; as I 

have mentioned above several times, this type of inquiry, that requires the offender to be able 

to self-reflect, could be beneficial to starting a desistance process wherein there is an attitude 

change (Maruna 2001; CSC Website, CD 715-2). 

Formal Social Control 
 

Under Annex D in CD 715-2 is a Risk Assessment Framework which is intended for 

the parole officer to review when a condition has been breached (CSC Website, CD 715-2). 

This Annex includes mentions of offence patterns and type of breaches committed, however, 

of interest is how this specific question instructs parole officers that when reviewing critical 

risk factors they should consider “actuarial/clinical measures of risk and any other information 

from psychological, psychiatric or supplementary assessments” (CSC Website, CD 715-2, 

19). This is grouped under formal social control under the assumption that going to a 

psychologist or psychiatrist for assessment would be something that the criminal justice 

system had ordered of the offender. Although actuarial tools have a high predictive accuracy 

(Hanson and Morton- Bourgon 2007), it is interesting how this policy narrows in on risk. I 

have posed suggestions in the above policies around making desistance narratives more 

prominent, but this is the first policy wherein risk instruments are the focus in an assessment 

criterion (CSC Website, CD 715- 2). If this policy wanted to take a purely desistance 

paradigm approach according to researchers such as Ward and Maruna (2007), risk narratives 

would not be part of the discussion. However, I will interrogate this concept at the end of this 
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discussion section where I discuss the difference between risk factors and desistance factors. 

“Relationships/Support/Community” 
 

This code is quite self-explanatory and relates to the ways in which the offender 

has a support system around them in the community. 

Informal Social Control 
 

This code encompasses many aspects of other policies repeated in a less in-depth way. 

In terms of support, this policy mostly looks at the community. Specifically, this policy looks 

at how long the offender has been in the community, and how much stability they have in the 

community (CSC Website, CD 715-2). The emphasis on stability is vital because the 

relationships that offenders build in the community can help with the desistance process (Kras 

2019; Mallik-Kane and Visher 2008). However, I struggle to conceptualize how one measures 

“level of stability in the community” (CSC Website, CD 715-2, 20). This could be done 

simply by inquiring about how many friends the offender has, who their friends are, what they 

do in the community, and how attached they are to the community. But, at the same time, I 

assume that it would not be beneficial to ask the same questions to every offender when trying 

to measure stability. The fact of the matter is that one offender could be really connected to the 

community through volunteering for example, but maybe does not have a family relationship 

that they can turn to, while another offender is very close to family and friends, but not the 

community. Further, just because an offender is close to their family or the community, this 

also does not mean that those relationships are pro-social, therefore judging on that type of 

scale may actually not lead to information on stability. Thus, it would seem that there is not 

one way to measure stability, which means that the vagueness of this criteria is warranted 

given the multitude of factors that can influence it. 
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The next assessment criteria focuses on collateral contacts and assessing if the offender 

has had relationship struggles (breakdowns), including family violence (CSC Website, CD 

715- 2). Above I criticize CD 715-1 for not expanding what collateral contacts mean in 

relation to who could help the offender during their supervision, and who is included in them 

(i.e. friends or family) (CSC Website, CD 715-1). Although the assessment criteria in CD 715-

2 is not dealing with who the collateral contacts are and if they are able to support the offender 

while on supervision, there is better attention paid to what sort of information the parole 

officer should inquire about from the collateral contact (CSC Website, CD 715-2). 

Additionally, if the collateral contact is a friend or family member that could help with 

supervision, the assessment criteria lends itself to the parole officer asking the collateral 

contact if they have recently had relationship strain with the offender. All in all, this is 

important to gauge whether potential support systems are going to be positive or detrimental to 

the offender’s desistance process as sometimes these relationships are not always clear cut 

(Visher and Courtney 2007; Kras 2019). 

Formal Social Control 
 

The only aspect of formal social control mentioned in this policy in relation to support 

is that the parole officer should seek “recommendations from supervision team members e.g., 

community-based residential facility, program facilitators, police, etc.” (CSC Website, CD 

715- 2, 20). Talking to community-based residential facilities and police fit more under formal 

control as those institutions are part of the criminal justice system. Paternoster and Bushway 

(2009) discuss formal sanctions as being positive because offenders do not want to violate the 

rules so they will play by the rules instead. Going to a community-based residential facility 

could be seen as a formal sanction as part of a condition, therefore although this code 
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incorporates social bonds and community, there is an aspect of formal social control present as 

well. In terms of desistance, every offender’s relationship to formal social control will be 

different and the information the parole officer receives in relation to the aspects of formal 

social control will also be different. 

 Thus, this assessment criteria (although vague), does well at leaving this as an open-

ended question that incorporates different aspects of community and relationships, and formal 

control.  

“Responses to Interventions Including Situations” 

This code has some aspects that deal with support, while others look at 

specific interventions such as programs. 

Informal Social Control 
 

In CD 705-6 I comment that secondary desistance processes can be yielded from 

personal questions within the policy that make offenders think about not only what they did, 

but their current life situation and how they could or have changed it (Maruna 2001; CSC 

Website, CD 705-6). In CD 715-2, much of this is the same in that the parole officer should 

not only refer to CD 705-6 for Correctional Planning, but should investigate attitudes and 

behaviours that have changed since the start of the sentence, and “what effect have these 

changes had on the offender’s risk level?” (CSC Website, CD 715-2, 14). Of interest here 

specifically is how risk is mentioned; but this phrase as a whole does incorporate desistance 

aspects although not quite as explicit as the mention of risk. 

Of note is that this policy does do an adequate job of inquiring about interventions as 

they relate to dynamic factors. Although not explicit in the policy, in mentioning progress 

with dynamic factors it would not be unreasonable for the parole officer to reference the 
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DFIA-R in Annex E of CD 705-6. With this in mind there are no specific aspects that need 

to be added in CD 715-2 as they relate to situations. 

Formal Social Control 
 

The one aspect of formal social control that is present under this code in relation to 

CD 715-2 is the mention of interventions. Specifically, the parole officer is to investigate 

how “the available programs and/or interventions mitigate risk?” (CSC Website, CD 715-2, 

14). Here not only is risk mentioned again, but risk management seems to be the goal of these 

programs (CSC Website, CD 715-2). In CD 715-1 I question what intervention means in the 

context of access that offenders will have to said intervention, but nonetheless argue that this 

question around access to intervention is still beneficial because a parole officer can gain 

insights into an offender’s physical ability to access treatment (CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

In terms of CD 715-2 this question can be seen as a background question based on 

answers from questions in CD 705-6 about criminal history, and in CD 715-1 about 

intervention. Of note is that incorporating aspects of education as a formal control method 

(like was done in CD 705-6) is present in this question, because an offender’s past 

experiences from available programming and intervention could be beneficial for the parole 

officer to know about, and could be the information gathered from this question. However, it 

is important to also note that some offenders attend treatment to seem lower risk or to get a 

decent risk assessment score, and going to treatment can be stigmatizing for some offenders 

(Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019; Brown 2005; Lacombe 2008; Levins and Crewe 

2015), therefore their learning experiences from treatment or intervention may not be a good 

measure of management in the community. 

Nonetheless it is understandable that this policy would want to touch on programming 
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as a whole, and since this policy is more about the parole officer assessing the offender based 

on the Criminal Profile and Correctional Plan already in place rather than interviewing an 

offender for an intake assessment like in CD 705-6, this question does not necessarily need to 

be more specific (CSC Website, CD 715-2). I do, however, question if the policy needs to 

mention risk at all as that does not necessarily add to the question as it relates to desistance. 

Given that this question incorporates treatment and intervention along with a hidden aspect of 

education it means that formal control aspects of desistance are present that do not need 

elaboration (Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019; Harris 2017). Again, this is a situation 

wherein risk can be explicitly stated in the assessment criteria, but at the same time can and 

does incorporate aspects of desistance. 

This policy also asks about “previous response to interventions” (CSC Website, CD 

715- 2, 20). Just as I criticize CD 715-1 for not adequately explaining what an intervention is 

in the context of access, the same criticism is valid here (CSC Website, CD 715-1). In other 

words, does CSC mean correctional interventions? Behaviour interventions? Interventions for 

drugs and alcohol? Some clarity would be favourable so the parole officer could gain some 

clarity and context. 

