Introduction: From Reintegration to Risk





Goff (1999) argues that, “one of the defining aspects of the reintegration ideology is support for a whole range of community sanctions” (p. 49). While the reintegration ideology is no longer a driving force within Canadian corrections, it appears seemingly ironic that developments in the way of community corrections continue to ensue. However, as will be demonstrated in this paper, there is no irony at all - community corrections, like other aspects of corrections in Canada have undergone and continue to undergo a transformation towards the assessment, management, and reduction of risk.


This paper serves to examine the aforementioned transformation in corrections by focusing on parole, and demonstrates how the practice of parole has changed in emphasis from a concentration on reintegration to one of risk.  To commence, parole will be defined in the context of Canada, the reasons for its creation will be examined, and problems associated with parole will be addressed. The transformation of parole will be presented as a major contemporary problem, and will be examined in terms of the growing discrepancy between women’s needs, in contrast to their parole experience. A discussion of risk will follow, defining what risk is, the characteristics of a ‘risk society’ and explanations for the increased use of quantitative decision-making models in corrections. The question of whether women warrant increased attention to risk will be explored, with the conclusion that they do not. Despite this, signs that women have become more frequently targeted as objects of risk continue to mount, a phenomenon that will also be briefly explored. Finally, there will be a discussion of the implications of the transformation of parole for women and a recommendation for increased use of private agencies, external to, or on the periphery of, the official correctional system. I posit that these agencies offer female offenders the best chance for successful reintegration, by their continued concentration on the reintegration of women rather than on risk management.   


Parole In Canada





While differing from Canada’s contemporary parole system, conditional release programs from federal penitentiaries were initiated in Canada in 1868 (Goff, 2001, p. 376). As a part of the first Penitentiary Act, this release program was known as remission (Goff, 1999, p. 99). One of the striking differences between Canada’s original parole scheme and the present-day format was the initial absence of community supervision once an offender was released from prison. With the hiring of Canada’s first full-time Parole Officer in 1905 (Goff, 2001, p. 376), we see evidence of a shift in emphasis towards a greater prominence of community supervision. Today, the extent of this emphasis on surveillance of offenders in the community is evidenced by the increasing use of so-called Intensive Supervision Parole, and other technologies of enhanced surveillance. 


The objectives of parole are ultimately two-fold, and are therefore subject to fluctuations in the weight or emphasis accorded to each goal respectively. The first goal of parole, and the goal considered primary in contemporary Canadian society, is the protection of society from identified offenders (Goff, 2001, p. 374). In many ways the penultimate or secondary goal of parole is the successful transition of offenders, judged to be acceptable, back into society through parole supervision (Goff, 2001, p. 374). In essence, parole’s bifurcated goals mandate the establishment of some proportionate ratio between ‘helping’ and ‘security’ functions. 


When released, parolees are assigned to a Parole Officer, and equipped with an individualized correctional plan. Correctional plans for federal offenders are devised by the Correctional Service of Canada (also CSC) during risk assessment evaluations, but also include input by the offender’s institutional case management team. (Goff, 2001, p. 379). Described by Goff (2001), a correctional plan “outlines an individualized risk management strategy for each offender and specifies those interventions and monitoring techniques required to address the risks associated with the offender’s reoffending” (p. 378). In essence, the correctional plan proscribes certain activities and engagements that are believed to elevate that particular offender’s risk to society, as well as prescribes activities that are judged by parole personnel to be productive and positive. While arguably an arduous task, many reasons have been offered for why effort should be devoted to the early transfer of offenders into the community before the termination of their sentence.


Parole Rationales


Parole and other conditional release programs were contrived out of numerous contentions that prisons were neither an effective nor efficient method of punishment. Some of the arguments put forth against prisons include that they are too much of a financial burden (Goff, 2001, p. 384; Travis, Schwartz, Clear, 1983, p. 112; Zamble, 1998, p. 3), they may actually cause more harm than good (Goff, 2001, p. 384), they destroy very necessary connections between the offender and the community (Goff, 2001, p. 384; Travis, Schwartz, Clear, 1983, p. 113), they have no provisions for easing the transition of the offender from a structured life of incarceration to the free world (Goff, 2001, p. 384), and that for all the harm they cause, their success rate is no better than for less restrictive measures (Goff, 2001, p. 384; Travis, Schwartz, Clear, 1983, p. 112). Parole, and other forms of conditional release have been envisioned as a way to solve some of the problems associated with imprisonment. 


