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Abstract

This research offers a critical and comprehensive understanding of the current state of prison
programming for federally sentenced women in Canada. Its purpose is to map how women
prisoners are assessed and processed in terms of their mental health needs and risks and the
correctional programs they are required to participate in as part of their correctional
rehabilitation plan. By mobilizing a feminist governmentality theoretical lens, the research
examines the gendered, neoliberal, and psy management of women prisoners as it occurs through
correctional programming interventions and the discourses that underpin the programs in which
the women are required to participate. Methodologically, this research draws on over 11,000
pages of documents from the Correctional Service of Canada, which were obtained through a
federal Access to Information and Privacy request, as well as eight in-depth, semi-structured
interviews with formerly incarcerated, federally sentenced women. I argue that women’s
experiences of marginalization and criminalization flow from structural factors that are variously
impacted by their intersecting identities and which are subsumed beneath discourses of
responsibilization and risk management within the programming documents and largely ignored
as a result of the security-focused and risk-centred carceral logics that govern prison life and
management.

The analysis revealed that programming documents — including facilitator manuals, staff training
guides, participant workbooks, policy guidelines, and administrative documents — discursively
constitute women as emotionally out of control, motivated primarily by their relationships, and
as cognitively flawed. Through discourses of empowerment and care, and by way of self-
monitoring strategies and improved self-esteem, women prisoners are tasked with managing their
own mental health needs and risks and choosing a path of prescribed rehabilitation. Placing the
onus of change squarely on the individual prisoner effectively sets aside the structural factors and
contexts that lie at the root of women’s criminalization, which women cannot simply “choose” to
change. Despite the Correctional Service of Canada’s appearance of women-centredness and
gender responsivity, women are subject to control, coercion, and intense responsibilization
efforts in and through correctional programming initiatives.



Acknowledgements

I would like to thank my supervisor, Dr. Jen Kilty, who I playfully called my “PhD Mama”
throughout my degree. Over the six years | spent completing my degree, you never failed to
support me, to tell me you were proud of me, and to allow me to vent to you about anything. I
would not have gotten through this most challenging time of my life without you encouraging
me, always cheering me on, and telling me to keep going when | felt stagnant or not good
enough. You have always made me feel like I am enough, and you’ll always be my PhD Mama.

Thank you to my committee members, Dr. Justin Piché and Dr. David Joubert. | am endlessly
appreciative of your guidance and support and all of your thoughtful feedback on my
dissertation. You both challenged me to be a better writer, researcher, and academic and this
dissertation is better because of you.

To Dr. Chris Bruckert, you have been in every possible role related to my degree, from TA and
RA supervisor to co-author, co-course developer, co-panelist, professor, and internal thesis
evaluator, not to mention my mentor and friend. I’'m grateful for every opportunity you have
given me over the past six years. You have become part of my academic voice in ways that are
inexplicable, and I will forever strive to be as committed to ethical research as you have taught
me to be. Thank you also for your thoughtful comments on my dissertation and for taking on the
role of internal evaluator.

Many thanks to Dr. Shoshana Pollack for being my external evaluator — I am incredibly grateful
for your thoughtful feedback and insight on my dissertation.

| am also grateful to the women who took time to participate in an interview with me, for sharing
their stories, for being open, honest and vulnerable. I’m inspired by their bravery and resilience.

To Pat, the words thank you could never be enough. You were there almost since day one,
cheering me on, celebrating every small milestone with me, supporting me in all of the ways,
never complaining when | had to choose my dissertation over living our lives, loving me through
my stress, keeping me grounded, and for learning the ins and outs and ups and downs of
academia — not by choice but by proximity — and finding ways to understand exactly what | was
going through. I am serious when I say | could absolutely have not accomplished this without
you by my side. You have always been my soft place to land, the one who never fails to pick me
up when I’'m down, the one who can make me laugh the most. Je t’aime de tout mon coeur.

To my family, I love you all so much and am grateful for your support throughout this very long
journey. Mom and Dad, you have always encouraged me to follow my heart, to never question
my path, to work hard and know that no matter what | do you will always be there for me and
will always love me. To my siblings and siblings-in-law, thank you for being my biggest
cheerleaders and the people I will always have the very most fun with! Also, I'm sorry I moved
so far away! And to my second family, la famille Roy, merci! Thank you for your endless
support, celebrating every little milestone and accomplishment of my degree with me, always
being interested in my progress, and for being my Ottawa support system and family when mine
is so far away. | have felt loved and embraced by you all from the beginning. Je vous aime!



AWEP

AWOCP

AWOHIP

AWOMIP

CBT

CSC

DBT

OCl

oIC

RNR

SLE

SMP

WEP

WOCP

WOHIP

WOMIP

List of Acronyms
Aboriginal Women’s Engagement Program
Aboriginal Women Offender Correctional Programs
Aboriginal Women Offender High Intensity Program
Aboriginal Women Offender Medium Intensity Program
Cognitive Behavioural Therapy
Correctional Service of Canada
Dialectical Behaviour Therapy
Office of the Correctional Investigator
Office of the Information Commissioner
Risk-Need-Responsivity
Structured Living Environment
Self-Management Program
Women’s Engagement Program
Women Offender Correctional Programs
Women Offender High Intensity Program

Women Offender Medium Intensity Program



Table of Contents

A o1 - Tod SR ii
ACKNOWIEAGEIMENLS. ...ttt bbbttt bbb e e iii
LIST OF ACTONYMIS ...tttk h bbbtk bbbt bt b et b bt e e ens iv
CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUGCTION ...ttt ettt st sttt e et e s besbe e ke es e sbeenbesbeenbesseebeaneenas 1
Research Statement & QUESTIONS .........cviiuiiieie ettt ste st esresre e e eestesseeseeseeenes 5
Avoiding Stigma: The Importance of LANQUAGE...........ccoeiiiririeieieeese st 7
Dissertation OrganiZation ...........c.ccceiueiieiieie et te et te e e e st e s beese e besbesteeseesbesreeseesrenrens 11
CHAPTER 2 — LITERATURE REVIEW ... 15
L1 (T L1 oo o PO SP 15
Federally Sentenced WOMEN iN CANAUA .......cccoeiiiiiiiiiiiiiecc e ee et 16

A DemMOGraphiC ProOfile........cv it 16

Setting the Stage: Criminalized Women, Neoliberal Penality and Mental Health......................... 18

Mental HEalth IN PrISONS.........ciiiiiiiiiiisee bbbt 22

The Prevalence of MeNtal DISIIESS.......cuiiiiieiiiiiieie ettt 23
Regulating MENTAl DISLIESS ......eccuieieeieeieeie e e et re e sre e s ee e te e be e beeseeeeeenreesreers 25
Programming in Federal Prisons: From Nothing Works to What WOrks..............ccocoeiiiiiincnenns 27
RiSK-NEEU-RESPONSIVILY ...ttt 29
Regulating Federally Sentenced Women Through Risk-Need-Responsivity ............cccccovevrinennne 36
Cognitive BEhavioural TREIAPY.......ccoviiiiiiiec ettt ens 39
Dialectical BENAVIOUT THEIAPY.....cccuiiiiiiiiie et nee e eeeeeens 43

DBT in Federal PriSONS fOr WOIMEN ..........ccoiiiiiiiiiienie sttt bbb e e 46

The Evolution of Correctional Programming for WOMEN .........c.ccceviiiiieiiii v see e e 48

The Gender ReSPONSIVE MOUEI .......c..oiiiiiieee e 51
Present Day Programming ...... ..ot sb e snenne e 53
Conclusion and Unanswered QUESLIONS. .......vciieieiiieeitee it creeste st sreesteesreesbeesteesbe e sbeesreesteesbeesreesbee e 59
CHAPTER 3-THEORY: A FEMINIST GOVERNMENTALITY FRAMEWORK ........cccccoiiinineneeene 61
[0 o [Uo1 KT o OO US PR 61