Sex Offender Desistance 
 

This policy, just like CD 715-1, does not have a dedicated sex offender checklist or 

section (CSC Website, CD 715-2). My suggestion for CD 715-1 was that it could expand on 

some already existing aspects that are prevalent for sex offenders (CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

Since CD 715-2 mostly focuses on breaches and change of conditions, it is not unreasonable 

to assume that the parole officer would have information from the Sex Offender History 

Checklist in CD 705-6 on file especially if they are assessing the offender for their parole 
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conditions (CSC Website, CD 715-2). This is made clear in Annex C wherein the parole 

officer is to take offence history into account “from the intake Correctional Plan”, which is 

CD 705-6 (CSC Website, CD 715-2, 17). 

Furthermore, the Sex Offender History Checklist is in Annex D (Static Factors 

Assessment) of CD 705-6. In Annex C, section 1 of CD 715-2 (Ratings Reassessment and 

Correctional Plan Progress) the parole officer is told to reference CD 715-1 Annex C (Rating 

Reassessment Framework) which clearly states that the parole officer should take into account 

static factors including sex offence history which is located in CD 705-6 Annex D (CSC 

Website CD 715-2; CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

Although this is a roundabout way to get to talking about sexual offences, it is not as 

though CD 715-2 did not take sex offending into account whatsoever (CSC Website, CD 715-

2). My one recommendation would be that within section 1 of Annex C of CD 715-2, sex 

offending should have its own point wherein it is explained to the parole officer to not only 

look at offence history, but specifically sex offense history (CSC Website, CD 715-2). 

Although this is a small recommendation, it would help with the continuity of the policies, 

and would help emphasize that sexual offenders should receive more attention because of the 

unique barriers they face in every facet of life, from treatment (Lacombe 2008; Levins and 

Crewe 2015), to employment (Graffam, Shinkfield, and Hardcastle 2008; Varghese et al. 

2010) to reintegration and restrictions as a result of stigma from their offences (Mann, 

Devendran, and Lundrugan 2019; Hipp, Petersilia, and Turner 2010; Giffiths 2015). 

I recognize that my research questions address each policy and how they incorporate 

or do not incorporate sex offender desistance. However, it is important to note that as CSC 

is one organization, the policies do not have to be repetitive in every sense, but rather need 



   177 
 

to adequately convey important aspects around topics such as sex offending and desistance, 

which is easier to do when policies relate to one another. 

Summary CD 715-2 
 

This section will summarize what was discussed above in relation to CD 715-2. 
 
Informal Social Control 
 

In CD 715-2 criminal history and offence history are well explained and the parole 

officer is told to reference CD 715-1 (Annex B and C), and the Static Assessment and DIFA-R 

in CD 705-6 (Annex D and E) (CSC Website, CD 715-2). Furthermore, when inquiring about 

aspects of suspension, the assessment portion in the policy seems vague, but this makes sense 

since the circumstances of suspension are not uniform across the board (CSC Website, CD 

715-2). Moreover, the way in which this policy frames discussions about suspension and the 

offence cycle brings forth a self-reflection aspect that could kickstart a personal identity 

change for the offender (i.e., consistent with secondary desistance), which is also a theme in 

CD 715-1 (Maruna 2001). 

This policy also looks at social bonds, specifically in the community (CSC Website, 

CD 715-2). When assessing for these aspects, I maintained that measuring stability in the 

community would be difficult, but since stability can look different for every offender the fact 

the assessment criteria does not go into more detail is appropriate. The discussion around what 

sorts of information a parole officer should gather from a collateral contact is also adequate as 

it can give insight into social bonds and relationships, both of which are important for 

desistance in that they can be positive, or hinder the process (Kras 2019; Visher and Courtney 

2007). 

Although this is similar to above, this policy is heavy on the assessments of attitude 
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change since the start of the sentence (CSC Website, CD 715-2). This type of direct 

questioning can foster the process of secondary desistance (CSC Website, CD 715-2; Maruna 

2001). An interesting aspect to note is how attitude change corresponds to risk level in this 

policy which is something that was noteworthy (CSC Website, CD 715-2). Lastly, this policy 

does a good job of mentioning dynamic risk factors (CSC Website, CD 715-2). 

Formal Control 
 

Of particular note in the policy is the mention of actuarial tools for risk assessment 

purposes (CSC Website, CD 715-2). I mention that although they are accurate tools of 

measure, (Hanson and Morton-Bourgon 2007), it is interesting how they are specifically 

mentioned in this policy, despite the fact the policy covers many aspects of the desistance 

paradigm. Furthermore, this policy asks parole officers to gather information from formal 

control institutions such as the police or community-based residential facilities, which within 

itself can influence the desistance of offenders because once they are in the system they could 

want to obey the rules and change their behaviour positively (CSC Website, CD 715-2; 

Paternoster and Bushway 2009). 

Lastly, programming is mentioned within this policy, but in relation to risk not 

desistance (CSC Website, CD 715-2). This policy also asks about responses to interventions 

but ceases to clarify what this means (CSC Website, CD 715-2). Therefore, an explanation 

would be beneficial. 

Sex Offender Desistance 
 

Sex offender desistance, although not extremely explicit in this policy, is still present 

as the policy references CD 715-1, and makes note of the importance of referring to CD 705-6 

for offence history, which not only includes Annex D (Static Factors Assessment), but also 
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includes the Sex Offence History Checklist (CSC Website, CD 715-2). The one suggestion 

made for this policy, however, is that specifying “sex offence history” in CD 715-2 Annex C, 

section 1 would just make it clearer that that is an additional aspect of offence history that 

needs specific attention especially given the unique needs of sex offenders (CSC Website, CD 

715-2). 

Risk 
 

For this policy the discussion on risk will also be shorter given that there are only 

three primary codes. This will act as a summary to what is said in the analysis section. As 

indicated above when discussing the other policies, it is important to understand that risk and 

desistance do not seem to be singular within themselves, and this will be discussed later in 

the discussion section. To start, “history/offence history” can relate to the risk paradigm in 

the sense that the information in this code highlights risk to parole officers and communities 

(CSC Website, CD 715-2). The information in this code also mentions risk factors deemed 

important by Andrews and Bonta (2010) such as substance abuse (CSC Website, CD 715-2). 

The next code “relationships/support/community” incorporates aspects of the risk 

paradigm because it discusses the breakdown of relationships (relationships can help lower 

recidivism (Lo and Zhong 2006)), and asks about the community, which can relate to leisure 

activities, and connections the individual has to the community, which can lower crime 

(Williams 2006; Williams and Walker 2006). 

Lastly, “responses to interventions including situations” incorporates aspects of the risk 

paradigm because within this policy there is talk of changes in attitudes, and that could mean 

changing attitudes that are considered at risk for offending or recidivism such as anti-social 

cognitions (CSC Website, CD 715-2; also see Healy and O’Donnell 2000; Palmer and Hollin 
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2004). The mention of negative aspects of environment lends itself to aspects such as deviant 

recreational activities (see Atkinson 2014, for example). In terms of sex offenders, given the 

way this policy is structured there is no suggestion of how risk is incorporated into this policy 

given that this policy makes note of referring to CD 705-6 for sex offender information (CSC 

Website, CD 715-2). 

Code Summary 
 
  This policy was only coded in terms of primary codes, thus the table presented below 

summarizes the important aspects of those primary codes, and then discusses them in relation to 

the risk and desistance paradigms. 

 Table 12: CD 715-2 Code Summary  
CD 715-2 Primary Codes Main 

Desistance 
Paradigm 
Factors 
Included 

Sex 
Offender 
Desistance 

Main Risk 
Paradigm 
Factors 
Included 

Desistance 
or Risk 
Paradigm 
Dominated?  
Or Both? 

History/Offence History There is a lot 
of mention of 
treatment in 
this code, 
which is a 
formal social 
control 
element in 
relation to 
desistance 
(see Farmer, 
McAlinden, 
and Maruna 
2015). 

** No sex 
offender 
section in 
this policy, 
but does 
reference 
CD 715-1, 
which says 
that the 
parole 
officer 
should take 
into account 
the sex 
offender 
checklist in 
CD 705-6). 

Relates to the 
risk paradigm 
because 
included in 
this code is 
mention of 
risk factors 
such as 
substance 
abuse 
(Andrews and 
Bonta 2010). 
Can also 
include other 
factors such 
as anti-social 
personality 
(Andrews and 
Bonta 2010). 

Both, but 
more risk 
paradigm 
focused. 