Goff (1999) reports that the average cost of incarcerating a federal offender in Canada was $50,375 per year in 1996-97, while the cost of supervising an offender in the community was only $9,145 per year (p. 6). When the cost of incarcerating a federal female offender is compared with the cost of community supervision, the disparity is even more evident. Correctional Services of Canada (1999) stated that in 1998-99, it cost $113,610 per year to incarcerate a female offender in a federal facility. In terms of maintaining connections between the offender and the community, parole offers far greater flexibility. While not every community has a custodial facility, many more have halfway houses, creating the opportunity for offenders to prepare for reintegration into their own community, and the community to which they will return. Despite arguments of the superiority of parole to prison use, parole has its own difficulties, which limit its success.


Parole: Factors that Limit its Success


Limitations on the number of individuals paroled can be cited as a factor that restricts the success of parole. One concern is the rate at which the National Parole Board grants parole to eligible applicants. Goff (2001) states that on average more than fifty percent of applications for parole are rejected (p. 386). The situation is even more bleak for Canada’s Aboriginal peoples who are more likely to have their application for parole rejected, as well as their parole, once granted, revoked (Goff, 1999, p. 111). The increasing number of inmates who are officially detained, or denied the right to apply for parole beyond the regular eligibility dates, has also affected the effectiveness of parole. One estimate holds that the number of inmates detained has increased from four percent in 1989-90 to ten percent in 1994-95 (Goff, 2001, p. 386). Official statistics from the Government of Canada confirm the purported increase and reveal that in 1997-98 detentions amounted to 334, up from the 153 offenders detained in 1989-90 (Canada, 1998, p. 66). 


Another factor contributing to the limited effectiveness of parole relates to the position it occupies in the eyes of the Government of Canada in terms of financial priority. The vast majority of expenditures in the area of corrections is devoted to custodial institutions, resulting in insufficient resources for the immense task of successfully transferring previously incarcerated individuals into the community. The following figure (adapted from Canada, 1998, p. 23) demonstrates CSC’s financial allocations, and reveals the disproportionate concentration of finances on custody, at the expense of community initiatives. 





�embed Excel.Chart.8 ���


The low priority given to community supervision is evident at both the federal, as well as provincial and territorial levels. In fact, Goff (1999) reported that “despite the fact that most offenders are under community supervision, custodial services accounted for 79 percent of every dollar spent in the area of provincial and territorial corrections during 1994-95” (p. 6). Lack of resources in community corrections manifests itself in increased caseloads, inadequate training of staff and other personnel issues. Additional burdens apart from those suffered internally to parole as an institution include those burdens suffered by the clients they serve. Welch (1996) points out that, “the lack of resources affects parolees who need services and programs related to unemployment and substance abuse, as well as to other social and personal difficulties” (p. 398). 


	A third criticism relates to the bifurcated nature of parole’s goals, setting the context for this paper by providing the opportunity for alterations of proportionality between ‘helping’ and ‘security’ functions. Given that community corrections is allocated only a very limited amount of financial resources, it is important to explore where these resources are allocated within parole - to either its ‘helping’ or ‘security’ functions. The success of parole may arguably be reduced if resources are not devoted to successful reintegration, or the ‘helping’ function. On the other hand, if parolees warrant increased surveillance, then parole success should be increased through increased financing of parole’s ‘security’ function. As previously suggested this paper focuses on women and their experience in the parole system. Therefore, in order to determine where the parole system could most beneficially allocate its resources, we must examine the distinct needs and challenges of paroled women.


