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Safe and supportive families and communities provide a resilient, caring and protective environment, promoting a range of positive outcomes (sometimes referred to as positive ‘social capital’). Outcomes in safe and supportive communities can positively influence several COAG targets and headline indicators:

· life expectancy (section 4.1)

· young child mortality (section 4.2)

· early childhood education (section 4.3)

· reading, writing and numeracy (section 4.4)

· year 12 attainment (section 4.5)

· employment (section 4.6)

· post secondary education (section 4.7).

Problems in families and communities can contribute to disrupted social relationships and social alienation, and to alcohol and drug misuse and family violence. Three headline indicators are associated with breakdown in family and community relationships:

· substantiated child abuse and neglect (section 4.10)

· family and community violence (section 4.11)

· imprisonment and juvenile detention (section 4.12).

Outcomes in the safe and supportive communities strategic area can be affected by outcomes in several other strategic areas for action, or can influence outcomes in other areas:

· early child development (maternal health, teenage birth rate, early childhood hospitalisations, basic skills for life and earning) (chapter 5)

· education and training (school attendance and attainment, Indigenous cultural studies) (chapter 6)

· healthy lives (mental health, suicide and self-harm) (chapter 7)

· economic participation (employment status, Indigenous owned and controlled land and business, home ownership, income support) (chapter 8)

· home environment (overcrowding, access to water, sewerage and electricity) (chapter 9)

· governance and leadership (governance capacity and skills, engagement with service delivery) (chapter 11).

The indicators in this strategic area for action focus on the key factors that contribute to safe and supportive communities, as well as some measures of the implications of breakdown in family and community relationships: 

· participation in organised sport, arts or community group activities — participation in sport can contribute to good physical and mental health; confidence and self-esteem; improved academic performance; and reduced crime, smoking and illicit drug use. Indigenous people’s participation in artistic and cultural activities helps to reinforce and preserve living culture, and can also provide a profitable source of employment. The primary measures for section 10.1 are
participation in sport and recreational activities, and involvement in arts and cultural events and activities

· access to traditional lands — Indigenous people derive social, cultural and economic benefits from their connection to traditional country. Culturally, access to land and significant sites may allow Indigenous people to practise and maintain their knowledge of ceremonies, rituals and history. Socially, land can be used for recreational, health, welfare and educational purposes.  The primary measures for section 10.2 are the proportions of Indigenous people who recognise an area as their homelands, live on their homelands, or are allowed to visit their homelands

· alcohol consumption and harm — alcohol consumption has potential health and social consequences. Excessive alcohol consumption increases the risk of heart, stroke and vascular diseases, liver cirrhosis and several types of cancers. It also contributes indirectly to disability and death through accidents, violence, suicide and homicide. Alcohol misuse can also have effects at the family and community levels, contributing to workplace-related problems, child abuse and neglect, financial problems, family breakdown, family violence, and crime. The primary measure for section 10.3 is alcohol consumption and associated risk levels. This section also includes data on alcohol related hospitalisations, deaths and crime

· drug and other substance use and harm — drug and other substance misuse contributes to illness and disease, accident and injury, violence and crime, family and social disruption, and workplace problems. Reducing drug related harm can improve health, social and economic outcomes at both individual and community levels. The primary measure for section 10.4 is the proportion of people aged 18 years or over who recently used illicit drugs. This section also includes data on drug related hospitalisations, deaths and crime

· juvenile diversions — Indigenous young people have a high rate of contact with the juvenile justice system (see section 4.12). Juvenile diversion programs can contribute to a reduction in antisocial behaviour and offending. The primary measure for section 10.5 is juvenile diversions as a proportion of all juvenile offenders. The focus is on diversionary measures as alternatives to court proceedings; that is, diversion before contact with the formal criminal justice system

· repeat offending — Indigenous people are over-represented in prisons, and are likely to come into contact with the criminal justice system at younger ages than non‑Indigenous people. Once Indigenous offenders come into contact with the criminal justice system, they are more likely than non-Indigenous offenders to have repeat contact with it. Therefore, it is important that Indigenous people who have had contact with the criminal justice system have the opportunity to integrate back into the community and lead positive and productive lives. Reducing reoffending may also help break the intergenerational offending cycle (whereby incarceration of one generation affects later generations through the breakdown of family structures). The primary measures for section 10.6 are adult repeat offending (the proportion of prisoners currently under sentence with known prior adult imprisonment) and juvenile repeat offending (independent cohort studies measuring longitudinal juvenile offending patterns).

Attachment tables

Attachment tables for this chapter are identified in references throughout this chapter by an ‘A’ suffix (for example, table 10A.1.1). These tables can be found on the Review web page (www.pc.gov.au/gsp), or users can contact the Secretariat directly.

10.1
Participation in organised sport, arts or community group activities

	Box 10.1.1
Key messages

	· For Indigenous people aged 15 years and over, between 2002 and 2008:

· there were increases in the proportions of people who participated in sporting events and recreational events (from 49.3 per cent to 57.4 per cent) (table 10A.1.13)

· there was a decrease in the proportion of people who attended cultural events (from 68.1 to 62.9 per cent) (table 10A.1.13).

· For Indigenous people aged 15 years and over in 2008:

· there were no significant differences between proportions of people in different remoteness areas participating in sporting activities (table 10A.1.12)

· attendance at cultural events increased with remoteness; from 56 per cent in major cities to 84 per cent in very remote areas (table 10A.1.12). 
· Nearly two thirds of Indigenous 3 to 24 year olds participated in at least one cultural activity in 2008, including fishing, hunting, gathering wild plants/berries, Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander arts or crafts, performing Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander music, dance or theatre and writing or telling Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander stories (table 10A.1.14).

	

	


Involvement in organised sport, arts or community group activities has the potential to lead to improvement in many areas of Indigenous disadvantage, including long term health, and physical and mental wellbeing, as well as improving social cohesion in Indigenous communities.

The primary measures for this section are:

· participation in sport and recreational activities

· involvement in arts and cultural events and activities.

Supplementary data for Indigenous children’s and young people’s participation in organised sport and selected art and cultural activities are also presented.

Participation in organised sport, arts or community group activities can foster (among other things) self-esteem, social interaction, and the development of skills and teamwork. A reduction of boredom and an increased sense of belonging are generally seen as having positive impacts on youth.

Participation in sport and recreational activities from an early age has the potential to widely benefit individuals and communities (UNICEF 2004) by:

· strengthening the body and preventing disease — regular physical activity helps to build and maintain healthy bones, muscles and joints and control body weight. Physical activity can also help prevent chronic diseases and assist those with chronic diseases in their health programs (Fereday et al. 2009) 

· preparing infants for future learning

· reducing the risk of clinically significant emotional or behavioural difficulties —the Western Australian Aboriginal Child Health Survey (WAACHS 2005) found that young Indigenous children who did not participate in organised sport were twice as likely to be at high risk of emotional or behavioural difficulties than Indigenous children who participated in sport (16 per cent and 8 per cent, respectively) (Zubrick et al. 2005)

· reducing symptoms of stress and depression (Street, James and Cutt 2007). A US study found that active children were depressed less often than inactive children (ACF 2002)

· improving confidence and self-esteem — a study of year seven students found that students involved in organised sports reported higher overall self-esteem and were judged by their teachers to be more socially skilled and less shy than students who did not participate in organised sports (Bush et al. 2001) 

· improving learning and academic performance — studies have found that the quality and quantity of physical activity affects children’s attention levels and academic performance at school. Barber, Eccles and Stone (2001), reported that high school students who participated in organised sports in year 10 completed more years of schooling and experienced lower levels of social isolation than non-participants

· preventing smoking and the use of illicit drugs — Carinduff (2001) suggested that involvement in sport and recreation has the potential to reduce levels of substance abuse and self-harm

· reducing and preventing crime — the Australian Institute of Criminology found that participation in sport and physical activity programs reduces antisocial behaviour (such as engaging in drug and alcohol use and criminal offences) and improves the protective factors (such as leadership and self-esteem) that prevent young people becoming involved in antisocial and criminal behaviour (Morris, Sallybanks, and Willis 2003).

Community arts and cultural programs are beneficial in a variety of ways:

· Participation in community arts and cultural programs benefits individual and community wellbeing, and can create opportunities for employment, education and training (Barraket and Kaiser 2007; Dockery 2009; Mills and Brown 2004; Savage, Bailey and O’Connell 2003; VicHealth 2003). 

· The ABS found that in 2008 in remote areas feeling happy was associated with participating in cultural activities, with 83 per cent of Indigenous people who were involved in art, craft, dance, music or story-telling reporting they felt happy some or most of the time (ABS 2010a). 

· An evaluation of the Croc Festivals, Woodford Dreaming Festival, Garma Festival and the Melbourne Yalukit William Ngargee program found that Indigenous festivals developed local leadership skills, provided social, cultural and economic initiatives and were an opportunity for governments and other service providers to engage with communities (Phipps and Slater 2010). 

· Community cultural development in rural and remote communities has been shown to be particularly helpful in strengthening the community (Mills and Brown 2004). Ungar et. al. (2007) found that culture is linked with resilience, with culture providing a framework for recognising risks and challenges and how to overcome them, and also providing meaning to a person living through adversity. Preliminary results from research conducted by the Victorian Aboriginal Child Care Agency showed that resilience was greater amongst families that had a strong sense of cultural identity (DEECD 2010).

· Mulligan et al. (2006) found that participation in community arts can give victims of discrimination a voice and encourage respect for cultural diversity. 

Data in this section are from the ABS National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Social Survey (NATSISS) 2002 and 2008 and the ABS Children’s Participation in Cultural and Leisure Activities Survey (CPiCLAS) 2009. The latter part of this section provides some examples of sports and community programs that have benefited Indigenous people and communities.

Data in this edition of the report are focused on the recreational, cultural and community aspects of sporting activity, rather than on the physical health benefits that may come with participating in sporting activity. Physical health benefits were the focus of this section of the 2007 and 2009 reports.

Participation in sport and recreational activities

Figure 10.1.1
Participation in sport and recreational activities in the previous 12 months, Indigenous people aged 3 years and over, 2002 and 2008a, b, c
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a(Children aged 3–14 years were not included in the ABS NATSISS 2002. Responses for children aged 3–14 years in 2008 were provided by an adult proxy. b(In 2002 and 2008 some responses for 15–17 year olds were provided by an adult proxy. c(Sports activities refers to participation in sporting and recreational activities including being a ‘coach, instructor or teacher’, ‘referee, umpire or official’, ‘committee member or administrator’, ‘player or participant’, or in ‘other capacity’. na Not available.

Source: ABS NATSISS 2002; ABS NATSISS 2008; table 10A.1.13.

In the ABS NATSISS 2002 and 2008, Indigenous people were asked about their involvement in sporting activities in the previous 12 months. Between 2002 and 2008:

· there were significant increases for each age group in proportions of Indigenous people who participated in sport or recreational activities, except for the group aged 15 to 24 years for which rates were similar (figure 10.1.1).

In 2008, for people aged 15 years and over:

· there were no significant differences between proportions of Indigenous people in different remoteness areas participating in sporting activities (table 10A.1.12)

· across the states and territories, similar proportions of Indigenous people participated in sporting activities, except for the ACT where participation was significantly higher (table 10A.1.11).

Data for physical activities and organised sport for Indigenous and non-Indigenous children are available from the ABS NATSISS 2008 and the ABS (CPiCLAS) 2009.

Figure 10.1.2
Children’s (aged 5 to 14 years) participation in organised sport in the last 12 months, 2008a
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a Includes participation in sports organised through a school or a club, outside school hours.

Source: ABS (unpublished) NATSISS 2008; ABS CPiCLAS 2009; table 10A.1.2.

In 2008, for children aged 5 to 14 years:

· lower proportions of Indigenous than non-Indigenous children participated in organised sports in inner regional, outer regional and remote areas. In major cities Indigenous and non-Indigenous children were equally likely to have participated in organised sport in the previous 12 months (figure 10.1.2)

· a significantly lower proportion of Indigenous than non-Indigenous children spent time playing or training for organised sports outside school hours in the previous 12 months (51.0 per cent compared with 63.1 per cent) (figure 10.1.2)

· there were no significant differences between states and territories for Indigenous children’s participation in organised sports in the previous 12 months (table 10A.1.1).

Whilst only half (51.0 per cent) of Indigenous children aged 5 to 14 years participated in organised sport in the previous 12 months, three quarters (72.7 per cent) were physically active for at least one hour every day in the previous week (table 10A.1.1). There were no equivalent data available for non-Indigenous children.

In 2008, the main factors stopping Indigenous children aged 5 to 14 years from playing organised sport were: don’t want to play sport (33.3 per cent); not enough time (15.9 per cent); costs too much (14.9 per cent); and organised sport unavailable (13.1 per cent) (table 10A.1.1). There are no comparable data for non-Indigenous children.

The availability of sporting facilities is likely to affect participation in sport and recreation. Among Indigenous households in 2008:

· over 90 per cent of Indigenous households had access to outdoor playing fields and play areas. There were no statistically significant differences between rates of access in major cities, regional areas and remote areas

· in major cities and regional areas, around 80 per cent of Indigenous households had access to a swimming pool (82.0 per cent and 80.6 per cent, respectively). In remote areas, access to a swimming pool was less common (63.5 per cent)

· access to indoor sporting facilities was less common in remote areas (58.9 per cent) than in major cities (77.1 per cent) and regional areas (76.4 per cent) (ABS 2010b).

In discrete Indigenous communities, access to sporting facilities is less common than in other areas of Australia. The ABS Community Housing and Infrastructure Needs Survey (CHINS) 2006 found that 66.8 per cent of Indigenous communities with a population of 50 or more had some form of sporting facilities. The most common sporting facilities in these communities were outdoor courts for ballgames (such as basketball and netball) and sports grounds (ABS 2008).