Relationships/Support/Community Similar to the 
codes for the 
policies 

 More 
desistance 
based, but 

Both but 
more 
desistance 
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above, 
mention of 
relationships 
and 
community 
are present 
here, and 
they can help 
with the 
desistance 
process (see 
Kras 2019). 

relates to the 
risk paradigm 
because 
relationships 
can relate to 
lower 
recidivism 
(Lo and 
Zhong 2006). 

paradigm 
focused. 

Responses to Interventions 
Including Situations 

Similar to 
CD 705-6 
there is a 
reflective 
element here 
(Maruna 
2001). 

 Could be a 
change of 
attitudes 
which could 
mean that 
attitudes 
related to the 
risk paradigm 
changed such 
as anti-social 
cognitions 
(Palmer and 
Hollin 2004). 

Both. 

   

CD 715-3: Community Assessments 
 

The purpose of this policy is for when a parole officer needs to complete a community 

assessment especially when “there is a new significant source of community information 

and/or support which needs to be assessed for release planning, including a temporary 

absence and work release location, or when the offender is in the community” (CSC Website, 

CD 715-3, 2). Community assessments are also done when there is new information on file, 

or when the offender is no longer suspended, and is going to be released in another area (CSC 

Website, CD 715-3). There are two focused codes in this policy, and they are “acceptance and 

understanding” and “connections to society”. They will be explored below. 
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“Acceptance and Understanding” 
 

Under this policy this code includes the primary codes of “willingness and 

responsibility” and “criminal past/history/escape/current status”. Therefore, there is an element 

of past acceptance of mistakes, and current abilities to recognize said mistakes. 

Informal Social Control 
 

In this policy there is again mention of what the parole officer should ask collateral 

contacts (or community contacts), about “the offender’s motivation to engage in their 

Correctional Plan” (CSC Website, CD 715-3, 7). This within itself relates to CD 705-6, and 

since this policy is more focused on the assessment of those in the community, there is no 

need to expand this statement to include everything that is included in every aspect of the 

correctional plan (CSC Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-3). It is also safe to 

assume that said collateral contact could have been in contact with the parole officer before, 

and therefore would be familiar with what a correctional plan is. Thus, I do not recommend 

any additions for this part of the policy, given that aspects of the correctional plan have been 

critiqued above in the discussion of CD 705-6. 

In terms of community contacts, this policy also states that the parole officer should 

inquire about how the community contact can help the offender in programming (CSC 

Website, CD 715-3). This both encompasses aspects of formal and informal control. In terms 

of informal control, if we assume that the community contact is a friend of the offender (or 

just a positive social bond or support network), then that is a factor of the desistance paradigm 

that could help the offender desist (Kras 2019; Lin 1986; Cullen 1994). In terms of community 

programs, that could be an aspect of formal control, especially if it is part of conditions for 

offenders. Community programs are not necessarily “treatment options” therefore, I do not 
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believe that literature involving treatment is directly applicable. However, it is not 

unreasonable to assume that the same idea could persist; the offender could feel obligated to 

go to community programming because they think it could be frowned upon if they do not 

want to go (Brown 2005). I recognize that Brown (2005) talks about this in relation to sex 

offenders, but again, I think the same principle around judgement could apply to other 

offenders as well. 

Furthermore, the parole officer should assess “all dynamic factors associated with the 

offender’s criminality” (CSC Website, CD 715-3, 7). As explained above, some dynamic 

factors such as relationships, friendships (etc.) have aspects of informal social control related 

to them if the relationships and social bonds are positive (Kras 2019). There is also mention in 

this policy of inquiring about how the offender accepts what they have done, and in what ways 

they do so (CSC Website, CD 715-3). This within itself has been a theme in this paper; the 

self-reflective lens in which the policies are written can lend themselves to secondary 

desistance, or at least get the offender thinking about the consequences of their actions 

(Maruna 2001). Given that these dynamic factors are mentioned in Annex E of CD 705-6 in a 

concrete amount of detail, the detail they are mentioned in CD 715-3 is sufficient (CSC 

Website, CD 715-3). 

Formal Social Control 
 

The one element that encompasses formal social control under this policy is where the 

parole officer is instructed to glean information about “whether the offender has refused to 

participate in a rehabilitation or reintegration program” (CSC Website, CD 715-3, 10). Above, 

in discussing CD 705-6, I criticize the policy for not making the questions about treatment 

personal in any way (CSC Website, CD 705-6). I maintain this criticism for this policy (CSC 
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Website, CD 715-3). This is because the offender could have refused to participate in 

treatment for a multitude of reasons including living too far, or having personal life situations 

wherein attending would not have been feasible (i.e., the offender does not drive, and in order 

to get to treatment they need to ask a friend or family member, but they are ashamed to do so). 

I also believe that phrasing this statement this way lends itself to focusing on the offender’s 

“problems” which is very characteristic of risk assessment (Nee and Vernham 2016, 39) (in 

this case the offender’s problem being the behaviour that has led them to offending). 

This section in CD 715-3 could be addressed by adding a statement within the 

subsection that asks “why the offender has refused to participate in a rehabilitation or 

reintegration program”, or a prompt can be added for the parole officer in which they are 

asked to simply ask the offender to expand on their treatment history (CSC Website, CD 715-

3). I understand the parole officer can take the information from CD 705-6 as it pertains to 

rehabilitation, but that policy also does not have an in-depth explanation of factors that could 

affect this; therefore, the same suggestion stands (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

 Lastly, of note, above I talk about community programs as not necessarily being 

treatment options, but as potentially having some of the same aspects around them in terms of 

the idea that offenders could be pressured to attend. In the discussion presented above, I took 

rehabilitation to lean more on the medical end of treatment (whether that would be 

behavioural or substance), however I argue that whether we are talking about community 

programs, rehabilitation programs, or reintegration programs, the same suggestion applies: 

there needs to be a more in-depth conversation around these aspects as it is not always clear 

cut as to why an offender may not have participated (CSC Website, CD 715-3). 

“Connections to Society” 
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This focused code has been present in every policy except for that of CD 715-2. In 

this case, this code encompasses much of the same aspects as it did throughout the other 

policies, including “support/community” and “employment/aspects of employment”. 

Informal Social Control 
 

In terms of community and support, this policy directly addresses these issues by 

having the parole officer assess if community resources are adequate for their needs when they 

are to be released in society (CSC Website, CD 715-3). This policy also asks for the parole 

officer to take into account what sorts of support the offender needs (financial or social etc.) 

(CSC Website, CD 715-3). Through my analysis of CD 705-6 I mention that the policy 

(specifically Annex E (DFIA-R)) does adequately discuss relationships and also inquires 

about the offender’s connection to the community (CSC Website, CD 705-6). CD 715-3 is 

doing the same thing, just not to the same detailed extent as it is covered elsewhere (CSC 

Website, CD 715-3). Although this information being covered elsewhere is not a reason not to 

suggest additional information be covered in CD 715-3, repetition is not effective, and CD 

715-3, in its cross references section makes note that other policies the parole officer should 

reference include CD 715-1 (CSC Website, CD 715-3). And, as expressed above, in CD 715-1 

there is written instructions for the parole officer to address aspects of the offender’s life that 

are covered in CD 705-6 (CSC Website, CD 715-1). Therefore, there is a lot of 

interconnectedness between the policies. 

 Under this code there is also mention of social services in this policy, in that the parole 

officer should assess “availability of social services for problems with drugs, alcohol, mental 

health, income support, etc.” (CSC Website, CD 715-3, 8). Although this can be seen as an 

aspect of formal control because of the mention of drugs and alcohol and the way it is phrased 
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as though it is referring to treatment, I think it is more social support focused because on page 

10 of this policy they actually address “rehabilitation” (CSC Website, CD 715-3, 10). Thus, 

this falls under what I mentioned above in regard to community resources and is adequate 

enough given that the parole officer can refer to CD 715-1, and CD 705-6 if they require more 

information. 

Secondly, this focused code focuses on “employment/aspects of employment”. This is 

an interesting part of this policy because part of the reason for a community assessment could 

be for the offender to be released on a work release (CSC Website, CD 715-3). This policy asks 

the parole officer to assess “the community employer’s understanding of the offence cycle and 

willingness to accept the offender on work release” and “any concerns expressed by the 
 
employer” (CSC Website, CD 715-3, 7). With regard to the first statement, it makes sense 

the parole officer needs to assess this because it is known that people with criminal records 

have a harder time obtaining a job (Graffam, Shinkfield, and Hardcastle 2008). Thus, the 

employer understanding the offence cycle could help maintain a truthful and honest 

relationship between the employer and the offender which could break the stigma around 

hiring offenders. 