Women: Their Needs. Challenges, and Responsibilities


Burkhart (1973) likens women’s experience of prison to that of being in a “concrete womb”. She concluded that “the reality of being on your own, and being thrown back into a big, hostile and threatening existence where you are totally responsible is . . . overwhelming” (Burkhart, 1973, p. 400). Once released from prison, women encounter a myriad of challenges to meeting their needs, as well as a variety of additional demands. Challenges women face include finding accommodations both suitable for themselves and often their children, obtaining sufficient employment, and in some cases maintaining sobriety. Demands on paroled women include family responsibilities such as providing for children and rebuilding their family, not to mention the stringent conditions and responsibilities they have under their conditional release contract. Welch (1996) highlights that “Parole officers especially those who are less service-oriented and more law-enforcement oriented, can compound parolees’ stress by hassling them and threatening revocation” (p. 399). These challenges and demands make parole an extremely difficult task and suggest that supportive provisions should be made available to help overcome these pitfalls. Girshick (2003) concludes that when women are released into the community “the challenges [they] face are often so complex and overwhelming that gains made in the prison may not be of much use without aftercare programming or other assistance” (p. 172). She further contends that “programs cannot help with low wages, child care needs, or availability of housing” (Girshick, 2003, p. 172) but that what is needed is “individualized assistance during the adjustment period after release” (Girschick, 2003, p. 174). Making the transition into the free world is not an easy task.


Austin and Irwin (2001) discuss what they call the “Shock of Reentry” (p. 146). They argue that “Instead of developing individualized plans to help the prisoners locate a job, find a residence, or locate needed drug treatment services, the new parole system is bent on surveillance and detection” (Austin & Irwin, 2001, p. 149). Returning to the third criticism of parole, as previously discussed, to determine the probability of success of parole, it is important to identify where the scarce resources are allocated - to the ‘helping’ or ‘security’ functions of parole. The consensus among authors of women’s needs vís a vís parole release seems to suggest that the bulk of resources should be devoted to parole’s ‘helping function’. Therefore, as we devote more and more resources to maintaining and increasing surveillance at the expense of programs designed to aid the transition of offenders into the community, it should come as no surprise that the contemporary parole system will ultimately fail. Nevertheless, the transformation of parole into a law enforcement service, designed to detect violations and thus reduce risk, continues. 


Factors Leading to the Transformation of Parole


There are many arguments and opinions about the impetus for the transformation of parole. One of the arguments put forth about why parole has become so predominately focused on surveillance of offender, as opposed to facilitation of offender’s transition into society, is the demise of the rehabilitation model (Austin & Irwin, 2001, 149). Reichman (1986) offers a different view, and associates the recent focus on risk management to a general trend in crime control towards behaviourism (p. 154). She states that “Behaviorism is based on the assumption that what one is doing or has done in the past, relative to what is expected, is more important than why one acts the way that one does (Reichman, 1986, p. 154). Reichman (1986) argues that a very particular effect of this movement towards behaviourism is that crime control now focuses on altering behaviours and minimizing the effects of crime without attempting to reveal the causes of these behaviours and without looking at the person as a whole (p. 154).


Other arguments include both macro and micro changes, involving both a change in ideology as well as subsequent changes that are more specific and local in nature. Schwartz and Travis (1997) envision the process as occurring in three parts (pp. 158-59). First, they identify a shift in focus away from attempts to reintegrate offenders into the community and towards society’s protection. The second part involves the development and use of new technologies of surveillance. Schwartz and Travis argue that the third and most important part involves a change in role of the community correctional workers from being supportive assistants to law enforcers.


	Goff, on the other hand, sees the change as resulting from conscious alteration of CSC mandates, spurred by a concern for accountability to the public. He argues that a concern about recidivism rates prompted the Correctional Service of Canada to give more priority to the protection of society in decisions regarding the release of offenders (Goff, 2001, p. 380). In 1986, the National Parole Board made this priority official and sought to achieve this goal by making “risk assessment of future crimes by offenders after release its major focus” (Goff, 2001, p. 380) and mandated the training of board members in the theory of risk assessment and application of applicable tools (Goff, 2001, p. 381). Whatever the motivational factor or combination of factors, it is undeniable that parole has very much become dominated by its ‘security’ function. In order to fully understand this phenomenon and the implications of this transformation, it is important to discuss exactly what ‘risk’ means in the context of corrections.  


Risk and Characteristics of Risk Society


According to Kemshall (1996), “risk is best understood as an uncertain prediction about future behaviour, with a chance that the future outcome of the behaviour will be harmful or negative” (p. v). Specific to the penal system, Sparks (2001) defines risk as referring “primarily to the likelihood of reoffending by the already convicted” (p. 160). Castel (1991) supplements these definitions and adds that a “risk does not arise from the presence of particular precise danger embodied in a concrete individual or group. It is the effect of a combination of abstract factors which render more or less probable the occurrence of undesirable modes of behaviour” (p. 287). Therefore, risk assessment is no more than a probability statement of some future negative event, calculated on the basis of factors considered indicative of probable harm.