Involvement in arts and cultural events and activities 

Involvement in arts and cultural events and activities may improve social cohesion and contribute to community wellbeing. Participation in Indigenous arts and cultural activities may include both:

· more traditional forms of Indigenous arts or cultural involvement

· arts or cultural activities that are part of contemporary Indigenous people’s lives — including evolving and new forms of cultural expression influenced by wider society.

The production of Indigenous art is also an important economic activity for many Indigenous people. There is further discussion of self employment in section 8.2.

Figure 10.1.3
Attendance in cultural events, in the previous 12 months, Indigenous people, 2002 and 2008a, b 
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a Cultural events refers to attendance at cultural events including ‘funeral’, ‘ceremony’, ‘sports carnival’, ‘festival/carnival involving arts, craft, music or dance’, ‘involved with Aboriginal/Torres Strait Islander organisation’. In 2008 ‘funeral’ also included ‘sorry business’ and ‘sports carnival’ specified ‘excluding NAIDOC week activities’ which were asked about separately. For comparability purposes, data for attendance at NAIDOC week activities have been included for 2008. See table 10A.1.13 for more information. ( b Children 3 to 14 year olds were not included in the ABS NATSISS 2002. na Not available.

Source: ABS (unpublished) NATSISS 2002 and 2008; table 10A.1.13.

In the ABS NATSISS 2002 and 2008, Indigenous people were asked about their attendance at cultural events in the 12 months prior to the survey. Between 2002 and 2008: 

· there were significant decreases in the proportions of people aged 15 to 24 years and 55 years and over who had attended cultural events. The proportions of people in other age groups remained similar (figure 10.1.3).

In 2008, amongst Indigenous people aged 15 years and over:

· attendance at cultural events varied greatly across states and territories, with Tasmania (31.5 per cent) significantly lower, and the NT (81.3 per cent) significantly higher, than other states and territories (table 10A.1.11)

· attendance at cultural events increased with remoteness; major cities (56.4 per cent); inner regional areas (52.5 per cent); outer regional (62.1 per cent); remote (75.0 per cent) and very remote areas (83.6 per cent) (table 10A.1.12).

Participation in cultural activities is an important means for passing on traditional knowledge and strengthening cultural identity for Indigenous children and young people. The ABS NATSISS 2008 included questions for children and young people about their participation in cultural activities, including activities such as fishing, hunting, gathering wild plants/berries, Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander arts or crafts, performing Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander music, dance or theatre and writing or telling Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander stories. 

Figure 10.1.4
Indigenous children and young people aged 3–24 years, participation in cultural activities in the last 12 months, 2008a, b

	[image: image4.emf]0

  25

  50

  75

  100

3–14 years 15–24 years 3–24 years

Participated Did not participate




a(Cultural activities include: fished, hunted, gathered wild plants or berries, made Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander arts and crafts, performed any Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander music/dance/theatre and wrote or told any Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander stories. b( Responses for 3–14 year olds and some 15–17 year olds were provided by an adult proxy.

Source: DEECD 2010; ABS NATSISS 2008; table 10A.1.14.

· In 2008, around two-thirds (63.1 per cent) of Indigenous children and young people aged 3 to 24 years had participated in at least one of the selected cultural activities; 23.7 per cent had participated in Indigenous arts or crafts; 16.0 per cent had performed Indigenous music, dance or theatre; and 10.9 per cent had written or told Aboriginal stories (table 10A.1.14).

Case studies on participation in sports, arts and community group activities

The following case studies describe activities within organisations and Indigenous communities that demonstrate the benefits of participation in sport, arts and community group activities (box 10.1.2).

	Box 10.1.2
Things that work — Indigenous participation in sports, arts and community activities

	Sporting Chance (national) started in 2007 and delivers a range of sport and recreation based activities to engage Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students in their schooling and improve education, training and employment outcomes. Activities cover health and positive lifestyles, mentoring and leadership, and include exposure to community and sports role models. In 2010, 22 providers delivered 59 projects to around 10 000 primary and secondary school students. The average attendance rate for Sporting Chance Program school-based academy students was 77 per cent, compared with 72 per cent for the total Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander student cohort in participating schools. Sixty one per cent of academy students were reported to be improving their school performance (DEEWR 2010; DEEWR unpublished). 
Pintubi Anmatjere Warlpiri Media (PAW Media) (NT) began in Yuendumu in 1985 as Warlpiri Media Association — an Aboriginal television broadcaster.  In 2001, the PAW Radio Network commenced producing local music, supporting local talent and conducting outside broadcasts from major local sporting events. PAW Media now coordinates community radio and television services across 14 communities in three local language areas (Pintubi, Anmatjere and Warlpiri) with an Indigenous population of over 3000 people. Funding and support are provided by the Australian Government. 

PAW Media is a voice for remote Indigenous communities, providing an interface between the community and shire council, and NT and Australian Government agencies (Australian Government unpublished). 

Papunya Tula Artists (PTA) (NT), established in 1972, is entirely owned and directed by Indigenous artists of the Western Desert, and has operated independently of government support for over ten years. PTA aims to promote individual artists, provide economic development for the communities to which they belong, and assist in the maintenance of a rich cultural heritage. PTA represents more than 120 artists across three communities (including Papunya, Kintore and Kiwirrkura) and has 49 shareholders from the Pintupi and Luritja language groups (Papunya Tula Artists 2010). PTA operates a gallery in Alice Springs and has funded the construction of a new arts centre and community initiatives including a remote renal dialysis unit and the construction of a swimming pool at the Kintore community.  It also provides financial support for ceremonies, community funerals, sporting equipment and school excursions (Sweeney 2006).

	(Continued next page)

	

	


	Box 10.1.2
(Continued)

	The Culture, Art and Heritage Project, (Queensland) was developed by the Torres Strait Regional Authority to support the regional arts and crafts industry. It aims to increase the number of active Torres Strait Islander arts centres and artists and the profile of Torres Strait Islander and Aboriginal arts and culture. During 2009-10, 54 artists participated in the Annual Art Award; 67 artists took part in the Aiewal Exhibition and 90 arts and craftspeople were supported through the Gift Shop and Gallery. The Gab Titui Cultural Centre received 14 605 visitors between July 2009 and June 2010 and sold $177 900 worth of art on behalf of Torres Strait Islander artists and craftspeople (Torres Strait Regional Authority 2010).

The Galiwin’ku Gumurr Marthakal Healthy Lifestyle Festival (NT), first held in 2001, is an annual event organised by the Galiwin’ku Community on Elcho Island, in northeast Arnhem Land. The festival is supported by the Australian Government. The festival aims to strengthen traditional understandings of health and healing through strong cultural frameworks and local ownership. It draws community-wide attendance, particularly by children, and activities include traditional healing workshops, bush food gathering and cooking, a community market, traditional cultural workshops, modern and traditional dance workshops and community concerts.

In previous years, high profile Indigenous bands performed and held workshops with local musicians, resulting in the development of songs advocating healthy lifestyles and the formation of a sustainable business model for musicians in isolated communities. In 2010, over 3000 people attended and 90 per cent of the planning and implementation was done by local community members. In 2010, the Galiwin’ku organisers assisted other remote Yolngu communities to develop experience in festival management, by inviting their community organisers, artists and performers to participate in a mentor program in the lead-up to the festival. Galiwin’ku mentors worked closely with members of the other communities to help them to initiate their own cultural and healthy lifestyle events (Australian Government unpublished).
The Swim and Survive Program (NSW) has included a targeted Indigenous component since 2007, with funding provided through the Australian Government’s Indigenous Sport and Recreation Program. The program is designed to increase Indigenous involvement in physical activities, particularly Indigenous children’s participation in swimming lessons. The program also encourages Indigenous community management of sport and physical recreation activities, by assisting local Indigenous adults to gain swimming teaching qualifications.

In 2006–07, prior to the targeted Indigenous component, 53 Indigenous children participated in the program, representing 2 per cent of total enrolments. Following the establishment of the targeted component, participation by Indigenous children increased significantly. In 2009‑10 and 2010-11, over 400 Indigenous children participated, around 10 per cent of total enrolments (NSW government unpublished).

	

	


10.2 Access to traditional lands

	Box 10.2.1
Key messages

	· In 2008, among Indigenous people aged 15 years and over:

· 25.3 per cent lived on their homelands and a further 44.6 per cent were allowed to visit their homelands (figure 10.2.1)

· the proportion who lived on their homelands varied with remoteness, from 9.5 per cent in major cities to 51.0 per cent in very remote areas (figure 10.2.1)

· 28.3 per cent did not recognise an area as their homelands or traditional country (figure 10.2.1).

· Between 1994 and 2008, for Indigenous people aged 15 years and over:

· the proportion who lived on their homelands decreased from 29.2 per cent to 25.3 per cent

· there was no statistically significant change over this period in the proportions who were allowed to visit their homelands or who did not recognise an area as their homelands (figure 10.2.2).

	

	


Indigenous people derive social, cultural and economic benefits from their connection to traditional country. Culturally, access to land and significant sites allows Indigenous people to practise and maintain their knowledge of ceremonies, rituals and history. Socially, land can be used for recreational, health, welfare and educational purposes. The economic benefits of land are discussed in more detail in section 8.2 of this report. Section 7.1 includes a case study on the Urapuntja Health Service in Utopia in the NT, where outstation living may have contributed to better than expected health outcomes through physical activity and diet, limited access to alcohol, and connectedness to culture, family and land, and opportunities for self‑determination, as well as community-controlled social and health care.
The primary measures for this indicator are the proportions of Indigenous people who recognise an area as their homelands, live on their homelands, or are allowed to visit their homelands.

Indigenous land rights are recognised in a variety of ways. Land may be owned outright by Indigenous people, including under land rights legislation, or Indigenous people may have native title rights or interests in land (discussed further in section 8.2). In other cases, Indigenous people may have negotiated access to visit their traditional country with the legal owners of the land. Further, traditional lands may be public land that is accessible to all people (although access to public lands for the purposes of hunting, fishing, gathering or cultural pursuits may be limited by regulations and by-laws). Indigenous people may also have rights over lands under heritage and other legislation.

Box 10.2.2 contains examples of things that are working in improving access to traditional lands.

	Box 10.2.2
‘Things that work’ — access to traditional lands

	The Indigenous Heritage Program (national) supports the identification, conservation and promotion (where appropriate) of Indigenous heritage across Australia. A 2009 audit found that the program was supported by well established and sound policies and procedures; was achieving its stated outcomes; and in was generating broad social and economic benefits for Indigenous communities (OEA 2009).

The Jawoyn Association Aboriginal Corporation project within the program provides an example of the program’s outcomes, which are often broader than the immediate project goals: 

A large number of Jawoyn people who have participated in the previous Rock Art Projects have completely stopped drinking alcohol. A similar number stopped drinking alcohol to excess.… Children and adults are always requesting to take part in recording Rock Art and the projects appear to have encouraged much more interaction between the Elders and children, with the children requesting more cultural and traditional information from the adults. [There is] …a greater sense of harmony in the communities — possibly brought about by a new found pride in their culture and history (Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities unpublished).

The Working on Country program (national) provides funding to enable Indigenous people to work and spend time on lands where they have a traditional or historical connection. As at January 2011, 625 rangers were employed across regional and remote Australia to carry out environmental, cultural and heritage activities, such as visiting cultural sites, working with elders to record traditional ecological knowledge, fire management, biodiversity survey and management, managing weeds and controlling feral animals.

Some projects are undertaken on Indigenous-owned lands, with Indigenous rangers living and working on their homelands. In other cases, Indigenous groups have formed partnerships to gain access to land owned or managed by others. For example, in the Yorta Yorta Indigenous Ranger Program, Indigenous rangers do environmental and cultural heritage work across three State Government managed national parks and protected areas. This enables Yorta Yorta people to access and manage their traditional lands, and protect their cultural heritage through meaningful employment. 

	(Continued next page)

	


	Box 10.2.2
(Continued)

	The rangers’ regular trips out on country with elders and young people are an important way of sharing knowledge and fulfilling cultural responsibilities. Rangers are strengthening their leadership skills as well as natural resource management knowledge. They are respected in their community as workers with strong culture and as young leaders and mentors, and have been approached by schools to be involved in the school curriculum (Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities unpublished).

The Parks and Wildlife Service (Tasmania), with assistance from the Australian Government’s Working on Country program, has employed five Aboriginal trainee rangers on a four-year traineeship. Trainees are assigned to a number of field and office locations during the four years and, in addition to the responsibilities of mainstream reserve management, also undertake a number of special projects as a group, working with the Aboriginal community on Aboriginal land. Each trainee is supported by a mentor in the field and two training officers in the Hobart Office. The trainees are expected to attain a Certificate IV or Diploma in Conservation Land Management, and on completion of the program will become permanent rangers. 

The program has helped to develop positive relationships between Aboriginal communities and the Parks and Wildlife Service, has built the skills of participants to undertake professional land management work and provides long term employment for young Aboriginal people (Tasmanian Government unpublished).

Co-management of parks is a key aspiration of many native title claimant groups. The Department of Environment and Natural Resources (SA) is working closely with Aboriginal people to identify opportunities for co-operative arrangements. Provisions have been included in the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972 to create framework for the co-operative management of national and conservation parks a co-management board. The co-management framework also provides for the establishment of an advisory structure. 

Three of the current five co-management agreements in place are linked to successful negotiations in resolving native title claims. These are over the Vulkathunha-Gammon Ranges National Park with the Adnyamathanha Traditional Lands Association; Witjira National Park with the Irwanyere Aboriginal Corporation and the Coongie National Park with the Yandruwandha-Yawarrawarrka Traditional Land Owners. There are also co‑management agreements for the Mamungari (formally Unnamed) Conservation Park with Maralinga Tjarutja and Pila Nguru and the Ngaut Ngaut Conservation Park with the Mannum Aboriginal Corporation. Co-management negotiations are advanced over a number of other reserves. The co-management model in SA is a partnership with Aboriginal people with shared goals with a synergistic and inclusive approach combining traditional knowledge with contemporary park management. Traditional knowledge and land management practices can inform and improve contemporary approaches to science and park management and enhance visitor experiences (SA Government unpublished).