It is also known that jobs can help in the desistance process (Craig and Foster 2013; 

Verbruggen, Blokland, and Geest 2012), therefore within itself this policy covers 

employment and desistance. However, I have a suggestion as to how this policy could better 

address employment (CSC Website, CD 715-3). I think it would be beneficial if the parole 

officer could also assess if the employer has other offenders who work for them. This most 

likely could be a confidentiality issues, and the point would not be to ask about what exactly 

the other offenders did, but to gauge if the offender seeking employment would have a 
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support network there. This could be beneficial as not only do offenders struggle in the 

community when it comes to getting a job (Brown 2004), but social networks could be 

positive for offenders (Lin 1986), and said support could come in the form of friends who the 

offender is working with, who understand their struggles and relate to them personally. I also 

understand that having several offenders at the same place of employment could hinder 

desistance (Visher and Courtney 2007). Thus, my suggestion is not faultless, but it is 

something to consider especially if the offender is being released into the community, and 

might need extra support. 

Sex Offender Desistance 
 

This policy does not have a dedicated sex offender desistance section and does not 

directly make reference to CD 705-6 where there is a Sex Offender History Checklist (CSC 

Website, CD 705-6). In some ways it would make sense if this policy where to add a sex 

offender section in that it could be beneficial to know an offender’s history prior to a 

Community Assessment (CSC Website, CD 715-3). With that said, however, since this policy 

is focused on community assessment for the purpose of reintegration and release, I do not 

think a Sex Offender History Checklist needs to be added. However, I think it is important to 

consider that if a parole officer is completing this assessment for a sex offender there are 

legitimate factors to consider. I observed that this policy does incorporate aspects of the 

desistance paradigm but does not go the extra step to incorporate statements or thoughts 

within the assessment that would be pertinent for sex offenders (CSC Website, CD 715-3). I 

argue earlier in this paper that sex offender desistance should be seen as different because of 

the weight that label holds in society. The pertinence of the Not in My Backyard Movement 

(Griffiths 2015) is why it is at least important to consider sex offender factors within this 
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policy. 

 I discuss how this policy talks about how the parole officer should understand and 

look into the community resources available for the offender upon release (CSC Website, CD 

715-3), and I discuss how this is adequate because of CD 705-6 Annex E and how factors of 

support and community are mentioned in depth in that policy (CSC Website, CD 705-6). I 

maintain that this is true, and that it is adequate, but I believe that CD 715-3 should add (either 

in brackets or under another bullet point) “consider special programming for sex offenders”. 

This would be useful for multiple reasons. First, since sex offenders are stigmatized against, 

thinking about special programming would be beneficial if they were to be released. But, 

secondly (and more importantly), programs such as CoSA are not only effective in reducing 

recidivism (Wilson, Picheca, and Prinzo 2005; Wilson, Cortoni, and McWhinnie 2009), but 

also include community members in the program (Hannem and Petrunik 2007). Therefore, 

even though the policy does not have to mention CoSA specifically, it could be beneficial to 

make a note about special programming. 

Above, I discuss how employment and desistance are related (Craig and Foster 2013; 

Verbruggen, Blokland, and Geest 2012), and suggest that parole officer could go more in 

depth with an employer to discuss if they have other offenders working for them. In CD 705-6 

I suggest that the aspects of the Sex Offender History Checklist that should be added include 

asking an offender how they would navigate a conversation about their sex offences if it came 

up in relation to employment (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Although CD 715-3 is less direct 

(i.e., the parole officer is looking to community individuals to provide assessment on the 

offender), I believe it would be beneficial for the policy to include the parole officer not only 

asking the employer about who works for them (like mentioned above), but also about the 
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community the workplace is in (CSC Website, CD 715-3). This could at least somewhat help 

the parole officer contextualize what would happen if the news got out that a specific 

employer was hiring sex offenders. Given that the parole officer is to talk to a perspective 

employer in this policy, it is safe to assume that the workplace would not conflict with any 

conditions the offender would have (i.e., it would not be near a school), therefore location in 

that sense would not be worth bringing up in this policy (CSC Website, CD 715-3). 

I also mention how treatment within this policy, specifically in relation to 

rehabilitation needs to come with a “why” question when assessing if an offender has refused 

treatment in the past (CSC Website, CD 715-3). This policy could ask more questions 

regarding rehabilitation that are sex offender specific, but I feel as though the why question, 

coupled with the fact that the parole officer would know if the offender has a sexual offence 

history, is adequate in this case. 

Overall, these suggestions are not necessarily large, but gives the policy more 

complexity to consider not only general desistance factors, but also sex offender desistance 

factors. 

Summary CD 715-3 
 

This section will discuss and summarize the discussion portion of this policy. 
 
Informal Control 
 

CD 715-3 mentions the importance of the correctional plan, which is adequate given that 
 
CD 705-6 touches on this in detail, thus there is no need to expand (CSC Website, CD 715-

3). The mention of assessing dynamic factors is also adequate because it is clear that the 

policy recognizes how important it is to consider them; also, CD 705-6 goes in depth 

especially in Annex E around these factors, so no elaboration is necessary (CSC Website, 
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CD 715-3; CSC Website, CD 705-6). Furthermore, in my opinion asking community 

contacts if they can help with programming for the offender is positive and could act as a 

strong and positive social bond for the offender. 

This policy does inquire about different aspects of support for the offender, but, as 

mentioned above, not in as much detail as CD 705-6 does, but that is not relevant as the 

interconnectedness of CD 715-3, CD 715-1 and CD 705-6 means this topic is covered (CSC 

Website, CD 715-3). Lastly, in terms of employment this policy could do a better job at 

engaging with community employers about who works for them in hopes of potentially having 

work be an aspect of positive social interaction (CSC Website, CD 715-3). 

Formal Control 
 

In terms of formal control in this policy, the same criticism mentioned in relation to 

CD 705-6 stands. When discussing treatment, CD 715-3 lacks asking “why” in regard to 

reasons an offender refused treatment (CSC Website, CD 715-3). The fact it does not ask 

why fits into the risk paradigm in that there is a larger focus on the offender’s “problem” 

instead of getting to the root of why they did not attend (Nee and Vernham 2016, 39). 

Including the question why in the assessment would help the parole officer gain a fuller 

picture of the obstacles the offender faces in life that could hinder treatment (CSC Website, 

CD 715-3). 

Sex Offender Desistance 
 

This policy needs to make note of, or at least make it known that the parole officer 

should consider special sex offender programming (such as CoSA) when completing the 

community assessment, as this could be important for sex offenders to be integrated into the 

community with a strong support system (CSC Website, CD 715-3). Lastly, inquiring about 
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the community that a sex offender could be working in could also be beneficial as this could 

help the parole officer glean insight shall public stigma prevail. 

Risk 
 

Risk aspects within CD 715-3 are included in the code “criminal 

past/history/escape/current legal status” particularly as included in this code are dynamic 

factors which could include risk factors as identified by Andrews and Bonta (2010) (CSC 

Website, CD 715-3). Also, aspects within this policy such as escape, and criminal associates 

fall into risk factors within the risk paradigm such as anti-social cognitions and anti-social 

associates (Andrews and Bonta 2010).   

 Furthermore, for the code “support/community” there is mention of access to 

community services which could be considered under leisure and recreation especially if 

community services become something that the offender attends regularly (Andrews and 

Bonta 2010; CSC Website, CD 715-3). Also, the mention of substance abuse support in this 

code also relates to risk in that substance abuse is a factor that could contribute to recidivism 

(Håkansson and Berglund 2012). 

Within the code “willingness and responsibility” the major aspects that relate to risk 

within the policy and code come from the expectation that the offender will start to recognize 

what they did, and how it affected people (CSC Website, CD 715-3). However, anti-social 

cognitions can have an effect on taking responsibility for actions, and since anti-social 

cognitions are a risk factor identified by Andrews and Bonta (2010), this code has a risk 

element. Lastly, as mentioned above in previous policies, employment decreases risk of 

offence (Benda, Harm and Toombs 2005), therefore under the code for this policy 

“employment/aspect of employment”, the fact that the policy recognizes this as important 
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means that they have recognized its value in relation to risk. 