	Certain characteristics are common amongst risk societies. A risk society is one in which governance is fixated on security leading to a paradox, whereby as the society strives for more security, they become continually aware of other insecurities (Ericson & Haggerty, 1997, p. 85). Another characteristic is neo-liberal, viewing change as dependent on one’s own personal initiative. Hannah-Moffat (2001) identifies what she refers to as a “self-change” model that has resulted from the abandonment of the welfare state and the emergence of the neo-liberal state (pp.172-4). Under this model, Hannah-Moffat (2001) argues that the onus for risk minimization is held by the female offender herself, thus if she chooses to not participate in programming deemed necessary for pro-social change, she is labeled as an increased risk (p. 174). Subsequently, conclusions may be drawn that women who are unable to control their own risks should be under closer scrutiny, increased surveillance, and a higher level of social control. 


	Risk society can be characterized by its unique form of surveillance. No longer is it necessary that the risk-manager and risk-managed be in contact or interact (Castel, 1991, p. 288). Castel (1991) argues that, “To be suspected, it is no longer necessary to manifest symptoms of dangerousness or abnormality, it is enough to display whatever characteristics the specialists responsible for the definition of preventive policy have constituted as risk factors” (Castel, 1991, p. 288). These are typically factors that can be identified within an offender’s file, negating the need for personal contact between judge and judged. The mentality of the risk society views this non-interactionist format as an advantage - any human relationship runs the risk of allowing the permeation of subjectivity and hence a blemish on the scientific nature of the process.     


	McWilliams (1994) pinpoints a change in the way that community corrections are being evaluated and concludes that managers have “abandoned the idea that effective probation can cure individual offenders of their offending and effectiveness now is seen as related to the success of imposed social control” (p. 166).  This change in service evaluation is also evident in parole. For example, supervisors now use criteria such as whether those they supervise meet the quota for the number of community contacts deemed necessary to reduce parolee risk. An effective Parole Officer is not judged on the quality of these contacts but on quantity. This seems ironic given the intuitive argument that it is the quality of these meetings, not the quantity, which present opportunities for parole success.


	Sparks (2001) notes that “whereas older penologies have at different times accorded primacy variously to proportionate blaming, rehabilitative treatment, deterrence or clinical dangerousness the new penology is less concerned with any of these features of the individual offenders . . . and centers on techniques to identify, classify and manage categories sorted for risk” (pp. 166-7). The tendency to identify and classify objects into categories is premised on that of a science. Corrections is presently undergoing ‘scientification’, whereby it is believed to be viable and possible to make predictions of possible future behaviour. In an endeavor to meet this objective, quantitative decision-making models, or those able to forecast the likelihood of some negative future event, are being used with greater frequency.  


‘Scientification’ of Parole: Quantitative Decision-Making Models


In recent years criminal justice decision-making has undergone a change which Schneider, Ervin, and Snyder-Joy (1996) refers to as the “scientification of administration” (p. 110). They argue that “while most decisions in public agencies were once based on case-by-case analysis, judgment, intuition, experience, patronage, and other personal or political considerations, decisions in the modern agency often are guided or determined by tests, quantitative criteria, or formal multivariate statistical decision models” (Schneider, Ervin, and Snyder-Joy, 1996, p. 110). Consistent with the movement towards risk management in contemporary Canadian corrections, quantitative decision-making models have been adopted for the detection of risk, or risk assessment. The use of these models is a contentious issue and there are both supporters and critics of the use of such models for risk assessment purposes. 