A Feminist TheoretiCal PErSPECTIVE .......vcii it e e s e snaesree s 62

L= =T o (o] =L TP 65
Intersectionality in the Carceral CONEXE ........oiiiiii i e et 70
Acknowledging Intersectionality IN CANAGA..........ccciieririre i e 71

LCT0)Y =T g0 1= o171 1L OSSR 75
Situating the Governmentality APPrOACH .......cc.oiiiieie ittt 76



oLV LT T T o 1Yo 4 TR 78

POWET thrOUGN RESISTANCE ... euieiiiiceieicitec sttt e et te s teebestestesaestestesnesteseennenseneas 82
Political Rationalities & Technologies of GOVErNMENTt...........ccccvvveieiiiiii e 83
Neoliberalism as a Political RAtioNality..........c.ccciviiiiiiiiiic e e 84
Technologies of Government and the Self.........cccoiiiiiiiccce s 88
Technologies of Government through Risk ThiNKING .........cccveviiiiiiiiiiiee e 93
Conclusion: A Feminist Perspective on Governmentality..........c.ccccooveveeveiieiieciesie s 97
CHAPTER 4 — METHODOLOGY: FEMINIST CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS ....ccooiiiiiiiiiiieee 99
L1 (T L1 oo o PO SP 99
Research Statement & QUESTIONS..........oiieiieieeiiee e see e e e sree e s re e s e e sreesneesneesree s 101
Epistemological APPIOACH.........cciiiiiiieii s 102
OPEIALIONAL CONCEPLS. ...ttt ettt bbb bbbt b b ettt b e e st na e 106
IMENEAL DISIIESS ...ttt bbbttt bbbttt b e bbbt b bttt e 106
Y o111 110 [ TSSOSO 109
o3 7= g Lol 110
RESEAICH IMELNOUS .......eeeieece ettt e et et et e testeeneeseesreenen 111
(-1 = QO] =Tt Ao ] o SR 112
Plan A: Triangulated data SOUICES .......coveuirieiirieirieiiieiee ettt ettt et sn e srene s 112

Plan B: Interviews & foregrounding WOMmMeEN’s EXPEIICNCES .....eerveruerruererriererrieriesieeiesseessesseesseseessesans 115

Plan C: Accessing government records through ATIP ... 121

DALA ANBIYSIS ...ttt bt 131
Transcription Of INTENVIEW DAt .........cccviiiiiiiiiiieisee s 132
Feminist Critical DISCOUISE ANGIYSIS ........cccviiieiiieeiese s 132
Ethical Reflections, Questions, and DIlEMMAS..........cccoviiiiiiiiee ettt 139
ProCeUIral ETNICS .....oveieiee ettt et et eeene e neeene e 139
LT T - Tod ot PSSR 142
(00 0 1151 o] o PSS 144
CHAPTER 5 - MAPPING THE CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMMING MATRIX ...cccccoiiiiirieece e, 146
] £ [N T £ T o SRS USPSSR 146
Setting the Stage: Mapping the transition from “provincial” to “the pen” ........c.cccooviiiiiiiniinnens 146
From Intake to Intervention: Mapping Women Offender Correctional Programming..................... 150
0 (= 00 P 151
Correctional Programming ‘versus’ Mental Health INtervention................cccccuoeuveiiiinniniiniinnns 153
Program INtAKE INTEIVIEW. .........ciuiiiiiiiiiteee bbbt 156

Vi



Women’s Modular Intervention Program ...ttt 156

ENQAGEMENT PrOGIAIMS .. .ottt sttt sttt b e bt bt e b e bt e sb e e sbe e sbe e sbeesbeesaeesbeesre e e 158
Moderate INENSILY PrOgIamS.......cc.oviiiiriiieieisiisie ettt bbb 159
High INENSILY PrOGIAMS ......cuiiiiiiiiicisie ittt bttt 161
WOMEn s Sex Offender PrOZIAM ............c.cccoooiiiiiiiiiieiie ettt 162
Self-Management PrOgIamS........ccciciciiiiieiiee it e et sre e sa e te et e s besbe e seesbesteenbesreenes 162
Completing the Map: Program Graduation and Release Transition ...........cccccoocvoveiieneeienenennnn, 163
CONCIUSTON ..t b bbb bbbt bbbttt b et b e 166

CHAPTER 6 - MANAGING THE HYSTERICAL WOMAN: GENDERED REGULATION &

RESPONSIBILIZING SELF-GOVERNANCE .........ooii ettt ne e 168
INETOUUCTION ...ttt bbbt b bbb bbbttt b b b 168
“Truths” about imprisoned women: Discourse, power, and knowledge.............cccoovviieiiinicnnene. 170

WOMEN @S SEXUAI BEINGS ....c.veivieiieie sttt sttt sa e s reere e e stesreeneenrenne e 171
Women as Relational BEINGS ........cviviiiieieciee sttt st re e 175
The “mentally diSOrdered” WOMAN ............c.ccccoouiiiiiiiiiiiii e 178
Emotion Regulation in Programming fOr WOMEN ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiineeesese s 187
Conceptualizing EMOTIONS ........oveiiiiiiieciee et 188
Lo L e o g I TaT= Vo[- 4T T S 189
Indigenous prisoners’ emotions: Shame and ANGEr ............cccccuviiviiiiiiiiiiiiiisie e 194
Self-monitoring strategies and “achieving” emotion regulation...........ccocvuvrereiininincneeeee e 204
JOUINATING ..ttt et b b et s b e r et n s 208
The EmMOtion ManagemENTt LOG.......cueuriririeieieiistisiesteieie sttt sttt 210
Completing the Emotion Management TOOIDOX .........ccoviiiiiiieiniic s 213
“Successfully” self-monitoring: Program completion and beyond...........cccccoevvvvniininiiinnennnn. 216
Grappling with lived realities and positive PErCEPLIONS.......c.cccvvierieeie e 218
CONCIUSTON ...t b et h bt b e et b bt b et r e 219

PUNISHIMENT ..ottt stttk e btk b ek e b e e R e e e b £ e R b e e b £ e R bt eb e e bt e he e bt e Rt e ebeennesbeeeesreentesreas 221
L 0 [T oo OSSPSR 221

The method and the goal: Gender responsivity and rehabilitation ..............cccceovvriiiienciniiciens 223
“Feminist” penal governance: Discourses of empowerment, self-esteem, & choice........................ 228
EMpowering prisoners t0 ChaNGE .......ccveiviiiiie e 228
Correcting through Self-eSteem AISCOUISE......ccuiiviiieiieiiereese e ee e e e e eeenre e sreenes 234

Add Indigeneity and stir: Indigenous women’s self-8StEEM .........cccovirieiiniii i 240

vii



Caring Prisoners into “Post-Criminalify™ ..........c.ccooiieriiiiiniiiisesese e 244

Benevolent punishment & discourses of care and CONCEIM ..........ccoviiviiriere s 244
Risky & at risk: Mainstream feminist discourses of care & CONCEIN..........cccocvivrerieieiisinenenas 251
The Unempowerable PrISONET.........co.ciiiiiieieieee sttt 254
Conceptualizing the unempowerable, risky, and unruly woman.............ccccevveiiiiie e, 255
Discourses of control: Punishing the unempowerable prisoner .........ccccoccevevececiciiece e, 259
Conclusion: WOMEN WO FESIST ........eeueiieieieeieite sttt sttt sre s e b sreeneeneeneesnens 264

CHAPTER 8 - CONCLUSION: EXPANDING THE LENS BEYOND CARCERAL REHABILITATION 267

L (0 [T o) o USSR 267
OVEIVIEW OF DISSEITALION ....vvivveiieiiesieeiee sttt st st eeta e s et sreeseesaesteeneesenrenneens 268
RESEArC CONIIDULIONS ......oviiiiiie bbbt 271
Social & Policy Implications: EXpanding the LENS ..........cccveveiiiiiiesc s 273
Non-Reformist Reforms and Caring COMMUNITIES .......ccveiieiieeiiee i 280