In terms of sexual offenders, I mention that this policy needs to make more of a 

mention of programming for sexual offenders. This within itself does not necessarily relate to 

risk. However, the fact the policy does not inquire about programming leads me to make the 

connection that if a parole officer does not ask about programming this could hinder the 

offender’s ability to associate with pro-social associates instead of anti-social ones, and to 

change any anti-social cognitions they may have (Andrews and Bonta 2010). Thus, in this 

situation not asking about programming hinders desistance, but also could increase risk. 

 In CD 715-3 aspects such as support and employment also relate to desistance as much as 

they relate to risk (Cullen 1994; Lin 1986; Craig and Foster 2013; Hansen 2003). This will be 

highlighted more at the end of the discussion, but just as mentioned in the policies above, it is 

important to take note of the simultaneous nature of risk and desistance. 

Code Summary 
 
 Just like for the previous two policies, below is a table that summarizes how the focused 

codes for this policy incorporate aspects of the desistance and risk paradigms. This table also 

touches on if the codes are more risk or desistance paradigm dominated. 

 Table 13: CD 715-3 Code Summary 
CD 715-3 
Focused Codes 

Main 
Desistance 
Paradigm 
Factors 
Included 

Sex Offender 
Desistance 

Main Risk 
Paradigm 
Factors 
Included 

Desistance or 
Risk Paradigm 
Dominated?  
Or Both? 

Acceptance and 
Understanding  

Focus on 
dynamic factors 
that are mostly 
mentioned in CD 
705-6 but 
covered in 
enough detail in 
this policy. 

** This policy 
does not have a 
dedicated sex 
offender section 
and could make 
note of certain 
aspects such as 
special 

Included in this 
code is offence 
history, therefore 
aspects such as 
anti-social 
cognitions for 
example, are 
prevalent here 

Both, but more 
desistance 
paradigm 
focused. 
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There is also the 
mention of 
programming in 
this policy, 
which can also 
relate to the 
desistance 
paradigm 
(Farmer, 
McAlinden and 
Maruna (2015). 
Willingness and 
Responsibility is 
a primary code 
that is under this 
focused code, 
and could also 
have a reflective 
element to it that 
leads to 
secondary 
desistance 
(Maruna 2001) 

programming for 
sex offenders. 

(Andrews and 
Bonta 2010). 

Connections to 
Society 

Mention of 
social services 
(which relates to 
social support) 
in this code that 
could be 
provided to the 
offender, along 
with 
employment 
which is also 
related to 
desistance 
(Cullen 1994, 
Craig and Foster 
2013). 

 A connection to 
society could 
relate to risk 
aspects such as 
and offender 
engaging in 
leisure and 
recreation 
(Andrews and 
Bonta 2010). 

Both, but more 
of a risk 
paradigm focus. 

  

Policy Comparisons in Relation to Desistance 
 

In my analysis section I grouped together focused codes in order to highlight 

Charmaz’s (2006) question around comparing texts that deal with similar topics as part of 



   194 
 

CGT. Given that this is present in my analysis section, I felt as though this should also be a 

prevalent question to address in my discussion section. As seen above, in the summary 

sections of my discussion, I summarize my suggestions and commentaries on desistance. 

Therefore, this section will serve as summarizing the main points as they pertain to informal 

social control, formal social control, and sex offender desistance. My discussion above, and 

the summary that goes along with said discussion, incorporates some of the smaller and larger 

trends I found when looking for desistance in the CSC policies. However, this policy 

comparison section is different because I will only be discussing the bigger and most frequent 

themes found across policies. At the end of this subsection I will discuss some of the common 

themes within policies where aspects of the risk paradigm are also prevalent. 

Informal Social Control 
 

CD 705-6, CD 715-1, and CD 715-2 all to some extent have a personalized element to 

the ways in which they ask offenders about their personal thoughts in regard to their offences, 

their subsequent actions from the offence and the consequences that have resulted because of 

their offences and actions (CSC Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, 

CD 715-2; Maruna 2001). Employment is mentioned in CD 705-6, CD 715-1, and CD 715-3, 

and its lack of mention in CD 715-2 is not as big of a deal as is not like these policies have 

ignored the importance of employment altogether (CSC Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, 

CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 715-2; CSC Website, CD 715-3). In CD 705-6 employment is 

talked about in depth in terms of skills but could still bear to incorporate an understanding of 

non-formal employment (CSC Website, CD 705-6; Harris 2016). In the other two policies 

employment is mentioned in relation to social bonds (i.e., location is inquired about in CD 

715-1, and in CD 715-3 community employers are being talked to), and although I maintain 
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that CD 715-3 could go further in their questions with the community employer, employment 

aspects are still mentioned throughout (CSC Website, CD 715-1, CSC Website, CD 715-3). 

All four policies incorporate several aspects of social bonds within their assessment 

sections. For example, CD 705-6 has a detailed questionnaire around family and relationships, 

CD 715-1 inquires about the offender’s associates, CD 715-2 discusses social bonds especially 

in relation to community and stability, and CD 715-3 incorporates community contacts in a 

way that is indicative of social bonds (CSC Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1; 

CSC Website, CD 715-2; CSC Website, CD 715-3). 

Formal Social Control 
 

Firstly, a theme every policy has in common is that they are created by a criminal 

justice organization, and parole officers who assess offenders on the basis of these policies are 

criminal justice actors, and thus possess an aspect of formal control (CSC Website, CD 705-6; 

CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 715-2; CSC Website, CD 715-3; Brogden and 

Harkin 2000). Furthermore, education is mentioned in both CD 705-6, and CD 715-1; in CD 

705-6 there are many questions around education and learning styles, and in CD 715-1 

inquiring about education is mentioned, just with significantly less detail (CSC Website, CD 

705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1). Both of these policies could benefit from asking about the 

offender’s current education level. 

Another major theme present across all four policies was treatment or interventions 

(CSC Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 715-2; CSC Website, 

CD 715- 3). These questions should not only be clearer (i.e., my suggestion around defining 

what intervention means in CD 715-1 and CD 715-2), but much of the treatment discussion 

within these policies would benefit from a more personalized element, as treatment 



   196 
 

experiences can vary from offender to offender. 

Sex Offender Desistance 
 

Of all the policies only CD 705-6 had a specific sex offender section (CSC Website, 

CD 705-6). My suggestions for this section is that it should inquire more about social bonds 

(in terms of if the offender has support in the community), it should prepare the offender more 

for the potential of social outcry within the community, should have more questions about 

treatment and the offender’s past experiences, and should also inquire more about 

accommodations (CSC Website, CD 705-6). CD 715-1 despite not having a sex offender 

section, does incorporate aspects that are relatable for sex offenders such as living in a remote 

location—however this policy should follow these questions up more thoroughly (CSC 

Website, CD 715-1). CD 715-2 also does not have a sex offender section but mentioning sex 

offender history in this policy would help acknowledged the different needs sex offenders have 

(CSC Website, CD 715-2). Lastly, CD 715-3 has the same issue as CD 715-1—the policy 

would benefit from acknowledging that programming, for example would be different for sex 

offenders, and therefore putting a statement about this in their policy could at least 

acknowledge this difference (CSC Website, CD 715-3). 

 Although there is not necessarily one theme that is present throughout each policy in 

regard to sex offenders (in terms of informal and formal social control), the interesting part 

here is that CD 715-1 and CD 715-2 both incorporate some aspects of sex offender desistance 

without having a sex offender section, but still required further suggestions on how to better 

integrate sex offender desistance (CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 715-2). 

Furthermore, for CD 715-3 the suggestions made were minor and had more to do with 

wording and special considerations for sex offenders, but the factors that these suggestions 
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were attached to could be related to sex offenders, thus there were no elements that simply did 

not relate (CSC Website, CD 715-3). 

Hence, I would argue that although these policies in relation to sex offender 

desistance have no major themes that run concretely in them (i.e., like education or 

treatment), the alternative theme here is straightforward: regardless of having a sex offender 

section within the policy or not, these policies would all benefit from going into detail about 

certain aspects of sex offender desistance. That detail will differ given that each policy is 

different. Hence, although each policy has sex offender desistance aspects, no one policy 

covers these aspects flawlessly. 