One of the reasons frequently offered as an explanation for the scientification of administration is that it is an effective method of minimizing or avoiding personal and corporate accountability in the event of an unanticipated failure (Schneider, Ervin, and Snyder-Joy, 1996, p. 110). Another view is that quantitative decision models are more accurate and reliable than human decision-makers because they are less susceptible to subjectivity and unjustified discretion (Schneider, Ervin, and Snyder-Joy, 1996, p. 110). A third benefit touted by proponents of these formal models is that they improve efficiency by more readily and accurately identifying the nature and level of risks, allowing resources to be proportionally allocated to those posing greater risks and in the areas specifically labeled as risk factors (Schneider, Ervin, and Snyder-Joy, 1996, pp. 110-11). Ultimately these benefits are purported to result in an overall increase in the safety of the public by minimizing reoffending, as well as by allowing criminal justice personnel to identify the ‘good risks’ from the ‘bad’. 


Generally, there have also been many criticisms leveled against these quantitative decision models. First is the accusation that some models have been adopted prematurely, and without sufficient testing to prove their validity or reliability ((Schneider, Ervin, and Snyder-Joy, 1996, p. 111). A second criticism is that quantitative decision models can, and have been used outside their scope of intended purpose, leading to questions of the models’ accuracy on groups for which it has not been developed specifically (Schneider, Ervin, and Snyder-Joy, 1996, p. 111). Some formal models once used globally by the Correctional Service of Canada to predict risk of all offenders have been found to be ethnically- and gender-biased and have since been prohibited for use on Aboriginal peoples as well as on women. However, one must consider that, while perhaps not making up a large component of Canada’s known offender population, other races may be subject to the same bias. 


Manipulation of the ‘objective’ scales is another argument waged against the use of formal decision-making models (Schneider, Ervin, and Snyder-Joy, 1996, p. 111). While seemingly resistant to subjectivity, some scales contain domains that are reliant on human perception and opinion but that nevertheless present the findings as a scientific truth determined without the fallibility of humanness. From a more critical standpoint, these same domains present an opportunity for conscious manipulation of the instrument by its operator, for good or malicious purposes. The Custody Rating Scale is a quantitative decision-making model used by Parole Officers to determine the custody level required by recently sentenced federal offenders. It is composed of two separate sub-scales, one pertaining to institutional adjustment and the other to security risk (part of each of these scales is presented in Appendix A). The issue of street stability is present on both subscales and requires the operator of the instrument to subjectively decide whether, in consideration of the offender’s employment and familial life, the offender should be considered above average, average or below average. This component of the scale can be subject to conscious manipulation by Parole Officers when the total Custody Rating Scale score places the offender near the boundaries of minimum, medium or maximum security, and can be altered to increase security level.


Another criticism of the quantitative models is that, because of their general and broad nature, they can’t account for the case-by-case variations, that while very relevant to the decision at hand, have no way of being incorporated into the structure of the formal model (Schneider, Ervin, and Snyder-Joy, 1996, p. 111). Some have accused formal decision-making models for their tendency to represent situations and people as static and unchanging (Kemshall, 1996, p. 22). Specifically in the case of parole, this may equate to a perception that the risks or level of risk identified at the time of sentencing are the same as those at the time of release. Another danger of quantitative assessment models is the risk of generating false positives or false negatives (Castel, 1991, p. 283; Kemshall, 1996, p. vi). As Castel (1991) points out, these models run a greater risk of leading to false positives because the consequences of generating false negatives are too great. 


Are Paroled Women ‘Risky’?


Some point to the increase in number of “unsuccessfully paroles” as a way to justify the argument that female parolees present an unwarrantable risk to society, and as reason to be ever more stringent in parole decision-making. In the United States for example, Austin and Irwin report that the number of parole violations increased nationally from 28,817 in 1980 to 175,305 in 1996 (2001, p. 144). These numbers have less to do with a change in offender behaviour and risk while on parole, and more to do with contemporary parole practice. Interpretation of this substantial increase requires consideration of the recent shift in emphasis on parole from one of offender transitional assistance towards more attention to offender risk and the protection of society. 


Austin and Irwin (2001) argue that “instead of a system designed to help prisoners readjust to a rapidly changing and more competitive economic system, the current parole system has been designed to catch and punish inmates for petty and nuisance type behaviors that do not in themselves draw a prison term” (p. 144). A distinction must be made between two types of violations: those involving a new offense and those in breach of a regular or special condition of parole (technical violations). What is not always obvious from statistics on parole violations is that the latter of these types of violations is by far the most frequent, with approximately 120,000 of the 175,305 parole failures in 1996 being a result of technical violations, not new offenses. (Austin & Irwin, 2001, p. 144). Technical violations include such behaviours as being late for a curfew, missing a scheduled visit with a Parole Officer, failure to obtain employment, associating with other criminals, or entering an establishment where the primary sale is alcohol. While these breaches of condition have become increasingly policed by Parole Officers and result in more severe consequences to the parolee in violation, there is no substantial evidence that these breaches will inevitably lead to reoffending (Zamble, 1998, p. 6; Holt, 1976, p. 338).