	

	


Data for this indicator come from the ABS National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Survey 1994 (NATSIS 1994), and the National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Social Survey 2002 (NATSISS 2002) and NATSISS 2008. The data show whether Indigenous people live on, or have access to their homelands/traditional country. The data do not show whether Indigenous people have control or ownership, rights to resources found on their homelands or access to particular sites that may be of special significance. The rights of Indigenous people to control or make decisions about land are discussed in section 8.2.

The data are based on Indigenous people’s own understanding of what constitutes their homelands or traditional country, which may vary in different places. Some Indigenous people may live on or visit Indigenous owned or controlled land but they may not consider it to be their own homelands or traditional country. Since European colonisation, many Indigenous people have moved both voluntarily and involuntarily from their traditional country. As a result, many Indigenous communities comprise a mix of traditional owners and Indigenous people whose traditional country is located elsewhere. Many people who were removed from their families (the Stolen Generations) have not been able to find their families or to identify their traditional country.

Some Indigenous people living in cities and towns with a majority of non‑Indigenous people may report that they live on their homelands, if the place where they live is part of their homelands/traditional country, even though much of it may be owned or occupied by non-Indigenous people.

Figure 10.2.1
Proportion of Indigenous people aged 15 years and over living on their homelands/traditional country or allowed to visit, by remoteness, 2008a
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a Survey respondents were asked about their ‘homelands or traditional country’, which were not defined in the questionnaire. Indigenous people’s own understanding of what constitutes their homelands or traditional country may vary across different places.

Source: ABS (unpublished) NATSISS 2008; table 10A.2.1.

In 2008, among Indigenous people aged 15 years and over:

· 28.3 per cent did not recognise an area as their homelands or traditional country (figure 10.2.1)

· the proportion who did not recognise an area as their homelands or traditional country varied from 33.1 per cent in non-remote areas to 13.9 per cent in remote areas (figure 10.2.1)

· 25.3 per cent lived on their homelands and a further 44.6 per cent were allowed to visit their homelands (figure 10.2.1)

· the proportion who lived on their homelands varied with remoteness, from 9.5 per cent in major cities to 51.0 per cent in very remote areas (figure 10.2.1)

· 71.7 per cent recognised an area as their homelands or traditional country and only a very small proportion (0.6 per cent) were not allowed to visit their homelands (table 10A.2.1).

Figure 10.2.2
Proportion of Indigenous people aged 15 years and over living on their homelands/traditional country or allowed to visita
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a Survey respondents were asked about their ‘homelands or traditional country’, which were not defined in the questionnaire. Indigenous people’s own understanding of what constitutes their homelands or traditional country may vary across different places.

Source: ABS (unpublished) NATSISS 2008; table 10A.2.2.

For Indigenous people aged 15 years and over:

· the proportion who lived on their homelands decreased from 29.2 per cent in 1994, to 25.3 per cent in 2008. The proportion who were allowed to visit their homelands did not change significantly between 1994 and 2008 (figure 10.2.2)

· there was no statistically significant change in the proportion who did not recognise an area as their homelands (figure 10.2.2).

Figure 10.2.3
Proportion of Indigenous people living on their homelands/traditional country or allowed to visit, by age, 2008a
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a Survey respondents were asked about their ‘homelands or traditional country’, which were not defined in the questionnaire. Indigenous people’s own understanding of what constitutes their homelands or traditional country may vary across different places.

Source: ABS (unpublished) NATSISS 2008; table 10A.2.3.

For Indigenous people in 2008:

· those aged from 15 to 24 years (39.4 per cent) had lower rates of recognising an area as their homelands than those in older age groups (figure 10.2.3).
Further information on identification with clan, tribal or language group, recognition of homelands, and frequency and duration of visits to homelands is included in tables 10A.2.1 to 10A.2.3.

10.3 Alcohol consumption and harm

	Box 10.3.1
Key messages 

	· Between 2002 and 2008, for Indigenous people aged 15 years and over: 

· the proportion who reported that they did not drink or had never drunk alcohol decreased from 30.6 to 27.0 per cent (table 10A.3.3) 

· there was no change in the proportions who reported drinking at chronic risky/high risk levels (17.2 per cent) or binge drinking in the two weeks prior to interview (36.8 per cent) (figure 10.3.1 and table 10A.3.8). 

· A 2004‑05 survey found that a lower proportion of Indigenous than non‑Indigenous adults had consumed alcohol in the week prior to interview (53.4 per cent compared with 36.1 per cent). Among those who drank alcohol, rates of risky to high risk drinking were similar for Indigenous and non‑Indigenous people (SCRGSP 2009). 

· Indigenous people were hospitalised for alcohol related conditions at rates between 1.5 and 7.9 times those of other people in 2008-09 (table 10.3.1). 

· 71.4 per cent of Indigenous homicides over the period 1999‑2000 to 2008‑09 involved both the victim and offender having consumed alcohol at the time of the offence, compared with 24.7 per cent of non‑Indigenous homicides (figure 10.3.2). 

	

	


Alcohol consumption is a performance measure for COAG’s target of ‘closing the life expectancy gap (between Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians) within a generation’ (COAG 2009). The primary measure for this indicator is alcohol consumption and associated risk levels. This section also includes data on alcohol related hospitalisations, deaths and crime. 

Alcohol consumption has health and social consequences through intoxication (drunkenness), alcohol dependence and other long term health effects (NHMRC 2009; Whetton et al. 2009). Years of alcohol misuse can lead to chronic diseases and increases the risk of heart, stroke and vascular diseases, liver cirrhosis, several types of cancers (AIHW 2005) and alcohol-related brain injury. It also contributes to disability and death indirectly through associated accidents, violence, suicide and homicide (Calabria et al. 2010). 

Alcohol misuse also affects people other than the individual concerned. Excessive alcohol consumption contributes to workplace problems, child abuse and neglect, financial problems (poverty), family breakdown, interpersonal/domestic violence, and crime (Anderson and Wild 2007; Laslett et. al 2010; WHO 2000, 2004). Section 4.11, Family and community violence, examines in more detail Indigenous victimisation and deaths from homicide and hospitalisations for assault. 

A study by Snowball and Weatherburn (2008) into predictors of Indigenous violence found a strong association between alcohol consumption and violence. High-risk alcohol consumption had a stronger association with violent behaviour than any other variable examined, including those measuring social disorganisation and social deprivation.
 Their study provides support to those who, like Pearson (2001, 2006) have argued that violence is a result of alcohol and substance misuse and not a symptom of disadvantage. However, other research has found that socioeconomic status is a significant determinant of health risk factors such as smoking, alcohol misuse, physical inactivity and excess weight (Glover, Hetzel and Tennant 2004; Gray and Wilkes 2010). 

The Northern Territory Emergency Response (NTER) introduced a ban on the possession, transportation, sale and consumption of alcohol in prescribed areas encompassing more than 500 Aboriginal communities.
 Following extensive consultations with Indigenous people in the NT during 2009 there was strong consensus that the restrictions should continue (FaHCSIA 2009) but individual communities may ask to have local restrictions tailored to their circumstances, based on agreed alcohol management plans. A number of communities in the NT have already successfully negotiated and implemented tailored alcohol management plans (FaHCSIA 2010). 

There is some evidence that supply reduction, demand reduction and harm minimisation interventions may be effective in addressing the harm caused by excessive alcohol consumption (Douglas 1998; Gray et al. 2000; Gray and Wilkes 2010). However, Hudson (2011) argues that, to be effective, alcohol restrictions should go hand in hand with initiatives that address the underlying causes of the problem, such as poor education and lack of employment. Box 10.3.2 provides examples of some successful interventions. 
	Box 10.3.2
‘Things that work’ — reducing alcohol consumption and harm 

	Several governments and Indigenous communities have introduced alcohol reforms. 

· In Cape York (Queensland) the development of Alcohol Management Plans in 2002 and 2003 contributed to reduced aero-medical retrieval rates for serious injury (Margolis, Ypinazar and Muller 2008) and a decline in people convicted of carrying alcohol in breach of the restrictions (Office for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Partnerships 2009). 

· In Fitzroy Crossing (WA) alcohol restrictions were implemented in October 2007. The one year evaluation indicated that liquor restrictions, in combination with support services, brought about immediate improvements in the number of people seeking treatment for alcohol related injuries and a reduction in alcohol related violence (Kinnane et al. 2009). The two year evaluation indicated that the effects of the initial ban had peaked and that enforcement issues and the availability of alcohol in Broome had seen the reintroduction of alcohol into the community (Kinnane et al. 2010). 

· The Groote Eylandt Liquor Management System (NT) was initiated by leaders from the Aboriginal communities in June 2005. The system has received widespread support and is seen as making a positive contribution to managing community public order issues (Conigrave, Proude and d’Abbs 2007).

· The town of Katherine (NT) introduced an Alcohol Management Plan in 2008. An evaluation found a decline in recorded assaults, disturbances and anti-social behaviour in the first six months of the plan, but that reductions in alcohol related harms have not been sustained (d’Abbs et al. 2010a). 

· The Tennant Creek (NT) Alcohol Management Plan took effect from August 2008. An evaluation found a decline in community public orders issues under the plan, but no identifiable decrease in alcohol sales or hospitalisations for alcohol‑related disorders or assaults (d’Abbs et al. 2010b). 

	

	


Patterns of alcohol consumption

This section examines patterns of alcohol consumption. There are two broad alcohol consumption risk levels: 

· chronic alcohol consumption (or long‑term risk, based on the amount of alcohol consumed on a usual drinking day, as well as the frequency of consumption, in the previous 12 months) 

· binge drinking (or short‑term risk, based on the largest quantity of alcohol consumed on a single day during the fortnight prior to interview).

In 2009, the National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) released new Australian Alcohol Guidelines to Reduce Health Risks from Drinking Alcohol (NHMRC 2009). The Guidelines advise both men and women to drink no more than two standard drinks per day to reduce their health risks over a lifetime. 

The previous Australian Alcohol Guidelines (NHMRC 2001) outlined alcohol consumption risk levels separately for men and women (see table 10A.3.1). The data presented here are based on the NHMRC 2001 guidelines, to allow for comparisons over time (between this and previous editions of the report). 

For reporting against the National Indigenous Reform Agreement (NIRA), the Steering Committee uses data derived from the ABS 2004-05 National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Health Survey (NATSIHS) for Indigenous people and the National Health Survey 2004-05 (NHS) for non-Indigenous people. This maintains consistency between reporting for the NIRA and other COAG National Agreements. 

After adjusting for age differences, in 2004-05, Indigenous adults were less likely to have consumed alcohol in the week prior to interview than non‑Indigenous adults (53.4 per cent compared with 36.1 per cent); and among those who drank alcohol, the reported rate of risky to high risk drinking for Indigenous people was not statistically different to that for non‑Indigenous people (SCRGSP 2009).

More recent non‑Indigenous comparisons are unavailable. However, the National Drug Strategy Household Survey (NDSHS) provides comparable data from
2001–2007 about alcohol consumption by Indigenous and non‑Indigenous people aged 14 years and over in non-remote areas (table 10A.3.2). Care should be taken in interpreting these data due to the small size of the Indigenous sample (fewer than 500 respondents) in the NDSHS. According to the 2007 NDSHS, 27.4 per cent of Indigenous people reported ‘binge’ drinking at least once in the 12 months prior to the interview (compared with 20.1 per cent of non‑Indigenous people) (AIHW 2008; table 10A.3.2). 

The ABS National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Social Survey 2008 (NATSISS 2008) provides the most recent data on alcohol consumption by Indigenous people but data on alcohol consumption by non‑Indigenous people are not available for comparison. 
Figure 10.3.1
Chronic drinking at risky/high risk levels for Indigenous people aged 15 years or over, 2002 and 2008a, b, c, d
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a(Error bars represent 95 per cent confidence intervals around each estimate (see chapter 3 for more information). b( Chronic drinking or long‑term risky drinking was collected for Indigenous persons aged 15 years and over, based on the self-reported amount of alcohol consumed on a usual drinking day, as well as the frequency of consumption in the 12 months prior to interview. 

Source: ABS (unpublished) NATSISS 2002 and 2008; table 10A.3.7.

In 2008, over one quarter (27.0 per cent) of Indigenous people aged 15 years and over reported that they had abstained from drinking alcohol in the previous 12 months. This was slightly lower than the proportion in 2002 (30.6 per cent) (table 10A.3.3). People in remote area (40.7 per cent) were more likely than people in non‑remote area (22.4 per cent) to report abstaining from drinking (table 10A.3.5). 

Looking at chronic alcohol consumption in 2008: 

· 17.2 per cent of Indigenous people aged 15 years and over reported drinking at chronic risky/high risk levels (figure 10.3.1) (table 10A.3.3) 

· Indigenous males aged 15 years and over (20.3  per cent) were more likely than Indigenous females (14.3 per cent) to report drinking at chronic risky/high risk levels (table 10A.3.4) 

· rates of drinking at chronic risky/high risk levels were similar for Indigenous people living in remote (16.9 per cent) and non‑remote areas (17.3 per cent) (table 10A.3.5). 

The only statistically significant changes in chronic risky alcohol consumption by Indigenous people between 2002 and 2008 were for: 

· outer regional areas (an increase from 12.7 per cent to 19.8 per cent) and nationally (from 15.1 per cent to 17.2 per cent) (table 10A.3.5) 

· Indigenous 15–24 year olds (an increase from 11.4 per cent to 16.4 per cent) (figure 10.3.1) (table 10A.3.7).