Risk 
 

In my discussion section I already summarized what was discussed in my analysis 

section in relation to the risk paradigm. To avoid more repetition, in this policy comparison 

section I am simply going to list the trends that were captured throughout every policy that 

have risk components consistent with the central eight risk factors outlined by Andrews and 

Bonta (2010). Every policy discusses to some extent: current offences, relationships (including 

support), drugs and alcohol (sometimes referenced as substance abuse), employment, and 

situations (whether that would be personal interpretations of situations or reactions and 

responses to the criminal act) (CSC Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC 

Website, CD 715-2; CSC Website, CD 715-3). These are just the bigger themes that have been 

consistent throughout the policies, this is not to say that the other codes I discussed do not 

incorporate important risk factors as well. In terms of sex offending in particular and its 

connection to risk, the policies are all a bit different but touch on aspects that affect risk and 

recidivism such as treatment, anti-social peers, and leisure (CSC Website, CD 705-6; CSC 
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Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 715-2; CSC Website, CD 715-3; Andrews and Bonta 

2010). 

Summary 
 

The major themes across these policies include employment, education, social 

bonds, interaction from criminal justice personnel, and treatment and interventions (CSC 

Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 715-2; CSC Website, CD 

715-3). Sex offender desistence was an encompassing aspect throughout each of the four 

policies, but, again, could benefit from the addition of additional aspects (CSC Website, CD 

705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 715-2; CSC Website, CD 715-3). In 

terms of themes across the policies that included aspects of the risk paradigm, they include: 

current offences, relationships, substance abuse, employment and situations (CSC Website, 

CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 715-2; CSC Website, CD 715-3; 

Andrews and Bonta 2010). 

Final Thoughts: Desistance versus Risk 
 

Throughout the analysis and discussion portions of this paper, I point to instances 

wherein the word risk is used in the assessment criteria. For example, in CD 715-2 when risk 

is mentioned in relation to questioning how an offender’s behaviour change has impacted 

their “risk level” (CSC Website, CD 715-2, 14). Of note here, is that of the times I mentioned 

risk in this paper in relation to the policies, I was able to follow this up with discussion on 

how despite using “risk” as a term in the policies, there were still some aspects of the 

desistance paradigm present (CSC Website, CD 715-2, 14). This within itself is an interesting 

trend because it shows that risk and desistance narratives can coexist and aspects of both of 

these paradigms can be present. 
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In relation to the desistance paradigm, I talk about how these policies incorporate 

social bonds and support (family, relationships, and friends) in a way that is consistent with 

how the desistance literature frames the importance of these factors for the desistance process 

(see Laub and Sampson 1993; Kras 2019; Laub and Sampson 2003; Berg and Huebner 2011). 

The relationship an offender has to the community is also inquired about in these policies and 

is further related to the desistance paradigm, and how community bonds can help foster pro-

social relationships that the offender will have with the community (including support) (Lin 

1986; CSC Website, CD 705-6). Education, including skill set and learning styles were 

mentioned most frequently in CD 705-6 and CD 715-1 which relates to formal social control, 

and education can also relate to employability (see Hansen 2003; Machin, Marie, and Vujić 

2011; Blomberg et al. 2011; Lockwood et al. 2012). Employment was also mentioned in these 

policies, and employment can be a factor of desistance (Craig and Foster 2013; Verbruggen, 

Blokland, and Geest 2012). 

Treatment is also discussed in all four of these policies (CSC Website, CD 705-6; 

CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 715-2; CSC Website, CD 715-3), and is related 

to desistance because treatment programs have been shown to kickstart a shift in the 

offender towards understanding their negative behaviour, but is also shown to foster 

positive support networks (Mann, Devendran, and Lundrigan 2019). Further, substance 

abuse treatment is also shown to positively influence reintegration (Davis, Bahr, and Ward 

2012). 

Of more immediate importance, however, is that throughout these policies I was also 

able to relate almost every primary code to the risk paradigm in some way (in accordance with 

Andrews and Bonta’s (2010) central eight risk factors). This also included discussing aspects 
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such as the relationship the offender has to the community, education, employment, substance 

abuse, and incorporating aspects of personality and personal situation into the discussion 

around risk (CSC Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 715-2; 

CSC Website, CD 715- 3). It is also important to note that sex offender desistance aspects also 

had risk aspects closely correlated with them in the policies (CSC Website, CD 705-6; CSC 

Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 715-2; CSC Website, CD 715-3). 

 Thus, at the end of this analysis and discussion I am left questioning if the need to move 

towards a more desistance focused and less risk focused paradigm is needed to assess offender’s 

for community reintegration. If there is such a considerable amount of 

overlap/interconnectedness between the risk paradigm and desistance paradigm is there really a 

benefit of going towards one over another? Should the focus then move to balancing both risk 

and desistance? This is an important time to remember that there have been training programs for 

parole officers that incorporate both paradigms, therefore this idea of overlapping has been 

considered before (Horan 2015; Serin and Lloyd 2017). There are also assessment tools that take 

both into account (Horan, Wong, and Szifris 2019). 

The next section of this thesis will conclude this paper and discuss the limitations and 

the future direction of research for this topic.
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Conclusion 
 
 This thesis explored CSC policies CD 705-6, CD 715-1, CD 715-2, and CD 715-3 

through a combination of policy analysis, thematic analysis, CDA and CGT in order to assess 

if there were aspects of the desistance paradigm present within them. Through this analysis it 

was found that these policies all present with aspects of informal and formal social control that 

can contribute to the desistance process, including aspects such as employment, social bonds, 

education, and treatment (CSC Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, 

CD 715-2; CSC Website CD 715-3). Further, the policies had themes present between all four 

of them that related to the risk paradigm, such as drugs and alcohol, employment, relationships 

(including support), and situational factors. 

 To summarize in more detail, I will go over the main points of my analysis of each policy 

as it relates to general desistance (informal and formal social control). In terms of informal 

social control, CD 705-6 does a respectable job of asking questions that are reflective for 

offenders, which paves the way for secondary desistance, and does a good job of discussing 

social bonds (CSC Website, CD 705-6). This policy should include non-formal aspects of work 

(Harris 2016), and pay more attention to age at first offence (CSC Website, CD 705-6). In terms 

of formal control this policy could do a better job at asking questions in terms of education and 

current abilities, should also take into account the previous relationship offenders have had with 

their parole officers, and should inquire further about past treatment (CSC Website, CD 705-6). 

 In CD 715-1, in terms of general desistance and informal social control, the policy should 

really focus on relationships more (specifically collateral contacts) (CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

Overall, this policy does a good job at inquiring about social bonds (CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

In terms of informal social control, this policy does an adequate job of discussing treatment, but 
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could, like CD 705-6, ask more about education (CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, CD 

705-6).  

 CD 715-2 does an effective job at accounting for offence history, especially in the way 

the policy talks about the offence cycle (CSC Website, CD 715-2). The policy also does a good 

job at presenting what sort of information the parole officer should gather from collateral 

contacts (CSC Website, CD 715-2). In terms of formal social control, the policy requires the 

parole officers to gather information from other actors in the criminal justice system in relation 

to an offender, which is a positive aspect of the policy (CSC Website, CD 715-2). The policy 

could explain more clearly what intervention means (CSC Website, CD 715-2). Lastly, CD 715-

3, does a good job of inquiring about the correctional plan, and about the community (CSC 

Website, CD 715-3). It could do a better job of talking with community employers about 

offenders to ensure a positive work environment (CSC Website, CD 715-3). In terms of formal 

social control, this policy should inquire more about why an offender refused treatment (CSC 

Website, CD 715-3).   

 The analysis and discussion for this thesis specifically focused on looking at how sex 

offender desistance was incorporated into these policies. All of the policies incorporated sex 

offender desistance elements to different extents, regardless of if there was a specified sex 

offender section within them (CSC Website, CD 705-6; CSC Website, CD 715-1; CSC Website, 

CD 715-2; CSC Website CD 715-3). Specifically, in CD 705-6 this is not very thorough, but 

more importantly the treatment section needs to be expanded to really understand what sex 

offenders may be feeling regarding going to treatment (CSC Website, CD 705-6). However, at 

the same time, it does address social bonds quite well, regardless of the fact that I mention it 

should really include more questions about if the offender has offended towards family (CSC 
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Website, CD 705-6). Housing and accommodations should also be addressed more within this 

policy (CSC Website, CD 705-6). Lastly, this policy needs more questions around employment 

especially for the offender to conceive how they would navigate issues relating to their offence, 

shall they come up in the professional sense (CSC Website, CD 705-6). In CD 715-1 there is no 

sex offender checklist, however, I discuss how this policy does mention aspects related to sex 

offenders such as location (i.e., being in a remote location), and I suggest that parole officers 

can expand on this especially if they know the offender is a sex offender (CSC Website, CD 

715-1). The policy mentions being restricted when it comes to intervention, and I comment on 

how this could be important to ask sex offenders given the stigma they face in relation to 

treatment (Lacombe 2008; Levins and Crewe 2015; CSC Website, CD 715-1). 