Goff (1999) reports that the success rates for female offenders in Canada on full parole, day parole, and statutory release were 92.7%, 98.6%, and 85.4% respectively. These numbers do not seem to warrant an increase in security to the extent demanded by risk discourse within the context of Canadian corrections. In fact, Hannah-Moffat (2001) reports that, “when feminist criminologists discuss the issue of ‘risk’ in relation to the female offender, they tend to use ‘anti-risk’ language” (p. 167). She further holds that these criminologists often highlight the types of offences that women have traditionally been convicted of, noting that they are relatively minor and nonviolent, as well as that women in society are more at risk of being victimized by others or themselves than of being the victimizer (Hannah-Moffat, 2001, pp. 167-8). The predominance of technical violations as reason for parole failure, the high overall success rate of women in all forms of parole (albeit different rates for each type of parole), and the nature of women’s crimes, all suggest that female offenders do not present a ‘bad’ risk to society. Nevertheless, they are increasingly subject to risk management and its subsequently intrusive surveillance and accompanying hardships.


A Taste of Things to Come: Increased Security and Surveillance  


The fact that women have increasingly become targets of risk management is becoming steadily more obvious. This is not surprising given the fact that “in the management of public risk, as in justice itself, there are strong demands for the task to be seen to be done” (Brown, 1996, p. 34).  Canada’s regional facilities for women have recently made provisions to double the number of Enhanced Security Cells, as well as make them available for double-bunking (Hannah-Moffat, 2001, p. 182). Increased spending towards heightening the level of static security provides additional evidence (Hannah-Moffat, 2001, p. 183). The Intensive Healing Strategy developed by CSC is still another sign of the movement towards an ever-increasing fixation on risk (Hannah-Moffat, 2001, p. 184). Under the strategy CSC refers to as their Intensive Intervention Strategy for High Needs Women, two changes will be implemented to help approximately 15 percent of the female prison population who are “unable to function in a community-style living environment” (Canada, 1999). What this strategy entails is the creation of maximum-security units at each regional facility as well as Structured Living Environment houses that provide 24-hour supervision for women with special needs (Canada, 1999). While these changes are happening behind the walls of custodial institutions, it is not difficult to see the implications they have in terms of preparing women for release. Increasingly structured and regimented days and fewer programs provided to address women’s actual needs, are clearly not conducive to reintegration.


	Given the argument that we are now embarking on a new era of the ‘risk society’ and the growing evidence that the correctional system in Canada is becoming fixated on reducing risk, it is imperative that the implications for female offenders, who demonstrably pose little risk in the community, be examined.  The results will be examined in light of women’s experiences on day parole, and in the context of the halfway house.


Women’s Experience of the Halfway House


	In Canada, the terms ‘community correctional centres’ (hereafter CCCs) and ‘community residential facilities’ (hereafter CRFs) have come to replace the more general term ‘halfway house’ (John Howard Society of Alberta, 1997). CCCs refer to residential programs that are operated fully by the Government of Canada, while CRFs refer to programs that are operated by private agencies, under contract by the Correctional Service of Canada (John Howard Society of Alberta, 1997). Welch (1996) argues that “Ideally, halfway houses provide various programs and services which are designed to facilitate the offender’s return to the community. . . includ(ing) employment assistance, educational and vocational training, alcohol- and substance-abuse counseling, and individual and group counseling” (pp. 405-6). While halfway houses, in many cases do help women more successfully make the transition from prison to the community, they suffer from a number of drawbacks. 