Looking at binge drinking: 

· 36.8 per cent of Indigenous people aged 15 years and over reported binge drinking in the two weeks prior to interview in 2008, similar to the rate reported in 2002 (34.9 per cent) (table 10A.3.8) 

· in 2008, rates of binge drinking were higher for males than females, both nationally and for all remoteness areas (table 10A.3.9). 

· 46.1 per cent of males reported binge drinking compared to 28.2 per cent of women in 2008, representing no statistically significant change from 2002 (table 10A.3.8) 

More data on alcohol consumption and associated risk levels for 2002 and 2008 are included in tables 10A.3.3–10A.3.9. 

Alcohol related hospitalisations and deaths 

This section examines alcohol related harms, including alcohol related hospitalisations and deaths. Both binge drinking and chronic alcohol consumption can cause harm, including illnesses, injuries and deaths. Binge drinking can cause injuries or deaths from associated violence, falls, road crashes and drowning. Chronic alcohol consumption can cause a number of chronic illnesses (for example, various cancers, liver diseases, and chronic gastritis). Some suicides and strokes may also be attributable to either short or long‑term alcohol misuse. 

According to AIHW (2008), alcohol was the second largest cause of drug-related deaths and hospitalisations in Australia (after tobacco) in 2007. Chikritzhs et al. (2007) found that over a 5 year period (2000 to 2004), suicide (19 per cent) and alcoholic liver cirrhosis (18 per cent) were the two most common causes of alcohol attributable death among Indigenous men. The average age at death from the most common alcohol attributable conditions was 35 years for Indigenous men and 34 years for Indigenous women (Chikritzhs et al. 2007). 

Heavy alcohol consumption during pregnancy is a risk factor for fetal alcohol syndrome (O'Leary et al. 2007; NHMRC 2001; World Bank 2000). See section 5.1 for more information on alcohol use in pregnancy, including available data on fetal alcohol syndrome rates. 

Data on hospitalisations related to alcohol use are from the AIHW National Hospital Morbidity Database. These data only cover alcohol related illnesses resulting in admission to a hospital. In addition, data are only available for conditions directly attributable to alcohol consumption and do not include most of the conditions listed above, where alcohol may be a contributing factor but where the link is not direct and immediate. 

National hospitalisation data are available for NSW, Victoria, Queensland, WA, SA and public hospitals in the NT. Data for Tasmania and ACT are not included in national totals. Tables 10A.3.12–10A.3.16 include data by State and Territory (including Tasmania and the ACT separately with caveats). Overall, the quality of Indigenous identification in hospital separations data has improved in recent years, but still varies substantially between jurisdictions. Data are available for remoteness areas across states and territories in aggregate, with Indigenous identification highest in remote and very remote areas (AIHW 2010). Data for other people comprise hospitalisations of non‑Indigenous people and those for whom Indigenous status was not stated. 

Table 10.3.1
Hospitalisations related to alcohol use, NSW, Victoria, Queensland, WA, SA, and public hospitals in the NT, 
2008-09 (per 1000 population)a, b, c, d, e
	
	Males
	Females
	All persons 

	Indigenous
	
	
	

	Mental/behavioural disorders (F10)
	10.8
	5.6
	8.1

	Acute intoxication (F10.0)
	5.0
	3.5
	4.2

	Harmful use (F10.1)
	0.6
	0.3
	0.5

	Dependence syndrome (F10.2)
	2.4
	1.1
	1.8

	Other (F10.3–F10.9)
	2.7
	0.7
	1.7

	Alcoholic liver disease (K70)
	1.7
	1.0
	1.3

	Other inflammatory liver disease (K75)
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1

	Toxic effect of alcohol (T51)
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1

	Accidental poisoning by and exposure to alcohol (X45)
	
0.1
	
0.1
	
0.1

	Intentional self-poisoning by and exposure to alcohol (X65)
	
0.3
	
0.5
	
0.4

	Poisoning by and exposure to alcohol, undetermined intent (Y15)
	
0.1
	
0.1
	
0.1

	
	
	
	

	Other
	
	
	

	Mental/behavioural disorders (F10)
	2.3
	1.6
	2.0

	Acute intoxication (F10.0)
	0.7
	0.4
	0.5

	Harmful use (F10.1)
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1

	Dependence syndrome (F10.2)
	1.3
	1.1
	1.2

	Other (F10.3–F10.9)
	0.3
	0.1
	0.2

	Alcoholic liver disease (K70)
	0.3
	0.1
	0.2

	Other inflammatory liver disease (K75)
	–
	0.1
	0.1

	Toxic effect of alcohol (T51)
	–
	–
	–

	Accidental poisoning by and exposure to alcohol (X45)
	
0.1
	
–
	
0.1

	Intentional self-poisoning by and exposure to alcohol (X65)
	
0.2
	
0.3
	
0.2

	Poisoning by and exposure to alcohol, undetermined intent (Y15)
	
0.1
	
0.1
	
0.1


a The hospitalisation rates (per 1000 population) were directly age standardised to the Australian population as at 30 June 2001. b A hospitalisation is the discharge, transfer, death or change of episode of care of an admitted patient (see glossary for a detailed definition). Data are from public and most private hospitals. Data exclude private hospitals in the NT. c Principal diagnoses of hospitalisations are based on codes of the International Statistical Classification of Diseases and Related Health Problems, 10th Revision, Australian Modification (ICD-10-AM). ICD-10-AM codes F10, K70, K75 and T51 are based on principal diagnosis. External cause codes X45, X65 and Y15 are based on any external cause reported. d Data are based on State of usual residence. e’Other’ includes hospitalisations of non-Indigenous people and those for whom Indigenous status was not stated. – Nil or rounded to zero. 

Source: AIHW (unpublished) National Hospital Morbidity Database; table 10A.3.10.

In 2008-09, for NSW, Victoria, Queensland, WA, SA and public hospitals in the NT:

· Indigenous people were hospitalised for alcohol related conditions at rates between 1.5 and 7.9 times those of other people (table 10.3.1) 

· the most common type of mental and behavioural disorder due to alcohol use for Indigenous people was acute intoxication (4.2 per 1000), followed by dependence syndrome (1.8 per 1000) (table 10.3.1)

· the hospitalisation rate for acute intoxication for Indigenous people was 5.4 per 1000 in remote areas and 3.9 per 1000 in major cities (table 10A.3.11). 

Over the period 2004-05 to 2008-09, hospitalisation rates for all alcohol related conditions for both Indigenous and other people did not change significantly (table 10A.3.10). 

Table 10.3.2
Alcohol related death rates, age standardised, 2005−2009a, b, c, d 
	
	Indigenouse
	
	Non‑Indigenousf

	
	NSW
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	NT
	Totalg
	
	NSW
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	NT
	Totalg

	Males 
	41.1
	34.2
	62.4
	64.6
	72.4
	47.9
	
	7.6
	7.0
	6.6
	6.8
	8.7
	7.2

	Females
	15.6
	15.6
	36.3
	np
	41.3
	22.8
	
	2.0
	2.0
	2.2
	1.9
	np
	2.1

	Persons
	27.7
	24.3
	48.8
	42.3
	55.5
	34.6
	
	4.8
	4.5
	4.4
	4.3
	6.9
	4.6


a Causes of death attributable to alcohol are based on codes of the International Classification of Diseases, 10th Revision (ICD-10) b Indirectly age-standardised death rate per 100 000 population. c Denominators used in the calculation of rates for the Indigenous population are from ABS Experimental Estimates and Projections, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Australians, Cat. no. 3238.0 (series B, 2006 base). Non‑Indigenous estimates are available for Census years only. In the intervening years, Indigenous population figures are derived from assumptions about past and future levels of fertility, mortality and migration.  In the absence of non-Indigenous population figures for these years, it is possible to derive denominators for calculating non‑Indigenous rates by subtracting the Indigenous population from the total population. Such figures have a degree of uncertainty and should be used with caution, particularly as the time from the base year of the projection series increases. d Some data are not published (np) due to small numbers of deaths. e Data on deaths of Indigenous people are affected by differing levels of coverage of deaths identified as Indigenous across states and territories. Care should be exercised in analysing these data, particularly in making comparisons across states and territories and between Indigenous and non‑Indigenous rates. f Non‑Indigenous includes deaths with a 'Not stated' Indigenous status. g Data are for NSW, Queensland, WA, SA, and the NT combined, based on State or Territory of usual residence. Victoria, Tasmania and the ACT are excluded due to small numbers of registered Indigenous deaths. np Not published. 

Source: ABS (unpublished) Causes of Death, Australia, Cat. no. 3303.0; table 10A.3.17.

In 2005–2009, for those jurisdictions for which alcohol related deaths data are available (NSW, Queensland, WA, SA and the NT): 

· overall the rate for Indigenous people was 7.5 times the rate for non‑Indigenous people. Rates were higher for Indigenous people than non‑Indigenous in NSW, Queensland, WA, SA and the NT. 

· rates for Indigenous and non‑Indigenous males were higher than rates for Indigenous and non‑Indigenous females (table 10.3.2). 

Alcohol influenced crime

This section examines alcohol influenced crime. The relationship between excessive alcohol consumption, violence, crime and injury is well documented (Anderson and Wild 2007; AIC 1990; Ireland 1993; Prichard and Payne 2005; Smith 1983; Weatherburn, Snowball and Hunter 2006). 

A recent report by the National Indigenous Drug and Alcohol Committee (2009) highlighted the relationship between alcohol, crime and injury for Australian Indigenous people. Research by Putt, Payne and Milner (2005) found that alcohol is a well known factor in offending among Indigenous Australians and Smith, O’Hagan and Gole (2006) found that alcohol related assault was a significant cause of the high rate of eye injuries in Indigenous people in far north Queensland. Examples of how alcohol related crime and violence is being addressed in some communities can be found in box 10.3.2. 

There are no reliable data on the overall extent of alcohol related crime. This section examines alcohol related homicides, using data from the Australian Institute of Criminology (AIC) National Homicide Monitoring Program (NHMP). The NHMP data are discussed in appendix 4. 

Figure 10.3.2
Alcohol involvement in Indigenous and non‑Indigenous homicides, total recorded 1999-2000 to 2008-09a, b, c, d, e 
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a(Homicide includes murder and manslaughter, but excludes driving causing death. Data reflect information available at the time of reporting and are subject to change. b Excludes data where Indigenous status of victim or offender, or alcohol involvement is unknown. In the case of multiple offenders, data include the primary victim and offender only (based on AIC NHMP incident classification). c Indigenous homicides are where both victims and offenders of homicide are Indigenous. d Non-Indigenous homicides are where both victims and offenders are not Indigenous, including victims and offenders who are Caucasian, Asian and Maori/Pacific Islanders. e Inter‑racial homicides are where either the victim or the offender is Indigenous, including homicides involving: an Indigenous offender and non-Indigenous victim, and non-Indigenous offender and an Indigenous victim. 

Source: AIC NHMP [computer file] (unpublished); table 10A.3.18.

Among the total recorded homicides over the period from 1999-2000 to 2008-09: 

· 71.4 per cent of Indigenous homicides involved both the victim and offender having consumed alcohol at the time of the offence, compared with 24.7 per cent of non-Indigenous homicides (figure 10.3.2)

· where only the offender was under the influence of alcohol in a homicide, the proportion was similar for Indigenous homicides (9.1 per cent) and non‑Indigenous homicides (9.4 per cent) (figure 10.3.2). 

Figure 10.3.3
Alcohol involvement in Indigenous homicides, 1999‑2000 to 2008-09a, b, c 
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a(Homicide includes murder and manslaughter, but excludes driving causing death. Data reflect information available at the time of reporting and are subject to change. b Excludes data where Indigenous status of victim or offender, or alcohol involvement is unknown. In the case of multiple offenders, data include the primary victim and offender only (based on AIC NHMP incident classification). c Total alcohol involved homicides are the aggregate of three categories of homicides involving alcohol: ‘both the victim and offender drinking’,’ victim drinking but not offender’, and ‘offender drinking but not victim’.

Source: AIC NHMP [computer file] (unpublished); table 10A.3.18. 

Over the ten year period from 1999-2000 to 2008-09, the extent to which alcohol has been a contributing factor in Indigenous homicides has fluctuated (figure 10.3.3). With between 23 and 36 Indigenous homicides per year over the past five years, small changes in numbers can cause large changes in calculated proportions. The number of Indigenous homicides where both offender and victim were drinking (14) was lower in 2008-09 than any year in the previous nine years (table 10A.3.18). 

10.4
Drug and other substance use and harm

	Box 10.4.1
Key messages 

	· In 2007, Indigenous people were recent users of illicit substances at almost twice the rate of other Australians (AIHW 2008; table 10A.4.1). 

· In 2008, 23.3 per cent of Indigenous people aged 18 years or over had used illicit drugs in the past 12 months, with cannabis the most commonly used drug (table 10.4.1). 

· Apart from kava, illicit drug use was higher for Indigenous people in non‑remote areas than remote areas in 2008 (table 10A.4.3).

· There was no change in illicit drug use among Indigenous people between 2002 and 2008 (figure 10.4.1). 

· Indigenous people were hospitalised for mental and behavioural disorders caused by drug use at three times the rate for other people (table 10A.4.6) and hospitalised for accidental poisoning between 2004-05 and 2008-09 at nearly twice the rate for other people (table 10A.4.7). 

· For all homicides recorded from 1999‑2000 to 2008‑09, a lower proportion of Indigenous homicides than non‑Indigenous homicides occurred under the influence of drugs (23.9 per cent compared to 30.2 per cent) (table 10A.4.11). 