 CD 715-2 also does not have a dedicated sex offender checklist, and the one point I have 

for this policy was in regard to Annex C (Ratings Reassessment and Correctional Plan Progress) 

where a sex offence history point should be added for parole officers to consider (CSC Website, 

CD 715-2). Lastly, in CD 713-3, the policy needs to make note of sex offender programming as 

something the parole officer should consider for the offender (i.e., like CoSA), should inquire 

further about why an offender has refused treatment in the past (CSC Website, CD 715-3). 

Lastly, this policy should also make note of having the parole officer ask employers about the 

social and physical environment of the work place (CSC Website, CD 715-3). 

Even though this project was focusing more so on the desistance paradigm, I ended up 

discussing aspects of both the risk and desistance paradigms in-depth. At the end of my 

discussion, I pose several questions that could be important to answer. Although this project 

cannot answer all of these questions, I believe that it paved the way for more discussions 

around balancing risk and desistance as concepts in relation to re-offending. By nature of the 
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way my discussion upfolded, it is clear that a lot of my suggestions of where aspects of 

desistance could be included into the policies simply were a matter of adding more to what 

was already existing. In most cases, once I did this, I was able to talk about the codes I 

developed through a desistance paradigm and risk paradigm lens. Thus, in my mind, the 

conclusion that has naturally come from this project is the fact that not only can risk factors 

and desistance factors coexist, but, if written in enough detail, they can complement one 

another. 

Scholars such as Maruna and LeBel (2003), Ttofi et al. (2016), Ward and Maruna 

(2007), de Vries Robbé, de Vogel, and de Spa (2011), de Vries Robbé et al. 2015, and 

Thornton (2013) advocate for the fact that we should be looking at an offender’s strengths 

when considering re-offending and reintegration, which is what separates desistance from risk. 

But, in my analysis, I make references several times to the fact that even though “risk” is 

explicitly mentioned in policies (see CD 715-2) it does not take away from desistance aspects 

that are mentioned (CSC Website, CD 715-2). Although scholars seem to focus on how risk is 

more negative than desistance when it comes to how they present the offender’s realities (see 

Maruna and LeBel 2003; Ttofi et al. 2016; Ward and Maruna 2007, for example), it seems 

factors of these paradigms co-exist quite well in CSC policies. 

 Like I mentioned previously, the overlapping of these two paradigms in the form of both 

training programs and assessment tools does exist (Horan 2015; Serin and Lloyd 2017; Horan, 

Wong, and Szifris 2019). To expand, I would argue that this paper did encapsulate the whole 

picture from what was said in my analysis. For example, in CD 705-6, there is only one question 

about a drug and alcohol program (CSC Website, CD 705-6). I suggested not only asking more 

questions, but having those questions be centered around asking the offender what worked for 
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them and if they had support during this process. In CD 715-1 I say that focusing on responsivity 

factors is good, but if the parole officer asks the offender where the offender thinks they are at 

academically, this could also be helpful (CSC Website, CD 715-1). In CD 715-2 I mention how 

even though the parole officer has to ask about how attitude changes have affected the offender’s 

risk level, attitude change could be an avenue to secondary desistance (CSC Website, CD 715-2; 

Maruna 2001). Finally, in CD 715- 3, I mention how it would be ideal if offenders knew if other 

offenders worked at their place of employment as this could foster social bonds (CSC Website, 

CD 715-3; Lin 1986). However, drug and alcohol programs, responsivity (education), and 

attitudes all also relate to aspects of the risk paradigm (Andrews and Bonta 2010). Drugs and 

alcohol correlate to substance abuse, responsivity correlates to education, and attitudes can 

correlate to both anti- social cognitions and anti-social attitudes (Andrews and Bonta 2010). 

At the end of my discussion, I ask these two questions: if there is such a considerable 

amount of overlap/interconnectedness between the risk paradigm and desistance paradigm is 

there really a benefit of going towards one over another? I would argue that there is no benefit 

of going towards one or the other, and that they should both be balanced within correctional 

policies, despite the ideas presented by Maruna and LeBel (2003), Ttofi et al. (2016), Ward 

and Maruna (2007), de Vries Robbé, de Vogel, and de Spa (2011) and Thornton (2013) that a 

risk approach is inherently negative. 

There are several reasons as to why I believe that the concepts of both risk and 

desistance should be balanced within policies. Firstly, parole officers may interpret policies 

different ways because each parole officer is going to have a different style. Although this 

can be seen as a limitation of policies (i.e., one can question if having subjective policies is a 

good thing), the flexibility of interpretation allows for variability in supervision style. 
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Secondly, and more to the point, however, is that policies are supposed to be neutral in the 

sense that they are meant for public consumption. Given this, having a policy that presents 

and includes multiple aspects of reintegration (desistance and risk) is important so that parole 

officers who have different styles can still interpret the policies with correct intentions, and so 

multiple aspects are presented. 

Thirdly, not every offender is at the stage where they are ready to desist. If this is the 

case, then if a parole officer interpreted the policy with aspects of risk in mind instead of 

desistance, this could actually greatly help the offender minimize risks in their lives, and, 

eventually get to the point wherein desistance is possible. Finally, the flipside of this is that 

some offenders may be ready for desistance (depending on their personal characteristics and 

history). With that in mind having a policy that is considerably risk and recidivism focused 

could be detrimental to the offender and their desistance journey. Thus, since policies should 

be somewhat uniform and clear (i.e., having two policies called CD 705-6 but having one 

focusing on the desistance paradigm and one focusing on the risk paradigm could get 

confusing for parole officers especially if they did not know which one to reference in a given 

situation), it makes sense that the policies incorporate elements of both the risk and desistance 

paradigms. 

The three reasons above articulate why desistance and risk should co-exist in 

reintegration policies. There are other aspects to consider as to why going towards one or the 

other is not beneficial and why the simultaneous approach is beneficial. Above, I talk about 

why these two aspects should co-exist mostly from the point of view of parole officers and 

their interpretation of policy (in relation to offenders), however, offenders, and the effect 

policies have on them should be considered. Thus, I argue that one of the biggest arguments in 
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favour of why aspects of the desistance and risk paradigms should co-exist in policies is 

because they could allow for offenders to see where they are at in their correctional program. I 

recognize this assumes that offenders have a good relationship with their parole officer, and 

also assumes that parole officers would use the terms “risk” and “desistance” when talking 

about progress (this may not be the case and could depend on the offender’s learning level). 

However, I make this argument because there is the possibility that an offender could inquire 

about where they are in their correctional program, and if a parole officer uses the policies as a 

point of reference to explain this to them, then this could lead to an understanding of 

desistance. In a perfect scenario it could also lead to desistance.   

Although we do not know how the explanation of where an offender is at in their 

program would go (as this also depends heavily on parole officers, their style, and on the 

offender’s capability to understand), having a policy that has elements of the risk and 

desistance paradigms present could be beneficial personally for offenders, whether that would 

be to compare against their progress and/or correctional program, or to educate them around 

what the next steps are. This adds to my third point above as to why risk and desistance should 

co-exist, and the positive implications of this.  

However, one must also engage with the limitations and reasons why aspects of the 

desistance and risk paradigms should not co-exist (or some of the downsides of their co-

existence). One of the reasons I mention above as to why both paradigms should co-exist is 

that in some instances offenders may not be ready for desistance, thus having only a risk 

approach within the policies could be beneficial. However, what I think is important to realize 

here is that there is a possibility that the offender never gets to the desistance stage while on 

parole. Therefore, just because aspects of the desistance and risk paradigms co-exist, and just 
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because this could be beneficial for the parole officer’s style (and for offenders if they do 

desist), it is important to recognize that with the co-existence of these elements comes the 

assumption that the offender will desist eventually, which may not be the case. However, I 

maintain that even though this is an assumption, there is still no harm having both of these 

elements present.  