	Shaw (1999) found that while many women expressed interest in wanting to live with their children while on day parole, few perceived the halfway house environment as amenable to children (p. 16). She also found that many women felt that the location of the halfway houses in areas of the city that escalated temptation made completing parole more difficult (Shaw, 1999, p. 2). A third hardship associated with halfway houses and identified by Shaw (1999) involved the discrepancy between expected roles within the halfway house environment, with women mandated to be responsible adults during the day while being compliant “children” by night (p. 2). A final difficulty identified by Shaw that is important to discuss, concerns the disparity between the offender’s personal timelines and those of the halfway house, with those of the latter taking precedence (1999, p.4). What this means is that “the control exercised by half-way houses, by parole officers or parole boards is often found to be unrelated to ‘where the women are at’” (Shaw, 1999, p. 4). Thus, women are pressured to conform to external expectations, rather than develop and progress on their own terms.   


	According to O’Brien (2001), women in her study regarded the halfway house experience as both conducive and detrimental to their rehabilitation efforts. Some of the disadvantages with halfway houses that she noted included lack of privacy, intrusiveness of staff, restrictions that made rebuilding their family more difficult, as well as the difficulty for women to maintain sobriety in an environment where everyone is struggling against their substance addictions (O’Brien, 2001, pp. 36-7). The John Howard Society of Alberta echoes many of these added pains associated with halfway houses. They also add under-funding and subsequent high staff turnover, negating the creation of meaningful relationships necessary for change (1997, p. 9).  


	While all of these are quite legitimate criticisms of Canadian halfway houses, for the purpose of this paper I would like to discuss the role of halfway houses in light of the movement towards increased concentration on risk and security that plagues parole today. In 1974, Killinger and Cromwell argued that, “in comparison to its forebears, the halfway house of today is more frequently closely coordinated with and even a part of the correctional system” (p. 85). I would argue that the incorporation of the halfway house into the official correctional system continues today, and perhaps on an even greater level. Hoffman and Law demonstrate that, in Canada, a vast majority of the services provided through halfway houses are sponsored by the Correctional Service of Canada (1995, p. 17). They contend that CSC contracts with halfway houses range from $6,000 to $272,000 per year. Given this financial investment in privately run halfway houses, or community residential facilities, it is difficult to deny that the Correctional Service of Canada does not have interests or influences in the functioning of these facilities. Concurrently, given the level of interaction between community residential facilities and the Correctional Service of Canada in terms of personal contact (i.e. between Parole Officers and residents), it is undeniable that these halfway houses run the risk of becoming incorporated into the fixation on risk. This incorporation can take the form of halfway houses becoming an additional tool of surveillance. The imposition of residency on parolees in contemporary Canadian society, can be viewed as an additional method of reducing risk. As residents of a halfway house, parolees are subject to more restrictions than they would be on the ‘street’ (i.e. house rules), have direct supervision resulting in the ability to immediately report breaches of special conditions, parole conditions or house rules to Parole Officers, and even give Parole Officers the opportunity to ‘case conference’ with house supervisors about situations they define as escalating in risk. 


	Not only can supervising staff be used as tools of surveillance by Parole Officers, but so too can other residents on a Parole Officer’s own caseload, or those of their colleagues. While referring specifically to life in prison, Welch (1996) identified difficulties that can arise from women’s tendency to seek supportive relations with other inmates. He notes that “gossip and rumors are spread by inmates to control or punish other inmates . . . hence women run the risk of exacerbating their personal problems by sharing them with other inmates” (Welch, 1996, p. 219). Because parole hearings are not held as accountable to due process as criminal courts, hearsay information gathered from halfway house residents can be used to justify parole revocation proceedings on the basis of a breach or probable breach. Therefore, the growing relationship or collaborations between CSC and privately-run halfway houses places female offenders in a position of greater surveillance and attention to risk. To escape risk management, then is to reduce the auspices of CSC. 


Elizabeth Fry and the Private Home Placement Program


Elizabeth Fry Societies are “community based agencies dedicated to offering services and programs to women in need, advocating for reforms and offering fora within which the public may be informed about, and participate in, all aspects of the justice system as it affects women” (Hannah-Moffat, 2001, p. 108). Under contract by the Correctional Service of Canada, they coordinate a parole residential placement program referred to as the Private Home Placement Program. (Elizabeth Fry Society of Edmonton). The Private Home Placement Program (hereafter, PHPP) offers women on day parole an alternative to residing at an institution and returning nightly, or at a halfway house. The Private Home Providers are required to submit an application, undergo a community assessment conducted by a Parole Officer to determine the suitability of the home and its residents, attend training sessions, and agree to a contract for service provisions and responsibilities. To be considered for the PHPP, incarcerated female offenders must notify their Primary Worker, obtain the support of their case management team, and agree to abide by parole conditions and the house rules of their Private Home Providers. 