T L =T =TSR 284
REFERENGCES ...ttt bttt ettt b e 1t bt ek b e b e e s ke e b £ e s bt eh e e b e e bt e bt e Rt e ebeenneebeeeesbeenbesreas 286
Appendix A: Research Ethics Board Approval CertifiCate ...........ccoouviieiiiiiiiniiiieesee e 325
APPeNdiX B: Oral CONSENT FOIM.......oiiiiiiiiiiieieeee ettt 326
APPENTIX C: INTEIVIEW GUILE......eeetiieieeiieie ettt nbe s 328
AppendiX D: RECIUITMENT POSIEN ........cvi ettt sttt te e e e besne e e saenreanes 334

viii



CHAPTER 1 - Introduction

Women are the fastest growing prison population in the world (Heard, 2017; Kilroy &
Pate, 2011), and while we know that most imprisoned people are men, the rate of the
imprisonment of women across the globe is rapidly increasing (Heard, 2017; Zinger, 2021).
Indeed, the latest statistics in Canada suggest that the number of incarcerated women in federal
custody increased 33% over a ten-year period, from 2009 to 2019 (Zinger, 2019). The rate for
Indigenous women is far worse — in fact, in the same ten-year period, the rate increased 74%
(Zinger, 2019) and Indigenous women currently account for 50% of the overall federal prison
population of women in Canada despite only comprising 4% of the Canadian population of
women (White, 2022).

Women prisoners are a diverse group who face multiple and compounding challenges;
they are more likely than men prisoners to experience mental health concerns, to have
experienced violence and abuse, be single parents with young children, have low educational
attainment, and high rates of unemployment (Hannah-Moffat, 2010, 2012; Kilty, 2012a, 2014a;
Montford & Hannah-Moffat, 2021; Pollack & Kendall, 2005). These experiences are conditioned
by their intersecting identities, including their gender expression, race, class, sexual orientation,
ability, citizenship status, and ethnicity. The Office of the Correctional Investigator reports that
federally sentenced women also experience poor and overcrowded prison conditions, overly
securitized settings, poor and lack of access to mental health care, and ineffective programming,
despite the number of changes that have been made to CSC policy and practice over the past

thirty years (Zinger, 2021).



Thirty-two years ago, the Task Force on Federally Sentenced Women (1990) released
their report, Creating Choices, which sought to alter the trajectory of women’s corrections by
integrating feminist principles into a new penal regime for women (Maurutto & Hannah-Moffat,
2016). The report advocated for alternative approaches to corrections that were women-centred,
holistic, and non-punitive (Balfour, 2014; Chartrand & Kilty, 2018; Hannah-Moffat, 2010).
Creating Choices and members of the Task Force called upon the Correctional Service of
Canada (CSC) to recognize the multiple and intersecting oppressions and experiences of
marginalization with which many women enter the penal system (TFFSW, 1990). However,
critics contend that CSC has failed to fully implement the recommendations made in Creating
Choices. The Office of the Correctional Investigator, for instance, has reported that little has
changed for most federally sentenced women in the past thirty years (Zinger, 2021). Feminist
scholars have also called attention to the problematic implementation of the governing
principles! identified in Creating Choices, arguing that while CSC may have been well-
intentioned, the Service ultimately reconstructed feminist-inspired management logic to fit
within their existing security-focused, risk-centred logic (Chartrand & Kilty, 2018; Hannah-
Moffat, 2010; Maurutto & Hannah-Moffat, 2016; Pollack, 2009, 2012). Indeed, as Chartrand and
Kilty (2018) assert, “a shift in penal discourses and practices, as seen with Creating Choices,
does not necessarily promote an absence of punitive interventions for women in prison but shifts
the modalities by which they are prescribe and legitimated” (p. 111).

Research demonstrates that imprisoned women continue to experience harms that flow

from CSC policy and practice; for example, women who self-injure continue to be placed in

1 The five governing principles set out in Creating Choices are (1) empowerment, (2) meaningful and
responsible choices, (3) respect and dignity, (4) supportive environment, and (5) shared responsibility.



administrative segregation units? as a way to manage institutional security (Hannah-Moffat,
2010; Kilty, 2006, 2012b, 2014a; LeBlanc, Kilty, & Frigon, 2015); women experiencing mental
distress are likely to face an increased use of force, involuntary psychotropic medication, and to
be locked in segregation for an indeterminate amount of time all in the name of preserving
“institutional security” (Hannah-Moffat, 2010; Hannah-Moffat & Klassen, 2015; Kilty, 2012a,
2014a; Pollack & Kendall, 2005; Prevost & Kilty, 2020); Indigenous women are more likely to
be placed in higher security settings, to experience segregation, and to be denied parole
(Chartrand, 2015; Sapers, 2016; McGuire & Murdoch, 2021; Prevost & Kilty, 2020); prisoners
are frequently (re)traumatized by correctional practices such as random strip searches and other
incidents of racial or sexual discrimination (Kilty, 2014a; Pollack & Kendall, 2005; Prevost &
Kilty, 2020; Zinger, 2021); and, finally, women are subject to highly gendered employment and
programming practices (Bernard et al., 2019; Pollack, 2009; Zinger, 2021).

Scholars have further argued that CSC’s version of gender responsivity and women-
centredness that was implemented following Creating Choices is rooted in problematic
stereotypes that narrowly define and frame gender according to normative assumptions
(Chartrand & Kilty, 2018; Hannah-Moffat, 2001, 2010; Pollack & Kendall, 2005). Gender
responsivity is further called into question when CSC claims to address women’s unique needs
and backgrounds (e.g., experiences of violence, abuse, and trauma, as well as precarious
employment and mental health concerns, to name a few), yet further punishes women when they

do not “take accountability” for their past actions should they cite these as antecedents to their

2 In November of 2020, the Supreme Court of Canada ruled that administrative segregation was a form of
torture and implemented Bill C-83, An Act to amend the Corrections and Conditional Release Act and another
Act, 2019, which was intended to end the use of solitary confinement in Canadian prisons. Administrative
segregation was replaced with “Structured Intervention Units,” which, critics contend, ultimately serve the
same purpose as the policies and practices they replaced. The act of segregating prisoners continues to be
widespread in Canadian prisons (Sprott & Doob, 2021).



criminalization during correctional program sessions (Hannah-Moffat, 2001, 2010; Pollack,
2009; Pollack & Kendall, 2005). Indeed, women prisoners are governed through gendered,
neoliberal, and psy discourses that constitute them as both risky and at-risk and are subsequently
responsibilized both for their criminal transgressions and to “fix” themselves so as to avoid any
future contact with the (in)justice system (Hannah-Moffat, 2010; Law, Mario, & Bruckert, 2020;
Pollack, 2009). The neoliberal underpinnings that guide CSC programming and correctional
policy are evident when examining the risk and security logics that responsibilize women
prisoners to manage the impacts of broader systemic challenges, including their experiences of
mental distress (Hannah-Moffat, 2001; Kilty, 2012a; Pollack & Kendall, 2005).

As the rate of women’s imprisonment increased, so too have prisoners’ experiences of
mental distress. Mental health challenges for women prisoners pose a significant problem in
federal penitentiaries and have historically been inadequately addressed by CSC (Zinger, 2018).
While CSC is required to abide by its mental health policy (the 2012 Mental Health Strategy)
and by legislation (the Corrections and Conditional Release Act of 1992 (s. 86)), including
providing mental health services that respond to the diverse backgrounds and needs of prisoners,
critics maintain that they have perpetually fallen short of supporting women experiencing acute
crises and in terms of addressing more intermediate and ongoing mental health needs (Bernard et
al., 2019; Zinger, 2018). In fact, research shows that the most common response to women who
are experiencing mental distress is punitive® action and control strategies that isolate women in

more austere forms of holding — whether in segregation (Dell, Fillmore & Kilty, 2009; Hannah-

3 In the context of this research, | conceptualize the term punitive to mean an action that is both intended and
perceived or experienced as punishment. While policies, practices, mandates, and programs are intended to be
therapeutic and rehabilitative, they are commonly experienced as punitive due to the constrained choices, lack
of agency, and austere environment in which these actions take place. This conceptualization of punitiveness is
supported in the feminist criminological research (see, for example, Dell et al., 2009; Hannah-Moffat &
Klassen, 2015; Kilty 2012a, 2014a; Pollack & Kendall, 2005).