	

	


Drug and other substance misuse is a contributing factor to illness and disease, accidents and injury, violence and crime, family and social disruption, and workplace problems (Catto and Thomson 2008). Reducing drug related harm will improve health, social and economic outcomes at both individual and community levels. Drug related problems were more likely to be a stressor experienced by Indigenous people (14.2 per cent) than non‑Indigenous people (5.7 per cent) in 2008 (table 10A.4.12). Programs that have been effective in reducing substance use among Indigenous people are discussed in box 10.4.2. 

The primary measure for this indicator is the proportion of people aged 18 years or over who recently used illicit drugs. This section also includes data on drug related hospitalisations, deaths and crime.

Illicit substance use can be divided into two categories: use of substances which are illegal to possess (such as heroin) and misuse of substances which are legally available (such as petrol inhalation, misuse of prescription drugs or misuse of prescription drugs in combination with alcohol). 

Among illegal drugs, research suggests that cannabis consumption in Indigenous communities is increasing (Clough et al. 2004; Putt and Delahunty 2006; Senior and Chenhall 2008). Heavy cannabis use has been associated with moderate to severe symptoms of depression (Lee et al. 2008). The misuse of kava is a concern in some Indigenous communities, as it can lead to liver damage and malnutrition and can also have a negative impact on families and communities (DHA 2003; DHA 2004; Clough and Jones 2004; Urquhart and Thomson 2009). 

The use of other substances such as inhalants (for example, petrol, glue, paint and butane gas) can lead to serious health consequences, including long term brain damage, disability or even death. It can also cause the social alienation of sniffers, violence and crime (Access Economics 2006; Community Affairs References Committee 2006). 

	Box 10.4.2
‘Things that work’ — reducing substance use and harm 

	Since the roll out of Opal fuel in the Central Desert (SA and the NT) and the East Kimberley regions (WA), reports of petrol sniffing have been minimal (CIRA 2010). An evaluation in 2008 found that petrol sniffing had declined in 17 of the 20 communities evaluated. Petrol sniffing had fallen by 70 per cent overall, and in nine communities there was no sniffing (d’Abbs and Shaw 2008b). 

The Aboriginal Substance Misuse Connection Program (SA) assists Aboriginal clients through assessment, detoxification, rehabilitation and integration with other services. A case management and harm minimisation approach empowers clients to reach their goals and explore options that can lead to improved health and reductions in alcohol and drug use. The program has been operating since 2007 and an evaluation in 2010 found that the program is flexible and responsive to individual needs. Since January 2010, 291 client goals have been achieved in the areas of accommodation/housing, mental and physical health, family/significant other and disability/legal/financial (SA Government unpublished). 

	

	


Illicit drug use 

It is difficult to obtain accurate data on the use of illicit drugs. The illegality of some drugs makes it difficult to address with population surveys. Data from use of health systems or interaction with the criminal justice system tend to identify heavy users and those who succumb to drugs’ effects, while evidence suggests that the majority of illicit drug users use drugs infrequently without becoming addicted (Makkai and McAllister 1998). 

Data on the proportion of Indigenous people aged 18 years or over who recently used illicit drugs are derived from ABS Indigenous specific surveys. Non‑Indigenous comparisons from ABS collections are unavailable. However, results from the AIHW 2007 National Drug Strategy Household Survey (NDSHS) showed that Indigenous people were almost twice as likely as other Australians to be recent users of illicit substances (AIHW 2008; table 10A.4.1). Care should be taken in interpreting NDSHS data due to the small size of the Indigenous sample (fewer than 500 respondents). In 2008, 58.4 per cent of Indigenous people living in remote and very remote areas were aware of neighbourhood drug and alcohol problems, compared with 42.9 per cent of Indigenous people living in non-remote areas (table 10A.4.12). 

Figure 10.4.1
Indigenous people aged 18 years or over who had recently used illicit drugs, 2002 and 2008a, b, c, d 
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a(Error bars represent 95 per cent confidence intervals around each estimate (see chapter 3 for more information). b( Analgesics includes sedatives for non-medical use, pain killers, tranquilisers and sleeping pills. c( Cannabis includes marijuana, hashish or cannabis resin. d( Total illicit drug use includes heroin, cocaine, petrol, LSD/synthetic hallucinogens, naturally occurring hallucinogens, ecstasy/designer drugs, and other inhalants. Includes methadone in 2008. Sum of components may be more than total as persons may have reported more than one type of substance used. 

Source: ABS (unpublished) NATSISS 2002 and 2008; table 10A.4.2. 

In both 2002 and 2008, among Indigenous people who accepted the substance use form:
 

· 23.3 per cent of respondents had recently used illicit drugs (table 10A.4.2) 

· cannabis was the most commonly used substance (18.2 per cent in 2002; 17.6 per cent in 2008) (figure 10.4.1; table 10A.4.2).

Data on illicit drug use in non‑remote areas in 2004-05 by State and Territory and sex are available in tables 10A.4.4 and 10A.4.5. 

Table 10.4.1
Indigenous people aged 18 years or over who had recently used illicit drugs, 2008a, b, c, d, e
	
	Males 
	
	Females 
	
	Persons

	Used substances
	%
	
	%
	
	%

	
Used substances in last 12 months
	
	
	
	
	

	

Analgesics and sedatives for non-medical usea
	6.1
	
	5.2
	
	5.6

	

Amphetamines or speed
	6.1
	
	2.8
	
	4.3

	

Marijuana, hashish or cannabis resin
	24.3
	
	11.6
	
	17.6

	

Kava
	1.8*
	
	0.7*
	
	1.2

	

Total used substances in last 12 monthsb
	29.8
	
	17.6
	
	23.3

	
Used substances but not in last 12 months
	24.4
	
	19.8
	
	22.0

	
Total used substance(s)c
	54.3
	
	37.5
	
	45.4

	Never used substances
	45.4
	
	61.7
	
	54.1

	Not statedd
	0.3*
	
	0.8*
	
	0.6*

	Totale
	100.0
	
	100.0
	
	100.0

	People who accepted substance use form as a proportion of all people in the survey (%)
	90.3
	
	92.3
	
	91.3


*indicates the relative standard error for the estimate is greater than 25 per cent and should be used with caution.

a Includes pain killers, tranquilisers and sleeping pills. b Includes heroin, cocaine, petrol, LSD/synthetic hallucinogens, naturally occurring hallucinogens, ecstasy/designer drugs, methadone and other inhalants. Sum of components may be more than total as persons may have reported using more than one type of substance used. c Includes ‘whether used in last 12 months’ not known. d This category are people who accepted the substance use form but did not state if they had ever used substances. e People who accepted the substance use form. 
Source: ABS (unpublished) NATSISS 2008; table 10A.4.2. 

Table 10.4.1 shows that in 2008, among Indigenous people aged 18 years or over who accepted the substance use form: 

· 23.3 per cent reported having recently used illicit drugs (that is, in the 12 months prior to interview) and 45.4 per cent reported having used illicit drugs at least once in their lifetime 

· males were more likely than females to have used illicit drugs in the last 12 months (29.8 per cent compared with 17.6 per cent) 

· marijuana, hashish or cannabis resin were the most commonly used drugs in the last 12 months (17.6 per cent). 

In 2008, apart from kava, illicit drug use was higher for Indigenous people in non‑remote areas than remote areas (table 10A.4.3). 

Between 2002 and 2008, there was no change in illicit drug use across remoteness areas (table 10A.4.3). More data on illicit drug use, by type, across remoteness areas can be found in table 10A.4.3.

Inhalants 

Petrol sniffing is a form of substance abuse that affects some Indigenous youth in remote areas, particularly in the western corridor of Central Australia. Studies have found that petrol sniffing has been occurring in some remote and urban communities alongside other forms of substance use, notably cannabis, kava and alcohol use, and that past inhalant use is a predictor of other substance use (AIHW 2002; Catto and Thomson 2008; Clough et al. 2002; Clough et al. 2004; Clough and Jones 2004). There are no reliable national data on the number of people involved in petrol sniffing and the extent of resulting damage to individuals and communities. 

Petrol sniffing amongst Indigenous people was first reported in northern Australia in 1950 (Brady 1992). More recently, between September 2005 and February 2007, baseline data on the prevalence of petrol sniffing were collected in 74 remote communities (covering parts of Queensland, WA, SA and the NT). There were an estimated 1281 sniffers among the Indigenous population of 30 209 (d’Abbs and Shaw 2008a). Regions with the highest proportions of petrol sniffers were South Central Australia (16.4 per cent) and the Ngaanyatjarra Lands in WA (13.9 per cent) (AIHW 2011). Regions with the lowest proportion of petrol sniffers were the Northern Central Australia subregion and Alice Springs Town Camps, both with less than 1 per cent (AIHW 2011). Some Indigenous communities have expressed concern about the vulnerability of young people to the practice of petrol sniffing, the severity of physical effects and the pervasive social disorder that comes when it is allowed to continue (NT Select Committee on Substance Abuse 2007). 

Alternative fuels (such as Opal fuel) and community based interventions have had success in reducing petrol sniffing in some communities (Burns et al. 1995; Campbell and Stojanovski 2001). However, a black market for conventional fuel, specifically for petrol sniffing, has emerged in some communities (NT Select Committee on Substance Abuse 2007). Box 10.4.2 provides examples of how petrol sniffing is being addressed in some communities. 

Drug related hospitalisations 

Data on hospitalisations related to drug use reported for this indicator are from the AIHW National Hospital Morbidity Database. These data only cover drug related illnesses resulting in admission to a hospital. Further, data are only available for conditions directly attributable to drug use and do not include conditions where drug use may be a contributing factor but where the link is not direct and immediate. 

National hospitalisation data are available for NSW, Victoria, Queensland, WA, SA and public hospitals in the NT. Data for Tasmania and ACT are not included in national totals. Table 10A.4.8 includes data by State and Territory (including Tasmania and the ACT separately with caveats). Overall, the quality of Indigenous identification in hospital separations data has improved in recent years, but still varies substantially between jurisdictions. Data are available for remoteness areas across states and territories in aggregate, with Indigenous identification highest in remote and very remote areas (AIHW 2010). Data for other people includes hospitalisations of non‑Indigenous people and those for whom Indigenous status was not stated.

For NSW, Victoria, Queensland, WA, SA and public hospitals in the NT between 2004-05 and 2008-09: 

· the most common drug-related conditions resulting in hospitalisations of both Indigenous and other people were poisoning and mental and behavioural disorders (tables 10A.4.6 and 10A.4.7) 

· the rates of hospitalisations for poisoning due to antiepileptic, sedative-hypnotic and antiparkinsonism drugs were higher for Indigenous people than for other people (table 10A.4.6)

· the hospitalisation rate for Indigenous people for mental and behavioural disorders caused by drug use was three times the rate for other people (table 10A.4.6); and the hospitalisation rate for Indigenous people for accidental poisoning was nearly twice the rate for other people (table 10A.4.7). There were no changes over time in the hospitalisation rates for Indigenous and other people for drug related conditions (tables 10A.4.6 and 10A.4.7)

· the hospitalisation rate for drug related conditions for Indigenous people decreased with remoteness (table 10A.4.9). 

Drug related deaths 

Illicit drugs are a direct cause of death as well as being risk factors for conditions such as HIV/AIDS, hepatitis, low birthweight, inflammatory heart disease, poisoning, and suicide and self-inflicted injuries. 

Table 10.4.2
Drug related death rates, age standardised, 
2005−2009a, b, c, d 
	
	Indigenouse
	
	Non‑Indigenousf

	
	NSW
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	NT
	Totalg
	
	NSW
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	NT
	Totalg

	Males
	  14.3
	np
	np
	np
	np
	  9.5
	
	  7.1
	  5.4
	  6.8
	  7.1
	  8.0
	  6.6

	Females
	  8.9
	np
	np
	np
	np
	  6.1
	
	  4.1
	  3.3
	  4.0
	  5.5
	np
	  4.0

	Persons
	11.5
	4.0
	9.3
	17.8
	np
	7.8
	
	  5.5
	  4.3
	  5.4
	  6.3
	  5.9
	  5.3


a Causes of death attributable to drug-induced mortality are based on codes of the International Classification of Diseases, 10th Revision (ICD-10) b Indirectly age-standardised death rate per 100 000 population. c Denominators used in the calculation of rates for the Indigenous population are from ABS Experimental Estimates and Projections, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Australians, Cat. no. 3238.0 (series B, 2006 base). Non‑Indigenous estimates are available for census years only. In the intervening years, Indigenous population figures are derived from assumptions about past and future levels of fertility, mortality and migration.  In the absence of non-Indigenous population figures for these years, it is possible to derive denominators for calculating non‑Indigenous rates by subtracting the Indigenous population from the total population. Such figures have a degree of uncertainty and should be used with caution, particularly as the time from the base year of the projection series increases. d Some data are not published (np) due to small numbers of deaths. e Data on deaths of Indigenous people are affected by differing levels of coverage of deaths identified as Indigenous across states and territories. Care should be exercised in analysing these data, particularly in making comparisons across states and territories and between the Indigenous and non‑Indigenous data. f Non-Indigenous includes deaths with a 'Not stated' Indigenous status. g Data are for NSW, Queensland, SA, WA, and NT combined, based on State or Territory of usual residence. Victoria, Tasmania and the ACT are excluded due to small numbers of registered Indigenous deaths. np Not published 

Source: ABS (unpublished) Causes of Death, Australia, Cat. no. 3303.0; table 10A.4.10.

In 2005–2009, for those jurisdictions for which drug related deaths data are available (NSW, Queensland, WA, SA and the NT): 

· rates were higher for Indigenous people than non‑Indigenous in NSW, WA and SA, and similar in Queensland 

· rates for Indigenous and non‑Indigenous males were higher than rates for Indigenous and non‑Indigenous females (table 10.4.2). 

Drug related crime 

Broadly speaking, there are three types of drug related crime: violence associated with illegal drug markets; crimes committed by individuals under the influence of drugs; and crimes committed by drug users to pay for their drug purchases. 