Furthermore, another argument as to why these elements should not exist together in 

policies is the idea that maybe it is only a good thing that they exist together if parole officers 

know about their co-existence. This is very much so the flipside to one of my main reasonings 

as to why these elements should exist together (i.e., the idea that they account for differing 

parole officer styles). But I still wonder if accounting for different parole officer styles could 

only become effective if the policies were structured in a way that really highlights their 

desistance and risk paradigm elements, simply as a way to offer guidance for parole officers to 

assist their clients. I do not actually recommend that CSC restructure their policies to take this 

into consideration (since the policy accounts for aspects of both paradigms anyways), but I do 

believe this point highlights the interplay between parole officer knowledge, and the way 

policies are written, and offers a point of thought around some of the potential disadvantages of 

having a policy that interweaves these two aspects quite well. But, although there are pros and 

cons to consider when a risk and desistance approach are present in policies, I argue that it is 

still beneficial that they co-exist.  

My last point in relation to reintegration policies is the idea that CSC has an obligation 

to the public and public safety. Thus, there should be a focus on the offender (in the 

individualized fashion that Serin and Lloyd (2017) mention that RNR incorporates) because 

individual factors could be predictive of how community reintegration will go. Furthermore, 
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risk needs to be considered as it pertains to community reintegration because it is not unfair to 

assume that the public will care about an offender’s risk level. Knowing what the offender’s 

risk level is has the possibility to either make the public feel safe, or unsafe. I think there are 

also other factors to consider here, such as the media. How the media responds to offenders or 

certain offenders in the community is important as it can inform how safe the public feels in 

relation to offenders being in the community.   

However, it is also important to understand that there is a spectrum of possible public 

reactions. Certain cases would likely inspire very extreme reactions, but others would inspire 

more moderate ones (based on the crimes committed). In my opinion, the tricky part lies with 

deciding which offenders transition into the community. Should it be based on whether their 

likelihood to desist intersects with the likelihood of a moderate reaction? This is not a question 

I know the answer to, but nonetheless I think it is something to consider. 

In my introduction I explain how this project is important because it could help CSC in 

developing a more revised and current policy that can better target not only sexual offenders, 

but aspects of the desistance paradigm instead of the risk paradigm. However, as stated above, 

after the analysis of the policies and conclusions gathered, it seems that these two paradigms 

are both present in the policies. This is a positive aspect of Correctional Service Canada’s 

policy on reintegration, and, thus, the revision of current policy based on the conclusions of 

this paper is not needed at this time. 

 To formally conclude, this paper not only analyzed CD 705-6, CD 715-1, CD 715-2 

and CD 715-3 for the presence of general and sex offender desistance, but in doing so looked 

specifically at aspects of the risk and desistance paradigms, and recognized how they 

complement one another, especially in these policies. This paper suggested that this is a 
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positive matter, and the coexistence of desistance and risk can not only help offenders in the 

system achieve pro-social integration but is also beneficial to parole officers who have the 

option to read the policies as they see fit. This paper also came to the conclusion that aspects of 

the risk and desistance paradigm are intertwined significantly throughout Correctional Service 

Canada policies. 

Before discussing future research, it is important to consider the limitations of this 

research project as a way to recognize the aspects of the project that could be different or 

changed.  

Limitations 
 

This project presents with several limitations that differ in gravity. First, this project 

could have taken more policies into account as they relate to the community and 

reintegration. For example, this project could have included CD 710-1 (Progress Against the 

Correctional Plan), or CD 710-7 (Work Releases) in the analysis of this thesis. Although the 

information in these policies is somewhat covered by the other policies that were analyzed, 

they could have been additional inclusions that could have added more validity to the themes 

developed and to the comparison sections of the policies that were analyzed. 

Another limitation of this research is that it is very time specific. Although I mentioned 

in the analysis section that the fact these policies were all written at the same time was 

beneficial for consistency, I also wonder how looking at the policies throughout time would aid 

in this analysis. For example, an analysis of CD 705-6, CD 715-1, CD 715-2, and CD 715-3 

from the time each of them was adopted at CSC, to current day iterations of the same policies 

could help trace how and if aspects of the desistance paradigm have been part of CSC policy 

over time. Even if these policies were not named as such back then, looking at parole or 
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reintegration policies from years ago could still be helpful. Moreover, doing an analysis of 

policy over time could also be useful in making connections between any significant social 

changes in society over time, and how said changes could mirror the ways in which offenders, 

reintegration, and parole are discussed in policy. Although this is a more drawn-out process, it 

could aid in having a better grasp of the implications and change of policy at any time. 

 A third limitation of this research has to do with the use of CGT. CGT, although being 

the appropriate method to use for this paper (see Charmaz 2006), bears a certain aspect of 

subjectivity throughout. This is not necessarily negative across the board, but what it means is 

that I coded the themes presented to me in policy by what I saw in the policy. Different people 

could theoretically derive different themes from an analysis using CGT. More to the point, 

however, is that policy, although constructed to be adhered to, does not rid itself from also 

being subjective to a certain extent. Throughout the analysis in this paper, I stopped to 

question not only word choice, but ideas within the assessment of the policy that could take on 

different meanings or were not clear. This is not to say that policy should not be analyzed, 

rather, there needs to be a recognition that in some instances there is no correct way to 

undertake a qualitative analysis that involves coding. 

 The last limitation of this project is that it did not consider women, or Indigenous status. 

Including these demographics would have meant including multiple other CDs which would 

have made this paper considerably longer. However, I also recognize the need to explore how 

CDs that pertain to women and Indigenous offenders incorporate aspects of the risk and 

desistance paradigm.   

 Next Steps and Future Research 
 

There are multiple next steps for research of this nature. Above I mention how more 
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policies could have been analyzed in the realm of CSC within this project. Given the conclusion 

that this project has come to, I maintain that more policies that incorporate community 

reintegration should be coded and analyzed for themes, as this would increase the validity of 

this type of analysis and be an interesting point of investigation. To expand, however, it could 

also be beneficial to examine other policies from other countries that have similar correctional 

processes at the federal level as Canada, in order to see how risk and desistance factors are 

present in policies, and if there are actual instances where they co-exist. 

Another avenue that could be taken is similar to my original idea for this project: 
 
interviewing a subset of past federal offenders who have been incarcerated and have also been 

in the community on parole. These interviews would consist of asking the ex-offenders what 

they thought about the assessments that were used for correctional planning while they were in 

the community. Questions could consist of asking the ex-offenders if they found the 

assessments to be helpful, and if they thought the assessments captured aspects of their life 

that either positively or negatively impacted offending behaviour. Questions here would have 

to be specific, such as “do you think the assessments that you undertook with your parole 

officer asked you relevant questions about your family/employment/relationships? Are there 

any questions or topics that you think should be added?”. 

A study set up in this way would get an ex-offender’s view of assessment content. 
 
Combining this with a thematic analysis could further help researchers understand how 

offenders contextualize what is important for reintegration. They could also help researchers 

further suggest aspects that are missing from assessments by having firsthand accounts of the 

reality of reintegration from people who have been subject to the assessment process. A 

discussion of the risk and desistance paradigms would also play a part in this project in that 
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what comes of this proposed project could help researchers understand the importance of how 

risk and desistance play out in the ex-offender’s mind (i.e., how do ex-offenders talk about 

reintegration? What particular questions or assessments helped them, and did they help them 

because they took into account risk or desistance, or both? How did the parole officer play a 

role in this?). 

 I mention above how a limitation of this project is how it does not include women or 

Indigenous offenders in the analysis. This limitation is an opportunity for further research, as 

I believe it would bring to light another layer that needs to be considered when investigating 

the ways in which policy accounts for the two paradigms.  

 This thesis came to the conclusion that aspects of the risk and desistance paradigm 

overlap in the policies ways that that are beneficial, but through the coding process provided 

concrete examples of this in CD 705-6, CD 715-1, CD 715-2, and CD 715-3. Although there 

is room for this specific research to advance and include other actors such as parole officers 

and ex-offenders, this project demonstrated that policies related to the Canadian federal 

prison system in regard to reintegration provide an adequate balance of aspects of the risk and 

desistance paradigms throughout. 

 To formally conclude, my hope is that this research not only provided satisfactory 

discussion on risk and desistance, but also showcased the multi-dimensional, multi-layered 

and complex nature of parole policies. My goal for future research is to continue this work in 

a larger capacity whether that would be academically or in a work setting.
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Appendix B: CD 715-1- Community Supervision 
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Appendix C: CD 715-2- Post-Release Decision Process 
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Appendix D: CD 715-3- Community Assessments 
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