Moffat & Klassen, 2015; Kilty, 2006; 2012a, 2014a; Kilty & Dej, 2018; Pollack, 2009; Pollack
& Kendall, 2005) or in the new structured intervention units that reflect solitary confinement
“under a different name” (Iftene, 2020). It is these troubling circumstances that led me to ask
questions about how mental health care is deployed in prisons, particularly through CSC’s
correctional intervention model. Accordingly, this research aims to interrogate the ways in which
women prisoners are managed, regulated, and discursively constituted in and through the
Women Offender Correctional Program matrix.

Research Statement & Questions

I came to this research with a keen interest in how women prisoners’ mental distress is
addressed (or, perhaps, not addressed) in the carceral context. | was interested in exploring the
discourses surrounding women’s mental health and how these are operationalized in and through
correctional programming. To my knowledge, the current CSC program modules have never
been the object of scholarly research, which motivated me to mobilize a critical feminist
criminological lens to examine the federal correctional program content that has been designed
for women prisoners. This positioned me to uncover the ways that power/knowledge creates
meaning and effects by producing discourses that become “Truths” in the programming context.
Early on in this research project, and as | will discuss further throughout this dissertation, |
discovered that CSC does not offer dedicated “mental health programming” for prisoners as part
of a general correctional or programming plan. This discovery prompted me to analyze the
programming documents for underlying psy discourses and to understand and unpack how they
intersect or overlap with gendered and neoliberal discourses. | sought to uncover a
comprehensive image of how women prisoners move in and through required programming, how

their assessed risks and needs factor into their program pathways, and how these programs seek



to rehabilitate the participants. In order to work through these reflections and quandaries, | set
forth the following research statement:
The intention of this project is to map how federally sentenced women are assessed and
processed in terms of their mental health needs and risks, the programs they are required
to participate in, and how they experience these programs.
This statement was further supplemented by several interrelated subsidiary questions that shaped
this research:
= How do imprisoned women experience correctional and mental health
intervention as administered through CSC’s Women Offender Correctional
Program Continuum and Circle of Care?
= How does programming discursively constitute imprisoned women? What are the
discursive strategies used by CSC to constitute women and their state of mental
wellbeing?
= In what ways does CSC’s mandated programming for those who display mental
health concerns (re)produce gendered subjects within a neoliberal regime of
governance?
To answer these questions | undertook a qualitative, in-depth examination of federal correctional
programming documents for women. Additionally, in order to produce a comprehensive map, |
conducted a critical discourse analysis of CSC programming documents that | acquired through
an access to information request, and which included the following: programming modules for
facilitators and elders, participant workbooks, staff training guides, administrative documents,

and policy guidelines. This textual data was also supplemented with semi-structured interviews



with eight formerly incarcerated women, which allowed for a well-rounded data set that allowed
me to explore the research topic from different angles.

Notably, while the design of this project allowed me to explore the implementation of
CSC programming based on official descriptions of and guidelines and policies related to
programming, | was unable to examine how the programs, policies, and practices are
implemented at the ground level, given the variations among regions across the country as well
as in and among the program facilitators themselves. While this is a limitation of the current
study, my findings are nevertheless supported by researchers such as Bonnycastle (2012) who
did have access to CSC penitentiaries and was able to observe programming as it was practiced
on the ground. It is also important to note that this project did not aim to investigate differences
between men’s and women’s programming, and it was beyond the scope of this research to
conduct a comparative analysis on potential gender differences in how programming is deployed
for men and women prisoners.

Avoiding Stigma: The Importance of Language

It is important to address the significance of attending to and being deliberate with
language and terminology to avoid furthering the stigmatization of federally sentenced women.
Here, | discuss some of the language | intentionally use and avoid throughout this dissertation.
This research is grounded in critical scholarship and is conducted from a critical feminist
criminological lens; for this reason, I have chosen to take up critical and abolitionist terminology
to avoid language that stigmatizes particular individuals or groups of people. | aim to interrogate
the dominant CSC discourse of framing incarcerated people in ways that further dominate and
control them (Maidment, 2006). It is also a way of challenging power structures and the ongoing

criminalization and marginalization of women who are imprisoned (Cox, 2020). As Maidment



(2006) asserts, “the neoliberal climate is ever-increasingly more punitive, individualizing, and
pathologizing of women and language is a central diversionary tactic in promulgating such
ideologies” (p. 37). Accordingly, in an effort to avoid the harmful and stigmatizing labels that
individualize and pathologize women in prison, | recognize the significance of attending to
power and the meaning making influence of language.

There are myriad terminologies by which imprisoned people are referred in both
academic scholarship and in common, everyday language — offender, inmate, convict,
perpetrator, prisoner, criminal, and people in conflict with the law (Maidment, 2006). Given that
“the very condition of imprisonment is one that suggests a relationship of interaction and one of
power—between the keeper and the kept” (Cox, 2020, p. 2), I purposefully take up the term
prisoner to refer to individuals who are incarcerated as it is a way to interrogate the
individualizing nature of these commonly used terms. The term prisoner may be seen as a neutral
construction, one which “avoids the emotional and often discriminatory baggage” carried by
other terms such as convict or inmate (Huckelbury, 2009, p. 25). | argue that these and other
terms such as “offender” reflect the language of an oppressive institution and fail to acknowledge
the structural inequities that may result in an individual causing harm that leads to their
imprisonment. Indeed, deploying such terms is a method that institutions use to “sanitize”
language through euphemisms that disguise punishment and underlying power structures
(Maidment, 2006). Faith (1993) aptly summarizes the significance of attending to stigmatizing
labels, particularly for criminalized women:

Given that labels are culturally invested with ideological significances, and applied with

prejudice, it is best to avoid them. Certain women are criminalized, through social

processes, and these women are then labeled female offender, delinquent, woman in
conflict with the law, criminal or, most courteously, lawbreaker. When we recognize the

contextual bases of illegal actions and the discriminatory nature of criminalization
processes as applied to either men or women, and when we demystify labeled women by



showing their diversities as well as the commonalities they share as women in a gendered
power structure, we lose the need for labels, or for gendered stereotypes. (p. 59)

The term offender reflects a permanent status and identity, for once an individual has offended,
they are indefinitely an offender. The term prisoner, however, reflects a temporary status and
identity and the social process of criminalization that makes one into a prisoner by way of
incarceration (Culhane, 1991). In centering the power relations that ultimately underpin a label,
we are better positioned to attend to the systems that create the conditions and processes of
criminalization, such as colonialism, patriarchy, heteronormativity, capitalism, and neoliberalism
(Cox, 2020).

Throughout this dissertation | avoid uncritically deploying terminology such as criminal
justice system, crime, offense, and recidivism. While these terms may be used in direct
quotations, in reference to programming material or in some discussions of CSC intentions and
ideals (e.g., in the goals of programming), | recognize the individualizing and responsibilizing
nature of these concepts. Also, as Culhane (1991) suggests, use of the word crime is “invariably
related to street crime, but rarely, if at all, to other areas of criminality in our society,” such as in
relation to the environment or workplace (p. 21). Instead, I mobilize critical and abolitionist-
centred terms such as criminalization system, penal system, harm, and transgressions. This
positions me to acknowledge that the current “justice” system is unable to serve the interests or
meet the needs of people who are directly impacted by criminalized events (Carrier & Piché,
2015). In the words of Art Solomon (1990), the criminal justice system “has nothing to do with
Justice. It has only to do with vengeance and control” (p. 32).