Although the link between drug use and crime is complex, many studies have found clear evidence that drug use and crime tend to be associated — that is, co-existing in the same populations (Prichard and Payne 2005; Makkai and Payne 2003; Johnson 2004; Stevens, Trace and Bewley-Taylor 2005). For example:

· the use of inhalants has been linked with an increased likelihood of committing burglary, assault or wilful damage offences (Brady 1992) 

· there is a correlation between domestic violence and drug and alcohol use in Indigenous communities, with 70 to 90 per cent of assaults being committed while under the influence of alcohol and/or other drugs (DHA 2003)

· in juvenile detention centres across Australia in 2003-04 Indigenous and non‑Indigenous youths had used similar substances at similar frequencies, although non‑Indigenous detainees were significantly more likely to have used amphetamines and ecstasy. Indigenous youths were more likely to attribute their criminal offending to substance use (35 per cent) than non-Indigenous youths (29 per cent) (Prichard and Payne 2005) 

· illicit drugs have been associated with both violent and property crime (Wilczynski and Pigott 2004) 

· among police detainees, between 1995 and 2005, 79 per cent of Indigenous detainees tested positive to a drug at the time of being detained by police, compared with 67 per cent of non-Indigenous detainees (AIC 2008) 

· Indigenous people detained by police in key city locations in 2004 and 2005 were more likely than non‑Indigenous detainees to self-report use of inhalants (7 per cent for Indigenous detainees compared with 2 per cent for non‑Indigenous detainees) (AIC 2008). 

Data from the Australian Institute of Criminology (AIC) National Homicide Monitoring Program (NHMP) on drug influenced crimes are included in this section. These data do not reflect the full extent of crimes committed under the influence of drugs, as they do not include other forms of crime involving drugs, such as robberies, burglaries and assaults. Care should be taken in interpreting these data due to the small number of Indigenous homicides where drugs were involved at the time of the offence (between 3 and 15 per year over the past five years). Other limitations of the NHMP data are discussed in appendix 4. 

Figure 10.4.2
Drug influenced Indigenous homicides, 1999-2000 to 
2008-09a, b, c 
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a(Homicide includes murder and manslaughter, but excludes driving causing death. Data reflect information available at the time of reporting and are subject to change. b(Excludes data where Indigenous status of victim or offender, or alcohol involvement is unknown. In the case of multiple offenders, data include the primary victim and offender only (based on AIC NHMP incident classification). c Totals are the aggregate of three categories of homicides under influence of drugs: both the ‘victim and offender under the influence’, ’victim under the influence but not offender’, and ‘offender under the influence but not victim’.

Source: AIC NHMP (unpublished); table 10A.4.11.

· Over the ten year period from 1999-2000 to 2008-09, the level of drug influenced Indigenous homicides has fluctuated. It is not possible to identify any clear trends (figure 10.4.2). 

· Over the past five years there have been between 23 and 38 Indigenous homicides per year, and the number of drug influenced Indigenous homicides has fluctuated in even smaller numbers (between 3 and 15), small changes in numbers can cause large changes in proportions calculated (table 10A.4.11). 

· Among all homicides recorded in the AIC NHMP database between 1999‑2000 to 2008-09, a lower proportion of Indigenous homicides than non‑Indigenous homicides were associated with the use of drugs at the time of the offence (23.9 per cent compared to 30.2 per cent) (table 10A.4.11). 

10.5
Juvenile diversions

	Box 10.5.1
Key messages

	· Rates of diversion from formal criminal justice processes for Indigenous juveniles were around one-half to two-thirds those for non‑Indigenous juveniles in states and territories for which data were available (tables 10.5.1–2 and figures 10.5.1–4).

· In recent years, Indigenous juvenile diversion rates have remained relatively constant in most states and territories (tables 10A.5.5–7, 10.5.2 and figures 10.5.1 and 10.5.3).

	

	


Following initial contact with police, young offenders who have committed less serious offences can be eligible for diversion as an alternative to traditional court processes (Polk 2003). Diverting offenders away from the criminal justice system serves various restorative justice purposes, including:

· avoiding the negative labelling and stigma associated with formal contact with the criminal justice system

· preventing further offending by minimising initial contact with the criminal justice system

· providing appropriate interventions to those offenders in need of treatment or other services (Joudo 2008).

The primary measure for this indicator is juvenile diversions as a proportion of all juvenile offenders. The focus is on diversionary measures as alternatives to court proceedings — that is, diversion before contact with the formal criminal justice system.

Indigenous over-representation in the criminal justice system is an important social policy issue, and could be lessened through increased use of diversionary measures (Allard et al. 2010). Research has indicated that diversion from formal court processes can reduce the likelihood of re-offending (section 10.6), although this is less likely for Indigenous than non‑Indigenous offenders (Allard et al. 2010; NSW DOJJ 2007; Cunningham 2007). Similarly, juvenile diversions may lead to a reduction in imprisonment and juvenile detention rates (section 4.12), and a decrease in occurrences of suicide and self-harm (section 7.8).

Diversionary programs can also contribute to improved socio-economic outcomes for Indigenous people, as interaction with the formal justice system may restrict access to educational and employment opportunities (sections 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 6.6 and 8.1), and interfere with positive peer networks (Allard et al. 2009). 

State and Territory governments have individual responsibility for juvenile diversion programs and methods vary from informal police cautioning to legislated youth conferencing programs (AIHW 2010; Joudo 2008). Although a wide range of diversionary alternatives are available to young offenders, Indigenous juvenile offenders may have difficulty accessing such programs. Research has shown that Indigenous offenders are more likely to be excluded from diversionary programs due to:

· limitations imposed by some programs requiring admission of guilt before diversion can occur 

· eligibility criteria that preclude offenders with multiple charges and prior convictions. Section 10.6 ‘Repeat offending’ shows that Indigenous juvenile offenders have a higher level of repeat offending than non–Indigenous juveniles.

· lack of treatment programs available in remote areas (Bryant and Joudo 2008).

Some programs that have successfully made diversionary alternatives more accessible for Indigenous juvenile offenders are described in box 10.5.2. 

	Box 10.5.2
‘Things that work’ — improving Indigenous access to youth diversionary measures

	The Koori Youth Contact and Cautioning Program (Victoria) was developed in 2007 by the Victorian Aboriginal Legal Service in partnership with Victoria Police, with a pilot in the regional areas of Mildura and the Latrobe Valley. 

The program’s objective is to decrease Indigenous youth contact with the criminal justice system, by increasing access to police cautions, which can be issued for up to a third offence. The program increases family and local community involvement in the diversion process, with Koori youth justice workers to provide advice. The program also aims to overcome any police bias in the use of diversionary alternatives, by requiring police to fill out a ‘failure to caution form’ when a caution is not issued. 

An evaluation of the program in 2007-08 found an increase in cautioning for first time Indigenous youth offenders in both pilot sites (a 45 per cent increase in Mildura and a 32 per cent increase in the Latrobe Valley). The success of the pilot has seen its expansion to other areas within Victoria (VALS 2010; DCPC 2009).

The Regional Youth Justice Service Program (WA) was introduced by the Department of Corrective Services in 2008.  The program focuses on the prevention and diversion of young people from formal justice processes through the provision of advice and support, youth bail options, in-court assistance and supervision of community based orders.

The program was initially trialled in Kalgoorlie and Geraldton, where the number of police cautions in Kalgoorlie has increased by 41.4 per cent, and the number of police and judge referrals to a Juvenile Justice Service team in Geraldton increased by 82 per cent. The services were proposed for adoption in other regions in WA in 2011 (DIA 2010).  

	

	


Data are available for this report from NSW, Victoria, Queensland, WA, SA and the NT. Data from Tasmania and the ACT have not been published in this section, as they are not of sufficient numbers or quality to publish. 

Data in the following section have not been adjusted to control for factors that might affect the likelihood of a juvenile being diverted from court by police. These factors include the nature of the offence and the offending history of the young person. Differences in programs and data collection mean that data are not comparable across jurisdictions: 

· For example, Indigenous status in Victoria, WA and SA is completed on the basis of the attending officer’s subjective assessment of the person’s appearance and is recorded for operational purposes only. In NSW, Queensland and the NT, police officers ask juveniles whether they identify as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander. 

· Juvenile diversions in NSW are legislated under the Young Offenders Act 1997 (NSW) and administered by the NSW Department of Juvenile Justice. Under the Act, young offenders can be diverted using warnings, police cautions and youth justice conferences. Warnings apply for the least serious offences, while more serious offences may elicit cautions, conferences and finally court for the most serious offences. Infringement notices consisting of an on-the-spot fine can be issued for certain offences. NSW data are from police records and represent persons of interest (POIs) or alleged offenders who have come to the attention of NSW Police for a recorded criminal incident (driving offences are excluded). 

· In Victoria, data on juvenile apprehensions describe offences charged by police as either an ‘arrest’ or ‘summons’, and a diversion as a ‘caution’. Victoria is the only state where the cautioning of offenders is not legislated and thus is left to the discretion of police officers. 

· Queensland Police data include diversionary methods of processing as ‘caution’ and ‘community conference’, as alternatives to ‘arrest’, ‘notice to appear’, ‘summons’ or ‘warrant’. 
· In WA, juvenile diversions are legislated under the Young Offenders Act 1994 (WA). Under the Act, police officers can issue juvenile offenders with a formal written caution, or the matter can be transferred to a Juvenile Justice Team (JJT) via police or court referral.  Where the matter is referred to a JJT, young people are held accountable for their offending behaviour through meetings with their families, victims and police. No criminal conviction is recorded against the young person. 
· The SA youth justice system has a three tiered system of diversion, involving informal cautions, formal cautions and family conferences.  These diversionary options are legislated by the Young Offenders Act 1993 (SA). 
· NT police data refer to apprehension cases rather than individual persons, and therefore several cases can relate to the same offender.
New South Wales 

Table 10.5.1
NSW, number and proportion of juveniles diverted, 
2009a, b, c, d, e, f
	
	Unit
	Indigenous
	Non‑Indigenous
	Totalf 

	Proceeded against other than to court
	
	
	
	

	Youth justice conference
	no.
	515
	2 075
	2 680

	Caution – Young Offenders Act
	no.
	1 700
	9 715
	11 997

	Infringement notice
	no.
	362
	7 316
	8 141

	Total
	no.
	2 577
	19 106
	22 818

	Proceeded against to court
	no.
	5 475
	10 916
	17 021

	Proportion of juveniles diverted
	%
	32.0
	63.6
	57.3


a This table represents persons of interest (POIs) or alleged offenders who have come to the attention of NSW Police for a recorded criminal incident (driving offences are excluded). Not all crimes have an associated POI. The table only shows POIs whom the police have taken action against. 'Proceeded against to court' includes the issue of court attendance notices, charges and summonses. 'Youth justice conference' shows police conference referrals but excludes court referrals. b Under the Young Offenders Act 1997 (NSW), when police apprehend a young person they must first consider whether the young person is entitled to be diverted under the Act by way of warning, caution or youth justice conference. c Excluded from this table were 1554 juvenile POIs whose status was recorded by police as 'legal process not further classified'. d Indigenous status is based on self-identification by the juvenile. e ‘Warnings’ have been excluded from this data. f ‘Total’ includes those juveniles whose status is unknown.

Source: NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research (unpublished); table 10A.5.7.

Table 10.5.1 shows the various legal processes NSW Police can employ against alleged young offenders. The proportion of juveniles diverted includes those referred to a ‘youth justice conference’ and those given a ‘caution’ or ‘infringement notice’. Compared to NSW data in the 2009 report, ‘warnings’ are no longer recorded due to changes in reporting requirements, which has led to a discontinuity in the data. 

· Indigenous juveniles were diverted at nearly half the rate of non‑Indigenous juveniles in 2009 (32.0 per cent compared to 63.6 per cent) (table 10.5.1).  

· The difference between Indigenous and non‑Indigenous juvenile alleged offenders being diverted has remained relatively the same since 2004 (a gap of 34.1 percentage points in 2004 compared to 31.6 percentage points in 2009) (tables 10A.5.5–7).

Tables 10A.5.1–7 provide more information on juvenile diversions by sex and offence over time.

Victoria 

Figure 10.5.1
Victoria, Indigenous and non-Indigenous juvenile alleged offenders and cautions, 2004-05 – 2009-10a, b 
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a(Indigenous status is derived from the racial appearance of the offender which is a subjective assessment of the police officer. b Percentages represent the number of distinct juvenile offenders cautioned when first processed by police in a financial year.

Source: Victorian Government (2011); table 10A.5.8.

· In Victoria in 2009-10, 33.8 per cent of Indigenous juvenile offenders were cautioned when first processed by police, compared with 51.8 per cent of non‑Indigenous juvenile offenders (figure 10.5.1).

Between 2004-05 and 2009-10, for juvenile offenders first processed by police:

· the proportion of Indigenous juvenile offenders cautioned changed little (33.6 per cent in 2004-05 and 33.8 per cent in 2009-10), while the proportion of non‑Indigenous juvenile offenders cautioned increased from 47.6 per cent to 51.8 per cent (figure 10.5.1)

· the gap between the proportions of Indigenous and non-Indigenous juvenile offenders receiving a caution increased slightly (from a gap of 14.0 percentage points to a gap of 18.0 percentage points) (figure 10.5.1).

Tables 10A.5.9–22 provide more information on juvenile diversions in Victoria by remoteness, offence type and over time. 

Queensland

Figure 10.5.2
Queensland, proportion of Indigenous and 
non‑Indigenous juvenile alleged offences receiving a caution, by type of offence, 2009-10a, b, c, d, e
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a(Proportions are calculated using data in table 10A.5.22. The number of cautions is divided by the sum of the number of arrests, cautions, referrals to community conference, notices to appear, summons, warrants and other methods of processing juvenile alleged offenders used by Queensland Police, multiplied by 100. b Indigenous status is based on self-identification by the juvenile. c Only those offenders whose age and sex were identified are included. d ‘Other property damage’ refers to property damage not classified as unlawful entry, arson, unlawful use of motor vehicle, other theft, fraud, or handling stolen goods e The ‘Total of all offences’ includes all of the offences listed in table 10A.5.23.