	A Private Home Placement Coordinator at the Elizabeth Fry Society of Edmonton agreed to be used as a resource for this paper but it is important to note that she is not a study participant. This Coordinator stated that as of November 28, 2002, twenty women in the Edmonton area had been placed through the PHPP, a model adapted from various foster care models. Of those twenty women, she reported that 11 had successfully completed their placement without incident, two remained in progress, four were ordered to residency at a halfway house in order to receive greater structure (two of these women were transferred at the request of their Private Home Providers), and three of the women were unlawfully at large. An additional five female offenders were matched with Private Home Providers but were awaiting day parole, and another four female offenders were waiting to be matched with Providers. 


	The Coordinator at the Elizabeth Fry Society of Edmonton highlighted some advantages and benefits that she believed made the PHPP a very viable option for women and an alternative to traditional day parole residency. She argued that perhaps the greatest advantage to the PHPP is that it gives women another day parole option, and subsequently a personal choice. A second benefit that she noted was that the PHPP is far superior to that of the halfway house in terms of drug accessibility and temptation, making relapse prevention both easier and more likely for privately placed women. Thirdly, she recounted various stories by the offenders and providers that demonstrated the level of one-on-one support that is available within the format of the PHPP. Unlike in a halfway house, parolees and providers are matched in a 1:1 ratio, allowing the providers to give the parolee their undivided attention. Ultimately, this could mean the difference between telling an offender how to open up a bank account, and personally assisting the offender to open up an account, even if it means offering her support just by their provider’s presence. In the opinion of the PHP Coordinator, a fourth advantage of the PHPP is that is offers women the opportunity to experience what it is like to live in a ‘real’, or at least less dysfunctional family. As an indication to the overall success of the program, the Coordinator pointed out that the first female offender participant is now in her third year of undergraduate studies at the University of Alberta.


	Other benefits that can be accrued from the PHPP include greater privacy for paroled women, as well as the opportunity for women to seek Providers that will accommodate their children. As prescribed in the report by the Task Force on Federally Sentenced Women entitled Creating Choices, programs should be established to meet the needs of women who are not from large urban centers with abundant resources (Hannah-Moffat, 2001, p. 145). The PHPP contains provisions that allow the placement of women near or in their home community, thus in an environment that is closer to the one that they will experience upon release. In the context of this paper however, I would above all like to add that the PHPP also offers an opportunity to tip the scales of contemporary parole priority. 


While it may be argued that because this program is under contract by CSC unwarranted attention to risk may not be completely eliminated, I believe it cannot be argued that the PHPP, in spite of this, can offer women some refuge from the total concentration on risk management that is characteristic of services offered by the Correctional Service of Canada. Thus the PHPP provides women with a greater chance of successful community reintegration. The PHPP takes a step back from the official correctional system and its continuously growing emphasis on controlling and reducing risk at the expense of reintegrating offenders. Subsequently, it alleviates pains associated with the ever-growing presence of CSC in privately-run halfway houses. For example, it removes the opportunity, present in halfway houses, for other offenders to provide hearsay evidence that may be equally as detrimental to the parolee as a validated breach of condition (e.g. positive urinalysis). 


	According to O’Brien (2001), although women in her study expressed a desire to have more autonomy over their own lives, they also “identified the need to feel connected to and affirmed by others” (p. 119). Clearly this is largely unachievable within the context of the present-day parole system which, rather than affirming positive choices, seeks to uncover, condemn and punish poor ones. Von Cleve and Weis (1993) argue that reviews have found that “community-based programs including those developed and maintained by Elizabeth Fry are the most promising rehabilitative programs for women”. I would suggest that this is not surprising given the fact that, unlike programs operated by the Correctional Service of Canada for the purpose of risk management and reduction, reintegration is their fundamental goal. It is therefore imperative that, for the successful reintegration of female offenders, future reintegration initiatives function outside the realm of Canada’s formal correctional system. 
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