Notably, however, there are instances throughout this dissertation where I use CSC’s
language and terminology. | do so with intention and purpose and do not do so uncritically. For

instance, CSC’s programming for women is entitled “Women Offender Correctional Programs.”



To maintain clarity, I consistently refer to women’s programming by its title (or the short form,
WOCP), which includes, of course, the use of the term “offender,” but I avoid using this
stigmatizing term in the context of my analysis. I also use the term “correctional” throughout this
dissertation. While I am critical of this term and CSC’s intentions of correcting criminalized
individuals who are most often marginalized in multiple and compounding ways, | maintain the
term correctional in reference to programming, again to ensure clarity and consistency.

The term rehabilitation is also a term | use throughout this research. Rehabilitation is,
ultimately, the stated goal of correctional intervention for prisoners, legislated by the Corrections
and Conditional Release Act of 1992 (s. 86). Prisoners are assumed to have faulty and distorted
thinking, problem solving behaviours, and reasoning that can be altered via cognitive
behavioural based interventions. It is problematic, however, to assume that prisoners can simply
be rehabilitated through correctional programming while the structural context that may have led
to their criminalization remains firmly in place. Indeed, the target of rehabilitation as an
achievable state ignores the many intersections of oppression that women prisoners live on a
day-to-day basis (Moore & Hannah-Moffat, 2005). | conceptualize this term in further detail in
chapter two and problematize and engage with it more fully in chapter seven, but it is important
to note here that when referring to the stated goals of programming and the logics that underpin
the programming matrix for federally sentenced women, |1 do mobilize the term rehabilitation.

Finally, in addition to critical criminological language, | also deploy critical psy
terminology throughout this dissertation. Namely, | use the term mental distress instead of terms
such as mental illness or mental disorder, which reflect the central tenants of the medical model,
the principles of which I do not take up in this research. The term mental distress better reflects

my epistemological standpoint which acknowledges both the socially constructed nature of
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mental disorders and the materiality of women’s experiences of distress and how these are
categorized as symptoms by the psychiatric community (Ussher, 2011). Using the term mental
distress is a way of acknowledging the very real experiences of different physiological and
psychological effects, while also recognizing that these experiences are the complex product of
social discourse as well as culture, language, and politics (Bhaskar, 2011; Ussher, 2011). |
unpack this term further in chapter four where | operationalize a series of key concepts mobilized
in this research.

Dissertation Organization

In chapter two, | review the relevant literature on criminalized and imprisoned women in
the Canadian carceral context and present a current snapshot or profile of federally sentenced
women. | further situate the project within the critical feminist criminological literature and draw
on scholarship that is focused on incarceration, penality, risk and the risk-need-responsivity
model in particular, prisoner mental health (and the regulation thereof), and correctional and
mental health programming. | explore the history and evolution of penal programming for
federally sentenced women and draw on the psy literature to examine its roots, which are based
in cognitive behavioural therapy. The chapter concludes with a discussion of a notable gap in the
feminist criminological literature. Namely, little is known about the specific program processes
and practices themselves or the mandatory interventions in which women must participate during
their period of incarceration. Additionally, while women’s lived experiences have rightly been at
the forefront of this scholarship (via qualitative interview data), it is also important to investigate
CSC’s correctional programming interventions from a critical perspective by way of a textual

analysis of official documents.
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In chapter three, | discuss two perspectives that comprise my theoretical framework
including an intersectionality-inspired gendered analysis as well as governmentality. While a
governmentality paradigm positioned me to uncover how discourses become dominant “Truths”
(Foucault, 1980), combining it with a gendered framework allowed for critical engagement with
how “Truths” play out in the lives of criminalized and imprisoned women. Further, in this
chapter I unpack the ways that CSC’s governance regimes (political rationalities and
technologies of government), risk logic, and power/knowledge are mobilized in and through
CSC correctional programming to discursively construct federally sentenced women in particular
ways. Using Foucauldian theories and concepts of knowledge, discourse, power, and resistance,
layered with a feminist lens, my theoretical approach offers a way to disentangle how
interlocking identities are embedded within risk discourses that structure correctional
programming efforts in ways that (re)produce power relations.

Chapter four outlines the methodological approach I took to conduct this research. 1
systematically outline the methods | employed to carry out the project and describe the
epistemological standpoint | take in this research. Further, | unpack and discuss the analytic
framework used to make sense of the data. In this chapter I acknowledge the “messiness” of
qualitative research and detail the methodological and ethical challenges, dilemmas, and barriers
| faced throughout the project, which allowed me to reflexively look at my position as a
researcher and what it means to peer into people’s lives and tell others’ stories.

Chapter five begins the substantive analysis portion of the dissertation. In this chapter |
map out how federally sentenced women are assessed and processed in terms of their needs and
risks, the institutional programs they are required to participate in, and how the programs are

delivered. As this detail remains undocumented in academic scholarship, this chapter is
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important in terms of providing details of correctional intervention processes from the first point
of contact at intake, through the institutional determination of programming streams, completing
programs, and transitioning into the community. The chapter serves as a bridge between the
literature, theory, methods, and substantive analysis chapters by outlining how women are
processed through the correctional programming matrix; it also introduces some of the analytic
arguments that unfold in the subsequent analysis chapters.

In chapter six | explore the gendered ways in which the prison discursively constitutes
women as mentally distressed and motivated by their relationships and their emotions, and how
correctional authorities manage women and their mental and emotional distress through the
programming matrix. | argue that underlying gendered tropes, neoliberal ideals, and psy
knowledges ultimately constitute women as both risky and at risk via discourses and practices
that situate them as emotionally out of control. | also explore the ways in which women are
responsibilized through self-governing strategies to regulate their emotions and “achieve”
rehabilitation.

In chapter seven | discuss the gendered discourses of care upon which CSC structures
programming for federally sentenced women. | provide a brief background of gender
responsivity and the stated goal of correctional programming, which is rehabilitation. In the
chapter I argue that despite CSC’s claims to rehabilitate and care for women via the Continuum
and Circle of Care programs for prisoners through notions of empowerment and improving self-
esteem, these logics are reconstructed through gendered, psy, and neoliberal discourses that
ultimately result in further control, regulation, and punitiveness. | demonstrate that even though

rehabilitative ideals are the premise upon which programs are constructed, the onus of change is
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placed squarely on the shoulders of women prisoners, who must effectively “choose” their own
path of rehabilitation by internalizing the corrective self-governance strategies they are taught.
Finally, in chapter eight, | provide a summary of my findings by outlining the key
arguments made throughout the dissertation and unpacking some of the contributions this
research makes to the larger bodies of relevant literature and areas of scholarship. I also reflect
on some of the social and policy implications of this research, where | attempt to push the
figurative envelope by “zooming out” to consider the broader structures through which we must
think about incarcerated women, gender, mental health, rehabilitation, punishment, and the role
of the prison. | advocate for abolitionist solutions and non-reformist reforms to better support

prisoners and to address some of the failings of CSC correctional intervention.
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CHAPTER 2 — Literature Review

Introduction

Feminist criminologists have explored various issues pertaining to mental health
programming and intervention for women, such as dialectical behaviour therapy (Pollack &
Kendall, 2005), the administration of psychotropic medication (Kilty, 2012a), Indigenous
women’s experiences of programming (Martel & Brassard, 2008; Martel, Brassard, & Jaccoud,
2011) and how CSC’s risk assessment tools dictate the programming that women are mandated
to participate in (Hannah-Moffat, 2010); yet, the content and design of the correctional program
modules themselves have yet to be investigated by a feminist criminological scholar. In the last
ten years alone, the population of women in prisons has changed significantly and CSC federal
prison programming for women has evolved considerably. In 2010, CSC implemented a
comprehensive, streamlined, continuum-based model of programming for incarcerated women,
as opposed to the separate, needs-based programs that existed previously (Harris, Thompson, &
Derkzen, 2015; Zinger, 2022). Prior to this change in 2010, programming was tailored to
women'’s particular life experiences and criminalization (Matheson, Doherty, & Grant, 2009;
Zinger, 2021). The current correctional programming offered to women is now streamlined and
universal in nature; it is based on an updated version of Andrews and colleagues’ (1990) risk-
need-responsivity model, grounded in a cognitive-behavioural approach, and is purported to be
gender responsive (Harris et al., 2015).