Source: Queensland Police Service (2010); table 10A.5.23.

Figure 10.5.2 presents police data on the number of offences, rather than the number of young offenders. Therefore, these data should be interpreted with caution. 

In Queensland in 2009-10: 

· Indigenous juveniles received cautions at a lower rate than non-Indigenous juveniles for most of the selected offences presented in figure 10.5.2.

· for the offence of robbery, Indigenous juveniles were cautioned at a marginally higher rate (10.9 per cent) than non-Indigenous juveniles (9.5 per cent) (figure 10.5.2).

· for the majority of all offence categories, Indigenous juveniles had a lower rate of cautions or transfers to community conferences than non-Indigenous juveniles (table 10A.5.23).

Tables 10A.5.23–26 contain more information on juvenile diversions in Queensland by offence type and over time. 

Western Australia 

Figure 10.5.3
WA, Indigenous and non-Indigenous juvenile cautions, 
1994–2007a
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a(Indigenous status is based on the attending officer’s subjective assessment of the offender’s appearance and is recorded for operational purposes only.

Source: University of Western Australia, Crime Research Centre, Juvenile Research Database, unpublished; table 10A.5.31.

In WA in 2007:

· 31.4 per cent of Indigenous juvenile offenders were issued with a caution compared with 68.6 per cent of non-Indigenous juvenile offenders (figure 10.5.3)

· Indigenous juvenile offenders were cautioned at a higher rate for property offences than non-Indigenous juvenile offenders — but were cautioned at a lower rate for liquor offences, drug offences, traffic offences, good order offences and other offences (table 10A.5.30).

Between 1994 and 2007:

· the proportion of Indigenous juvenile offenders issued with a caution increased from 13.9 per cent to 31.4 per cent, while the proportion of non-Indigenous juvenile offenders issued with a caution decreased from 86.1 per cent to 68.6 per cent (figure 10.5.3)

· the gap between the proportions of Indigenous and non-Indigenous juvenile offenders being cautioned decreased from 72.2 percentage points to 37.2 percentage points (figure 10.5.3).

For the period 2003–2007, 55.8 per cent of Indigenous juveniles were either cautioned or referred to a Juvenile Justice Team, compared to 74.9 per cent of non‑Indigenous juvenile offenders (table 10A.5.27).

Tables 10A.5.30–33 provide more detail on the number and proportion of juveniles cautioned by sex and age group, and by type of offence over time. Tables 10A.5.27–29 provide more information of the number and proportion of juvenile diversions (including referrals to a Juvenile Justice Team) by sex and age group, and by type of offence over time. 

South Australia 

Table 10.5.2
SA, Indigenous and non‑Indigenous juvenile apprehensions and diversionsa, b, c
	
	Unit
	Indigenous
	Non‑Indigenous

	1 January to 31 December 2007
	
	 
	 

	Juvenile apprehensionsc
	no.
	1 267
	5 083

	Formal caution
	no.
	212
	1 529

	Transfer to family conference
	no.
	208
	971

	Proportion diverted
	%
	33.1
	49.2

	
	
	
	

	1 January to 31 December 2006
	
	
	

	Juvenile apprehensionsc
	no.
	1 235
	4 681

	Formal caution
	no.
	225
	1 341

	Transfer to family conference
	no.
	204
	846

	Proportion diverted
	%
	34.7
	46.7

	
	
	
	

	1 January to 31 December 2005
	
	
	

	Juvenile apprehensionsc
	no.
	1 248
	4 439

	Formal caution
	no.
	258
	1 257

	Transfer to family conference
	no.
	186
	751

	Proportion diverted
	%
	35.6
	45.2

	
	
	
	

	1 January to 31 December 2004
	
	
	

	Juvenile apprehensionsc
	no.
	1 054
	4 018

	Formal caution
	no.
	200
	1 247

	Transfer to family conference
	no.
	181
	837

	Proportion diverted
	%
	36.1
	51.9


a Aboriginal appearance, derived from police apprehension reports, reflects the opinion of the apprehending officer. b Juvenile diversions include both formal cautions and transfers to a family conference. c Numbers of juvenile apprehensions exclude those offences with an unknown method of processing.

Source: Office of Crime Statistics and Research (2010); table 10A.5.34.

· In SA in 2007, Indigenous juveniles were diverted via formal cautions and transfers to family at a lesser rate than non-Indigenous juveniles (table 10.5.2).

· In SA from 2004 – 2007, the proportion of Indigenous juvenile apprehensions diverted from court decreased slightly from 36.1 per cent to 33.1 per cent.

Tables 10A.5.34–39 provide further information on juvenile diversions by type of offence. 

Northern Territory 

Figure 10.5.4
NT, proportion of Indigenous and non‑Indigenous alleged offences receiving a diversion, 2002–2010a, b, c
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a(Data are for apprehension cases rather than individual persons, therefore, several cases may relate to one person. b Indigenous data are based on self-identification by the juvenile. c Cases that did not result in a diversion either proceeded to court or were resolved in some other manner (it is not an indicator of the number of matters referred to the courts).

Source: NT Police (unpublished); table 10A.5.40.

· In the NT in 2010, 36.4 per cent of Indigenous juvenile alleged offenders received a diversion compared to 55.3 per cent of non‑Indigenous juvenile alleged offenders (figure 10.5.4).

· The proportions of Indigenous and non-Indigenous juveniles in the NT receiving a diversion fluctuated between 2002 and 2010, with no clear trends (figure 10.5.4).

10.6 Repeat offending 

	Box 10.6.1
Key messages

	· A greater proportion of Indigenous prisoners (73.7 per cent) than non‑Indigenous prisoners (48.6 per cent) had prior adult imprisonment as at 30 June 2010 (figure 10.6.1).

· Among prisoners released from prison between 1994 and 2007, 58 per cent of Indigenous people were reimprisoned within ten years, compared with 35 per cent of non-Indigenous people (ABS 2010a).

· Between 2000 and 2010, the proportion of Indigenous prisoners with prior imprisonment fell from 76.2 per cent to 73.7 per cent, and the proportion of non‑Indigenous prisoners with prior imprisonment fell from 52.1 per cent to 48.6 per cent (table 10A.6.5).

· Studies on juvenile repeat offending carried out in NSW, Queensland, WA and SA indicate that Indigenous juvenile offenders had higher rates of reoffending than non‑Indigenous juvenile offenders (tables 10A.6.10–17). 

	

	


Reducing the number of prisoners who repeatedly offend is a key objective of any criminal justice system (ABS 2010a; Smith 2010). A number of Australian recidivism (or repeat offending) studies have focused on the relationship between an offender’s Indigenous status and propensity to reoffend, generally concluding that Indigenous offenders are more likely to have further contact with the criminal justice system than non-Indigenous offenders (Payne 2007; Joudo 2008). 

This section presents data on both adult and juvenile repeat offending. The primary measure for adult repeat offending is the proportion of prisoners currently under sentence with known prior adult imprisonment (ABS 2010b). Generally, data on juvenile repeat offending are from independent cohort studies measuring longitudinal outcomes of juvenile offending patterns. There is no systematic national data collection which provides information about the prevalence of prior detention among juvenile detainees and thus data are limited to four jurisdictions: NSW, Queensland, WA and SA (Payne 2007). 

Several factors contribute to recidivism and, in many cases, these are the same as those that resulted in the initial incarceration (Standing Committee on Social Issues 2008; Willis and Moore 2008). Evidence strongly suggests that early involvement with the criminal justice system can result in entrenched involvement in repeat offending (DCPC 2009; AIC 2002).

Payne (2007) canvassed the literature on recidivism in Australia and found that certain characteristics are predictive of repeat offending, including:

· age of offender — criminal offending peaks in the mid to late teens, diminishing in adulthood

· criminal history — the younger the age of first offence, the greater the likelihood of higher levels of offending 

· gender— for the majority of offences, females are less likely to reoffend

· Indigenous status — Indigenous offenders are generally more likely to reoffend, and Indigenous offenders are more likely to be reconvicted or reimprisoned upon release from prison

Situational factors potentially influencing repeat offending can include:

· unemployment (section 4.6)

· education and schooling — those with lower educational attainment are more likely to reoffend (sections 4.5 and 4.7)

· residential location — those living in low socioeconomic areas or who are homeless are more likely to reoffend (section 4.9 and chapter 9) 

· family attachment — those with limited family attachment are more likely to reoffend 

· poor mental health (section 7.7)  

· drug use (section 10.4) (Payne 2007). 

Services that aim to support Indigenous offenders who have experienced imprisonment can help lower the rate of reoffending. These services can enhance rehabilitative outcomes and the reintegration process by helping Indigenous offenders remain in contact and involved with the community. These services can include: visits by elders, contact with community liaison officers, official Indigenous visitors and access to chaplains (including specified Indigenous chaplains) (Willis and Moore 2008). 

Given the extent of Indigenous imprisonment (section 4.12), it is important that released offenders have the opportunity to integrate back into the community and lead positive and productive lives. The Standing Committee on Social Issues (2008) found that a major factor leading to recidivism was the lack of suitable support available to ex-offenders attempting to integrate themselves into society. 

Box 10.6.2 describes successful initiatives in Victoria aimed at reducing repeat offending among Indigenous people.

	Box 10.6.2
‘Things that work’ – repeat offending

	The Local Justice Worker and Koori Offender Mentoring and Support programs (Victoria) are designed to reduce the number of Indigenous offenders breaching community correctional orders. Local justice workers in 10 community organisations help establish culturally appropriate worksites for Indigenous offenders, and assist offenders to comply with their orders. More than 30 worksites have been established and assistance provided to over 1000 clients since 2008.

In addition, Koori Elders and Respected Persons provide support, mentoring, advice and cultural connection to Indigenous offenders to assist them to meet the requirements of their intensive community correctional orders. 

Since these programs began in 2007‑08, there has been an increase in the number and proportion of community correctional orders successfully completed by Indigenous offenders, and by 2009‑10, the successful completion rates for Indigenous and non‑Indigenous Victorians were almost identical (Victorian Government unpublished).

	

	


Adult repeat offending

Repeat imprisonment trends 1994–2007

Recent research undertaken by the ABS has linked the annual prisoner data collections from 1994–2007 to analyse repeat imprisonment trends (ABS 2010a).
 The research focused on a cohort of prisoners released during the period July 1994 to June 1997 and followed any repeat imprisonment trends until June 2007, a period of at least ten years. A key finding of the research was that reimprisonment was strongly associated with being young, being Indigenous or having previously been imprisoned.

The 1994–1997 release cohort comprised 28 584 people, of whom 18.0 per cent were Indigenous and 94.0 per cent were male. Indigenous people (58.0 per cent) were 1.7 times the rate of non-Indigenous people to be reimprisoned (35.0 per cent) within ten years of release. The NT had a particularly high rate of reimprisonment (48.0 per cent compared to the national average of 39.0 per cent) due to higher proportions of young and Indigenous offenders in the prisoner population in that jurisdiction.

Annual data on prior imprisonment under sentence

Data on the prior imprisonment of adults under sentence are from the ABS Prisoners in Australia publication (ABS 2010b) and are provided for each State and Territory. These data need to be interpreted with caution, and are subject to the following limitations:

· some states and territories include episodes on remand as prior imprisonment

· a prior sentence of periodic detention is included as prior imprisonment 

· prisoners who have had previous adult imprisonment in another State or Territory may not be counted as having prior imprisonment

· the data do not include arrests that do not proceed to court (for example, as a result of diversion or restitution)

· the data do not include convictions for reoffending that lead to outcomes that are not administered by prisons (for example, community service orders or fines)

· the data only deal with prior imprisonment in an adult prison (juvenile detention is not included)

· the data do not capture the entire inflow and outflow of prisoners during each year. Prisoners who are imprisoned after 30 June one year but released before 30 June the next year are not recorded.

As such, the true level of adult repeat offending could be underestimated as not all offences are necessarily detected or recorded by police, and court convictions do not necessarily result in contact with corrective services. Adult repeat offending could also be overestimated as an offender on remand will not necessarily be convicted and sentenced for a particular offence (Payne 2007).  

Figures 10.6.1–3 present data on the proportion of prisoners with known prior adult imprisonment under sentence at 30 June 2010. 

Figure 10.6.1
Proportion of prisoners with known prior adult imprisonment under sentence, 30 June 2010a
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a( People known to have had prior imprisonment under sentence in a gazetted adult prison. A prior sentence of periodic detention is included as prior imprisonment. Some states and territories may also include episodes on remand as prior imprisonment. Prisoners who have had previous adult imprisonment in another State or Territory may not be counted as having prior imprisonment.

Source: ABS (2010b); table 10A.6.1.

Nationally, at 30 June 2010:

· the proportion of Indigenous prisoners who had experienced prior adult imprisonment was 73.7 per cent whereas for non–Indigenous prisoners it was 48.6 per cent (figure 10.6.1).

· the proportion of Indigenous prisoners who had experienced prior adult imprisonment under sentence was higher than for non-Indigenous prisoners in all states and territories (figure 10.6.1). 

From 2000 to 2010: 

· nationally, there were decreases in the percentages of Indigenous (from 76.2 per cent to 73.7 per cent) and non-Indigenous prisoners (from 52.1 per cent to 48.6 per cent) with prior imprisonment (table 10A.6.5).

Data on the proportion of prisoners with known prior adult imprisonment under sentence, by State/Territory and sex, are also available for 30 June 2007, 2008 and 2009 (see tables 10A.6.2–4).

Figure 10.6.2
Proportion of prisoners with known prior adult imprisonment under sentence, by sex, 30 June 2010a, b
	Male prisoners
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Female prisoners
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a( People known to have had prior imprisonment under sentence in a gazetted adult prison. A prior sentence of periodic detention is included as prior imprisonment. Some states and territories may also include episodes on remand as prior imprisonment. Prisoners who have had previous adult imprisonment in another State or Territory may not be counted as having prior imprisonment. b Only three Indigenous female prisoners were under sentence in the ACT as at 30 June 2010, of whom all had known prior imprisonment. Thus, the high percentage shown should be interpreted with caution.

Source: ABS (2010b); table 10A.6.1.

· At 30 June 2010, the proportion of prisoners who had experienced prior adult imprisonment under sentence was higher for Indigenous male and female prisoners than non‑Indigenous male and female prisoners in all states and territories except for males in Tasmania, where the Indigenous and non‑Indigenous proportions were the same (figure 10.6.2).

· Nationally in 2010, 74.5 per cent of Indigenous male prisoners had experienced prior adult imprisonment, compared with 65.0 per cent of Indigenous female prisoners (figure 10.6.2).

Figure 10.6.3
Proportion of prisoners with known prior adult imprisonment under sentence, by most serious offence/charge, 
30 June 2010a, b
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a( People known to have had prior imprisonment under sentence in a gazetted adult prison. A prior sentence of periodic detention is included as prior imprisonment. Some states and territories may also include episodes on remand as prior imprisonment. Prisoners who have had previous adult imprisonment in another State or Territory may not be counted as having prior imprisonment. b See table 10A.6.6 for more information on the offences included in each category.

Source: ABS (2010b); table 10A.6.6.

Figure 10.6.3 shows the proportion of Indigenous and non-Indigenous prisoners with known prior adult imprisonment disaggregated by the current most serious offence/charge for which the person had been imprisoned. The most serious offence/charge for which the prisoner was serving their current sentence is not necessarily related to any offence/charge for which they may have previously been imprisoned. 

As at 30 June 2010:

· the proportion of Indigenous prisoners who had been in prison previously was higher than the proportion of non-Indigenous prisoners in most offence categories shown in figure 10.6.3. 

· The difference between the proportion of Indigenous and non-Indigenous prisoners with prior adult imprisonment was highest for those sentenced for sexual assault offences (a gap of 35.5 percentage points) (figure 10.6.3). 

Data on the number and proportion of sentenced and unsentenced prisoners with prior imprisonment, disaggregated by a greater number of offence categories than those presented in figure 10.6.3, are shown in tables 10A.6.6 (for 2010) and 10A.6.7 (for 2009), 10A.6.8 (2008) and 10A.6.9 (2007). In 2009, the proportion of sentenced Indigenous prisoners who had been in prison previously was higher than the proportion of sentenced non‑Indigenous prisoners with prior imprisonment for each offence category (table 10A.6.7). 

Juvenile repeat offending

Data on juvenile repeat offending are limited to four jurisdictions: NSW, Queensland, WA and SA, and are mostly based on separate cohort studies published by the Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research in NSW, Griffith University School of Criminology and Criminal Justice, the University of Western Australia Crime Research Centre, and the Office of Crime Statistics and Research in SA. Data presented for NSW, WA and SA include some updated information since the 2009 report. Data for Queensland are as shown in the 2009 report. 
Data on juvenile repeat offending should be interpreted with caution as a large number of young people who come into contact with the criminal justice system are diverted through a range of processes (see section 10.5 ‘Juvenile Diversions’). 

New South Wales 

Table 10A.6.10 presents data from a cohort study of 3523 juveniles aged 10 to 18 years who appeared in the NSW Children’s Court for the first time in 1999. Of the cohort population, 17.7 per cent were Indigenous. The study counted the number of court and custodial appearances for each juvenile from 1999 to 2007 to evaluate the reoffending behaviour of the cohort. The average number of court reappearances per person in the follow-up period was 2.4 times as high for Indigenous juveniles as non-Indigenous juveniles (7.0 court reappearances per person compared to 2.9). Further, 84.6 per cent of Indigenous juveniles in the cohort had at least one adult court appearance in the follow-up period, compared with 59.0 per cent of non‑Indigenous juveniles. 

Another recidivism study measured the reoffending rates of young people in NSW who participated in a youth justice conference in 1999 (Vignaendra and Fitzgerald 2006). The study included 1711 young people, including 16.5 per cent Indigenous youth, who had been referred to a youth justice conference in 1999, and measured how many had reoffended between 1999 and 2004.
 The study found that Indigenous offenders had higher rates of reoffending (80.9 per cent) compared to non‑Indigenous offenders (55.5 per cent) (table 10A.6.11). Moreover, Indigenous offenders were 3.5 times the rate of non-Indigenous offenders to receive a custodial sentence following the initial conference (30.0 per cent compared to 8.6 per cent) (table 10A.6.11). 

Queensland 

A research project by Griffith University School of Criminology and Criminal Justice (2005) examined the links between child maltreatment, police cautioning and subsequent juvenile offending.
 The study followed all Queensland children born in the 1983 and 1984 birth cohorts until they had reached 17 years of age, and took note of those who had recorded contact with either the Department of Families for a child protection matter or juvenile justice matter and/or the Queensland police service resulting in a formal police caution. In total, data pertaining to 24 305 children were collected and analysed in this study (Griffith University 2005).

Of the 24 305 children in the study, 14 572 had received a police caution and, of these, only 31.3 per cent (no. 4566) went on to reoffend (resulting in either a further caution or a finalised court appearance) (Griffith University 2005). Of the 14 572 young people cautioned, just over 7.0 per cent (no. 1041) had a history of maltreatment. Those with a history of maltreatment were almost four times more likely to reoffend than children with no such history (Griffith University 2005). 

Data were not available to examine the impact of Indigenous status on a young person’s experience of cautioning, however, information on Indigenous status was available for those children who had suffered maltreatment. Out of a total of 993 children who had received a police caution and suffered maltreatment, 62.3 per cent (no. 619) went on to reoffend. Indigenous boys who had been maltreated (no. 88) had the highest rates of reoffending (82.2 per cent) compared to non‑Indigenous boys (66.0 per cent or no. 321). Similar differences were recorded for Indigenous girls (74.1 per cent or no. 63) compared to non-Indigenous girls (46.7 per cent or no. 147) (table 10A.6.12).

For both Indigenous and non-Indigenous juveniles, greater proportions re‑offended if their first contact with the juvenile justice system resulted in a finalised court appearance rather than a police caution (Griffith University 2005). Of those juveniles whose first contact was a finalised court appearance, Indigenous girls (53.4 per cent) were nearly twice as likely to reoffend as non-Indigenous girls (28.2 per cent). Similar patterns were seen for boys (63.5 per cent compared to 39.2 per cent, respectively) (table 10A.6.13).  

Western Australia 

Data for WA are from a University of WA study. The report examined the proportions of Indigenous and non-Indigenous juveniles who reoffended after being dismissed; referred to a juvenile justice team; issued a formal caution, fine or community-based order; or sentenced to juvenile detention on their first contact with the WA juvenile justice system. Data are based on two cohorts of juveniles first entering the WA justice system in either 1995 or 2000, and measured reoffending over the period until mid 2002 (University of WA 2004).

For each type of contact with the juvenile justice system, a greater proportion of Indigenous juveniles reoffended than non-Indigenous juveniles. Among Indigenous juveniles, the greatest proportion reoffended after their first contact with the juvenile justice system was dismissed (77.4 per cent) or there was a referral to a juvenile justice team (74.7 per cent). For non-Indigenous juveniles, the greatest proportion reoffended after their first contact with the juvenile justice system was dismissed (57.6 per cent) or there was a community‑based order (53.5 per cent). The greatest difference between the proportion of Indigenous and non‑Indigenous reoffenders was for juveniles receiving a fine as their first contact with the justice system (56.0 per cent of Indigenous juveniles reoffended after receiving a fine compared to 25.8 per cent of non-Indigenous juveniles) (table 10A.6.14).

A performance examination of the WA juvenile justice system was undertaken for the years 2002‑03 to 2006‑07 (Auditor General for Western Australia 2008). Key findings suggests that it is critical to address the core problems associated with juvenile repeat offending as significant numbers of young people with high levels of offending suffer from mental health or substance abuse problems. It was reported that Indigenous youth account for 35.0 per cent of all formal contact with police (where Indigenous status was recorded) despite making up only 5.0 per cent of the youth population in WA. 

The examination found that 1085 young people each had more than ten formal contacts with police from 2002-03 to 2006-07.  Of the 1085 young people, over 80 per cent were male and 75 per cent were Indigenous. A smaller group of 120 young people averaged 25 or more formal police contacts each over the five year period, and were predominately male and Indigenous juveniles living in regional WA (Auditor General for Western Australia 2008).

South Australia 

Data for SA are from the Office for Crime Statistics and Research (OCSAR).

A study by OCSAR in 2005 assessed the extent to which juveniles in SA had formal contact with the juvenile justice system (OCSAR 2005). Each juvenile included in the study was born in 1984 and the follow-up period was 18 years (to 2002). In SA, a juvenile’s formal contact with the justice system commences when they are officially apprehended by police, either by way of an arrest or report. 

In the study, Indigenous juveniles were more likely than non-Indigenous juveniles to be in contact with the SA juvenile justice system. Overall, Indigenous juveniles were 2.8 times the rate of non-Indigenous juveniles to be apprehended at least once (44.4 per cent compared with 15.9 per cent) (table 10A.6.15).

The proportion of Indigenous juveniles who were apprehended on two to four occasions in the 1984 cohort was 3.6 times the rate of non‑Indigenous juveniles (16.7 per cent compared with 4.6 per cent) (table 10A.6.16).

More recent data from the 2007 OCSAR juvenile justice publication indicate that, for the years 2004–2007, higher proportions of Indigenous juvenile offenders had two or more police apprehensions than non-Indigenous juvenile offenders. In 2007, 46.2 per cent of Indigenous juvenile offenders had two or more police apprehensions compared with 27.2 per cent of non-Indigenous juvenile offenders (table 10A.6.17). The gap between Indigenous and non-Indigenous juvenile offenders was similar for all years 2004–2007 (see table 10A.6.17).

10.7
Future directions in data

Alcohol consumption and harm 

AIC (2005) research has indicated that the earlier young people first drink alcohol, the higher the risk of addiction in the future. There is a paucity of data on patterns of alcohol consumption for young people, including people aged 15 years or under. 

This report and previous editions (2005 and 2007) used data on substance use from several ABS surveys. The AIHW National Drug Strategy Household Survey (NDSHS) has a small Indigenous sample (fewer than 500 respondents) and only supports comparisons between Indigenous and non‑Indigenous people at a national level. Work is underway to improve Indigenous coverage. 

The report, Drug Use among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples: an Assessment of Data Sources (AIHW 2006) suggested many ways to improve current collections of data on substance use:

· continue to improve identification of Indigenous people across all data sources 

· improve estimates of substance use among Indigenous people, particularly in relation to illicit substance use in rural and remote locations

· improve information about the number of Indigenous people accessing alcohol and other treatment services, the types of treatment they receive and its outcomes

· develop an appropriate methodology for gathering information about issues relevant to Indigenous substance use, such as petrol sniffing. 

The adoption of these suggested improvements would allow reporting of data with improved quality and comparability in the future. 

Drug and other substance use and harm 

There are limited comparable Indigenous and non‑Indigenous data on patterns of substance use. This report and previous reports use data on substance use by Indigenous people from several ABS surveys. Data on substance use for both Indigenous and non‑Indigenous people (including tobacco, alcohol and illicit drugs) are also available from the AIHW 2007 National Drug Strategy Household Survey (NDSHS). However, the NDSHS has a very small Indigenous sample (fewer than 500 respondents). 

There are limited data on the prevalence of drug and other substance use in the Indigenous population by type of drug, and by State/Territory or remoteness area. Future drug surveys need to be large enough in scope to ensure that robust data can be provided on the level of use and type of drugs used by Indigenous people. The report, Drug Use among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples: an Assessment of Data Sources (AIHW 2006) suggested many ways to improve current collections of data on substance use. 

Data on illicit drug use from the ABS Australian Health Survey 2012‑13 are anticipated to become available late 2013. 
Repeat offending 

ABS work on repeat imprisonment trends (ABS 2010a) is an important step forward in understanding patterns of reoffending for those released from prison. Regular updates of this research would provide important insights into trends over time. Improving data on prisoners serving shorter sentences would be a useful addition to imprisonment data.

Research into juvenile repeat offending is now dated. There would be value in repeating and updating the research at regular intervals to explore trends over time.
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� Even in the presence of controls for financial stress, unemployment, family breakdown and geographic mobility.


� Prescribed areas include land held under the Aboriginal Land Rights Act (NT) 1976, all Aboriginal community living areas and all Aboriginal town camps. 


�	The substance use questions in the 2008 NATSISS are comparable to those used in the 2002 NATSISS. However, when comparing between 2002 and 2008 it should be noted that there were changes in the proportion of people who did not accept the substance use form, with the 2002 NATSISS having a 6 per cent non�response compared with 9 per cent for the 2008 NATSISS.


�	Because the prisoner census does not collect information on the release of prisoners, the research paper uses people’s disappearance from the Prisoner Census between successive years as a proxy for their release from prison, and their reappearance in the census as a proxy for their reimprisonment. 


�	Having previously been imprisoned refers to a prisoner who had already served time in prison prior to the prison episode from which they were released in 1994�–1997.


�	Reoffending is defined as an appearance in the Children’s Local and District Courts for a proven offence. 


�	For the purposes of the study, cases of child maltreatment include ‘neglect’, ‘physical abuse’, ‘emotional abuse’, or ‘sexual abuse’. 
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