In this chapter, | explore the context of these transitions and changes and provide a
snapshot of the current state of federal prisons and correctional programming for women. | begin

by providing a demographic profile of federally sentenced women. Next, the chapter explores the
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prevalence of mental health concerns amongst women in prison and how mental health is
regulated and managed in the carceral context. | then examine the risk-need-responsivity (RNR)
model, where and how it developed, the related actuarial risk assessment instruments used in
Canadian prisons, as well as the governing logics that serve as the basis of risk-need-
responsivity. I then review the related critiques of the RNR model, with an eye to considering the
gendered context. This section ends by exploring the literature on both cognitive behavioural
therapy and dialectical behaviour therapy, the framework upon which women’s programming is
structured; I describe how these psychological therapies have been mobilized within the RNR
model and carceral context to achieve prisoner rehabilitation, which also serves as a transition to
the final section on the institutional objectives of correctional programming. The final section of
the chapter outlines and critiques present-day programming for federally sentenced women. |
conclude by discussing the unanswered questions in the literature and how this project addresses
them.

Federally Sentenced Women in Canada

A Demographic Profile

The population of incarcerated women has increased dramatically over the last three
decades both in Canada and throughout the world (Balfour, 2014; Chartrand, 2015; Sapers, 2016;
Sudbury, 2005; Zinger, 2021). In fact, the latest statistics show that number of federally
incarcerated women in Canada increased by 33% from 2009 to 2019 (Zinger, 2019). Such a
dramatic carceral expansion can, in part, be traced back to the closure of the Kingston Prison for
Women (P4W) and the subsequent opening of six regional facilities for women following the
Task Force on Federally Sentenced Women’s (TFFSW) recommendations in their report,

Creating Choices (1990). While the closure of PAW was significant, the opening of the regional
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facilities translated into increasing the number of imprisoned women to fill the new spaces.
Indeed, at the time Creating Choices was released, there were 170 women in federal custody; in
2021, the Office of the Correctional Investigator reports that there were 615 incarcerated women
in federal penitentiaries (Zinger, 2021).

At present, there are six federal prisons for women across Canada that are operated by
CSC, almost all of which are multi-level institutions that house women with security
classifications of minimum, medium, and maximum®. Within these multi-level facilities, women
with more serious mental health needs or cognitive impairments reside in Structured Living
Environments (SLE), where specialized staff operate twenty-four hours a day, seven days a
week. Federal prisons for women are located in British Columbia (Fraser Valley Institution for
Women in Abbotsford), Alberta (Edmonton institution for Women in Edmonton), Saskatchewan
(Okimaw Ohci Healing Lodge on the Nekaneet First Nation near Maple Creek), Ontario (Grand
Valley Institution in Kitchener), Quebec (Joliette Institution in Joliette), and Nova Scotia (Nova
Institution in Truro).

While the general population of federally sentenced women has increased by 33%, the
population of Indigenous women increased by a troubling 74% from 2009-2019 (from 169
prisoners to 291) and they now account for 42% of all federally incarcerated women in Canada
despite making up only 4% of the total population of Canadian women (Zinger, 2021).
Indigenous women in prison serve proportionally more of their sentence in custody before being
released than do non-Indigenous women, are more likely to be placed in higher security settings,
are under-represented in community corrections (e.g., parole), are more likely to have “high

employment/education needs at intake”, and are overrepresented in incidents of self-harm

4 The Okimaw Ochi Healing Lodge, located in Maple Creek Saskatchewan, is exclusively for Indigenous
women and is designated as minimum and medium security.
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(Chartrand, 2019; McGuire & Murdoch, 2021; Montford & Hannah-Moffat, 2021; Montford &
Moore; 2018; Palmater, 2018; Reece, 2020; Zinger, 2019).
Setting the Stage: Criminalized Women, Neoliberal Penality and Mental Health

Despite the growth in the number of incarcerated women, welfarist supports (e.g.,
unemployment insurance, funding for church-based and community-based organizations
[Balfour, 2014]) have decreased with the rise of neoliberal policies (i.e., austerity measures vis-
a-vis significant budget cuts to social programming, zero-tolerance crime policies, a focus on
risk-management, parole-release restrictions, welfare reforms including significant cuts and the
criminalization of poverty through welfare fraud laws [Comack, 2014]), leaving fewer resources
for marginalized women (Kilty, 2012a). Pollack (2009) aptly describes this drastic and troubling
increase in prison populations in the following way:

With fewer community resources available and a shrinking welfare state, marginalized

women are being locked up in greater and greater numbers. Prisons become the default

response to social inequalities and marginalization. Yet prison exacerbates social

exclusion by removing people from their communities and families and diverting

community resources into prison systems. (p. 125)
Problematically we see that marginalized women are increasingly criminalized, and prisons are
used as the “catch all” for those who fall through the cracks of the shrinking social safety net;
indeed, prisons are now the solution for government and social failures (Davis, 2003; Gilmore,
2007; Kilty, 2021a; Maidment, 2006).

The rapidly increasing rate of incarcerated women has become a particular focus for
Canada’s Correctional Investigator; in the latest annual report (Zinger, 2021), the Office of the
Correctional Investigator (OCI) conducted a review of federally sentenced women since the

release of Creating Choices. The OCI found problems with the security classification system,

access to health care, the grievance system, overly restrictive housing, overcrowding, an absence
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of meaningful employment for women, a lack of adequate mental health intervention, poor
program completion due to drop-out and suspension rates (especially for Indigenous women), an
ongoing failure to respond to complex mental health cases and the unique needs that women in
maximum security present, and that maximum security units remain particularly rife with issues
such as inappropriate infrastructure (Zinger, 2021). The OCI also reports that women with
mental health concerns are more likely to be placed in maximum security, and, despite their
psychological needs and elevated rates of self-injurious behaviour, they continue to be placed in
segregation and report feeling unsafe, unsupported, and as suffering negative impacts of isolation
(Zinger, 2017). Maximum security units (also known as secure units) also employ an alternate
security classification system, where women in maximum security are subject to multiple
restraints and supervision when they go anywhere outside of their unit (Zinger, 2017; Zinger,
2021). Women are shackled and supervised by up to two guards as they move from the secure
unit to attend programming, school, or a health care appointment (Zinger, 2017). Men with
maximum security classifications are not subject to these same movement restrictions to attend
programs or to access services. The OCI reports that the secure unit system is a gendered
discriminatory practice that is unique to women’s prisons (Zinger, 2017).

Scholars began to focus in earnest on women’s imprisonment toward the end of the
twentieth century and particularly following the establishment of the Task Force for Federally
Incarcerated Women (TFFSW) and the release of the Creating Choices policy document in 1990,
a report that called for fundamental reform to alter the foundational philosophy and underlying
principles of penal policy for women (Balfour, 2014). As a result of this report, new prison
regimes were developed that were said to incorporate feminist principles and recognize the

unique experiences of Indigenous women (Balfour, 2014; Chartrand & Kilty, 2018; Hannah-
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Moffat, 2010; Hannah-Moffat & Shaw, 2000; Maurutto & Hannah-Moffat, 2016). The Task
Force recommended that fundamental changes be made to the way prisons were run and staffed,
how programming was to be deployed, and how women were to be supported as they were
released from prison (TFFSW, 1990). For example, new facilities were to be built in small,
minimum security cottage-style houses (with no maximum security or segregation units), with
independent living areas for family visits and for women who had small children. The Task
Force recommended that the facilities be staffed depending on the needs of the women, with an
emphasis on support over security (Hannah-Moffat & Shaw, 2000). Further, programming was
to be designed specifically for women prisoners and was to be holistic in nature while reflecting
the needs and experiences of women. The report also called for developing more community-
based resources and programs to support women as they returned to their communities, including
halfway houses, supported accommodation, residential addiction centres, and community-release
centres (Hannah-Moffat & Shaw, 2000).

Although well-intentioned and timely, the recommendations of Creating Choices were
never fully operationalized. Rather, they were folded into CSC policy and practice and translated
into security-based regulation and management of women, in turn supporting a neoliberal agenda
of penal discipline that emphasizes responsibilization and self-governance tactics (Chartrand &
Kilty, 2018; Hannah-Moffat, 2001). Through feminist-inspired logics, the Task Force sought to
“highlight that the structural inequities experienced by women prisoners are similar to broader
gender inequalities” (TFFSW, 1990, p. 105), yet these logics were instead translated into a
neoliberal narrative that focuses on women’s (lack of) self-esteem and their need to become
“empowered” to make responsible choices that would change the direction of their lives. Penality

was reconfigured through the lens of risk management and responsibilization of both prisoners
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and community agencies that took on the task of “shared responsibility” (Hannah-Moffat, 2001,
Maurutto & Hannah-Moffat, 2016).

Much research has been conducted on imprisoned women since the Creating Choices era.
Key feminist criminological scholars have delved into subjects relating to criminalized women
and penality that intricately align with this project, such as therapeutic intervention and psy-
practices, self-harm, risk/need assessment, and segregation (see for example Balfour, 2000;
Carlen, 2002; Dell, Fillmore, & Kilty, 2009; Hannah-Moffat, 2001, 2004a, 2005, 2010, 2015;
Kendall, 2000, 2022; Kilty, 2006, 2012a, 2014a; Maidment, 2006; Parks & Pate, 2006; Pollack,
2007, 2009, 2010; Pollack & Kendall, 2005). These scholars have argued that incarcerated
women tend to be regulated by prison policy in ways that are specifically tied to their gender.
Feminist scholars have also asserted that women’s unique needs and their intersectional
oppressions condition their experiences of, reactions to, and behaviours within prisons that
correctional staff interpret as requiring mental health intervention (Dell et al., 2009; Kendall,
2000; Kilty, 20123, 20144a; Hannah-Moffat, 2001; Pollack & Kendall, 2005). For example,
segregation is used as a tool for maintaining prison security by placing those who are deemed to
have mental health concerns in isolation in order to reduce women’s distress (Hannah-Moffat &
Klassen, 2015; Kilty, 2014a; LeBlanc, Kilty, & Frigon, 2015). Research also suggests that
women who have mental health concerns and display signs of emotional and physical distress,
including self-injury, are more likely to be assessed as high risk and high need and are subject to
mandatory therapeutic interventions and increased security logics that may be unrelated to the
structural causes of their behaviours, such as a history of poverty, racism, victimization,
violence, and abuse (Hannah-Moffat, 2010, 2012; Hannah-Moffat & Klassen, 2015; Kilty,

2012a, 2014a; Pollack & Kendall, 2005). These women are more likely to experience increased
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levels of use of force, involuntary administration of psychotropic injections, and to be placed in
segregation (Hannah-Moffat, 2012; Hannah-Moffat & Klassen, 2015; Kilty, 2012a, 2014a).

Mental Health in Prisons

Mental health and the ways in which treatment and intervention are delivered in prisons
have long been a contentious issue. The psy-carceral complex (which includes interventions
from the fields of psychiatry, psychology, and social work) is central to the regulation of
prisoners and operates through different technologies of power, primarily cognitive behavioural
programming and psychotropic medications, and therefore reinforces social authority and
political power (Kendall, 2000; Kilty, 2012a, 2014a; Pollack, 2010; Pollack & Kendall, 2005;
Rose, 1998). Pollack and Kendall (2005) argue that women prisoners’ mental health is regulated
by the psy-carceral complex vis-a-vis mental health programming and intervention (see also
Kendall, 2000, 2002; Pollack, 2004, 2007, 2009, 2010, 2012). They and other critical feminist
scholars have also pointed to the structural factors that lie at the root of women’s criminalization
and mental distress, such as poverty, racism, victimization, violence, and sexual abuse (Hannah-
Moffat, 2010, 2012; Hannah-Moffat & Klassen, 2015; Kilty, 2012a, 2014a; Pollack & Kendall,
2005). Pollack and Kendall (2005) further assert that “criminal justice and correctional policy
often dilute a structural analysis, privileging instead individualizing discourses such as those
drawn from psychiatry” (p. 73). For women in prison, the result is that their social disadvantages
(which are inherently gendered, classed, and racialized) are reconstructed as individual
psychological problems and cognitive deficits in need of regulation and rehabilitation
(McCorkel, 2003; Pollack, 2012). Women’s mental distress is assessed and managed in ways

that are directly tied to their risk level and they are required to engage in cognitive behavioural
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programming to facilitate their successful rehabilitation and safe reintegration post-incarceration.
There is, however, more to this picture.

The next section situates the project in the critical mental health literature by exploring
mental distress in the prison context. I discuss the prevalence of mental health concerns and of
psychiatric diagnoses in prisons (as assessed and reported by CSC and the OCI), the gendered
nature of how mental distress is constructed, and the ways in which the federal prison system
responds to and regulates mental distress, including institutional sanctions and punishment, as
well as the types of intervention and therapies that are said to be available.

The Prevalence of Mental Distress

The number of women prisoners that CSC identifies as having a mental disorder has
steadily increased over the years — from 13% in 1997, to 29% in 2008-2009, and now to 80%, as
CSC’s latest reporting on this subject indicates (CSC, 2018; Derkzen, Booth, McConnel &
Taylor, 2012). While a causal connection cannot be drawn to definitively explain this increase,
particularly because contextualizing information is not gathered in these studies, we can
speculate about the varying reasons for it. It is important to interrogate whether the increase is
due to a shifting definition of what is considered a mental disorder in the carceral context,
whether screening practices have changed over time, if the conditions of incarceration are
leading to more mental distress, and even whether the rates of psychiatric illness have been
underestimated in the past (or overestimated at present). Though investigating this increase is
beyond the scope of this project, it is nevertheless pertinent to problematize such a significant
increase in mental distress. Indeed, it has been widely recognized that there is a pressing need to

address mental health in prisons and to further investigate the prevalence of mental health
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disorders among federally incarcerated women and the reasons why we see such a high
percentage of incarcerated women who are experiencing mental health distress.

A recent CSC research publication demonstrates highly concerning findings regarding the
prevalence of major mental disorders among federally sentenced women. The study found that
an overwhelming majority of women, 79.2%, met criteria for a current mental disorder (Brown,
Barker, McMillan, Norman, Derkzen, & Stewart, 2018). Even more alarming was the rate for
Indigenous women — 95.6% of whom are assessed at intake as meeting the criteria for a major
mental disorder and 97.3% have had a diagnosis of a mental disorder in their lifetime (Brown et
al., 2018). In 2018, the Office of the Correctional Investigator also confirmed that complex
mental health cases and challenging mental health needs (including chronic self-injurious
behaviour) pose a significant problem and are not being addressed adequately in institutions for
women (Zinger, 2018). While the above statistics are clearly troubling on the surface, a closer,
more critical examination suggests that these high rates may also reflect the problematic criteria
that CSC mobilizes to assess women for psychiatric illness, which pathologizes their distress by,
for example, conflating their social marginalization with mental health issues (Rimke, 2018;
Pollack & Kendall, 2005).

In 2012, CSC released a policy document on a new mental health strategy for corrections
in Canada, its key principle being that mental health services must respond to the diverse
backgrounds and needs of prisoners, with particular emphasis on women and Indigenous
prisoners (Mental Health Strategy for Corrections in Canada, 2012). It has been a decade since
the release of this guiding policy framework and nearly two decades since the more gender-
specific Mental Health Strategy for Women Offenders was released (Laishes, 2002). The OCI

has consistently recommended that serious and immediate changes be made to how federal
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institutions handle “complex mental health cases” (Zinger, 2018). Indeed, it is concerning that no
matter what policies are in place or what mental health interventions are deployed, incarcerated
women’s mental health continues to be a concern that is addressed in gendered ways.
Regulating Mental Distress

Mental distress and the ways in which it manifests in prison is often regulated through
punitive methods. Women who do not conform to traditional, patriarchal notions of femininity;
who engage in self-injurious behaviours; who experience sadness, fear, and other intensified
emotions; and whose resistance is deemed disruptive and unruly, are pathologized (or regarded
as psychologically abnormal) and punitively controlled within the psy-carceral complex (Dell et
al., 2009; Kilty, 2006; 2012a, 2014a; Kilty & Dej, 2018; Pollack & Kendall, 2005). Some of the
punitive practices that are deployed to manage mental distress include segregation, extreme uses
of force, involuntary injections of psychotropic medication (as well as a general over-reliance on
prescribing psychotropic medication for all prisoners regardless of their real mental health
needs), and involuntary institutional transfers (Chartrand & Kilty, 2018; Hannah-Moffat, 2001;
Hannah-Moffat & Klassen, 2015; Kilty, 2012a, 2014a; LeBlanc et al., 2015; Martel, 2001; Parks
& Pate, 2006; Pollack, 2009, 2012; Pollack & Kendall, 2005).

Although medication is not an inherently punitive intervention and is undeniably helpful
for some people, the context within which medication is administered in prisons to regulate
distress is, in many instances, problematic. Research suggests that psychotropic medication rates
are higher in prisons than in the community (Brown, 2017); indeed, Brown (2017) found that 10-
20% of the general community population is prescribed psychotropic medications, while the rate
for women in prisons is 40-50%. Not only is there an elevated rate of prescriptions for

psychotropics, but Kilty (2012a) also found that women prisoners are prescribed these drugs for
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reasons other than they were intended (e.g., as a sleep aid rather than as a mood stabilizer for
bipolar disorder). While off-label prescriptions are not uncommon, the fact that women seldom
receive a follow up assessment with a psychiatrist to determine how an individual is adapting to
the medication is concerning (Kilty, 2012a). Ultimately, this overreliance on psychotropic
medication that prioritizes institutional security by, for example, heavily sedating women, over
individual care is problematic in the carceral context, as women’s real needs become subverted
under the guise of psy-care and their agency is called into question. Notably, participants who |
interviewed for this research also reported feeling that they were in a “zombie-like state” while
on medication, something Kilty (2012a) found over a decade ago, while others discussed feeling
more stable because of their medication. In the end, it is the misuse of the medication for women
prisoners that becomes punitive.

The use of segregation and the use of force against women prisoners are also ways in
which prison staff manage women who are displaying symptoms indicative of mental distress —
in fact, over the ten-year period of 2005 to 2015, women’s admission into segregation increased
by 15.8% and uses of force against women increased by 54.5% (Sapers, 2015a). While
admissions to administrative segregation have declined since 2015, rates of self-harm and the use
of psychotropic medications continue to be of concern (Zinger, 2018). The situation is even more
dire for Indigenous women who, despite segregation rates declining for non-Indigenous
prisoners, continue to be disproportionately admitted to segregation (Zinger, 2018). In 2014-15,
Indigenous women prisoners comprised almost half of all admissions to segregation, the use of
force incidents against them more than tripled, and they self-injured at a rate of 17 times that of

non-Indigenous women (Sapers, 2015a).
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While CSC claims that placing a self-injurious woman into segregation is for her own
safety and the security of the institution,® it does not take an expert to surmise that being isolated
in a concrete room with no human contact, very little clothing, and no ability to attend
programming or counselling has exacerbating and deleterious effects on one’s mental state
(Guenther, 2013; Hannah-Moffat & Klassen 2015; Kilty, 2014a; 2018; LeBlanc et al., 2015).
Yet, this is one of the institutional methods that the Correctional Service of Canada deploys to
regulate women’s mental health concerns and their experiences of mental and emotional distress
(Hannah-Moffat & Klassen, 2015; Kilty, 2014a; LeBlanc et al., 2015). Ultimately, Pollack and
Kendall (2005) assert that “responding to women’s coping strategies punitively only reinforces
the need for them to self-protect, thereby perpetuating, rather than alleviating, women’s distress
and difficult behaviour” (p. 81).

Programming in Federal Prisons: From Nothing Works to What Works

The penal welfare period began in the 1940s and lasted until the 1970s and was
characterized by a central belief in rehabilitation (Garland, 2001; Rose, 1996). Garland (2001)
suggests that “penal-welfare principles tended to work against the use of imprisonment, since the
prison was widely regarded as counter-productive from the point of view of reform and
individual correction” (p. 35). Rehabilitative ideals were central to penal-welfarism, indeed “the
organizing principle, the intellectual framework and value system” (Garland, 2001, p. 35).

Indeterminate sentences, early release and parole supervision, social inquiry and psychiatric

S It is important to acknowledge here that while the overwhelming majority of segregation events were
involuntary (89%), there are also cases (8%) where segregation may be voluntary and requested by a prisoner
who is seeking a quiet space to, for example, process trauma away from the general population where she is
constantly surrounded by people (Thompson & Rubenfeld, 2013). However, this arguably speaks more to the
conditions of confinement and the constrained choices a prisoner has — that she would choose to isolate herself
in the poor conditions of segregation rather than stay more mobile in the general population — than it does to
the benevolence of the institution to “grant” her voluntary segregation or “alone” time.
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reports, individual treatment, social work with criminalized people, and an emphasis on
reintegrative support were all principles and practices that were emphasized during this time
(Garland, 2001). In practice, however, rehabilitation was not always the most common result.
The discretionary nature of the system allowed some individuals to be detained for lengthy
periods — notably those who were perceived to be “dangerous” or “recidivistic”” — while others
with more “respectable backgrounds” were shown more lenience (Garland, 2001). Ultimately,
the penal-welfare framework combined both penal and welfare aims and the state was both
repressive and reformist in its responsibility to provide care and punishment to those who broke
the law (Garland, 2001).

In the 1970s, criticism of penal-welfarism emerged, which subsequently gave way for
neoliberal penal strategies and modes of governance to flourish in the correctional landscape
(Garland, 2001). Critiques of penal-welfarism were rooted in a deep distrust of state power,
questions of professional motives, a concern for “empowerment” of the poor and of minority
groups, and the idea that treatment should not be linked with punishment (Garland, 2001). For
some, rehabilitation was seen as ineffective in reducing “recidivism” — or recriminalization — and
preventing crime, an idea that, in 1974, led Robert Martinson to famously declare that “nothing
worked” when it came to rehabilitating prisoners through correctional programming. During this
time, some critics argued that rehabilitative efforts had their merits, while others asserted that
“deviant criminals” were being treated too sensitively (Andrews, Zinger, Hoge, Bonta, Gendreau
& Cullen, 1990). However, after years of debate and critique among academics and the press
alike over Martinson’s questionable research methodologies and conclusions, Martinson (1979)
revised his statement. Withdrawing his initial conclusion, he instead argued that certain

rehabilitative practices in prisons may be ineffective under some conditions, beneficial in others,
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and even detrimental in some (Martinson, 1979). He asserts, “The most interesting general
conclusion is that no treatment program now used in criminal justice is inherently either
substantially helpful or harmful. The critical fact seems to be the conditions under which the
program is delivered” (Martinson, 1979, p. 254; emphasis in original).

Despite Martin’s (1979) revised conclusion, Andrews and colleagues (1990) argued that
the “attack on rehabilitation was a reflection of broader social and intellectual trends” (p. 370);
they subsequently sought to prove what did work, forming a counter-narrative in reaction to
Martinson’s (1974, 1979) research. Opposing those who agreed that rehabilitation only worked
“some of the time,” this group of Canadian psychologists and criminologists set out to provide
evidence-based explanations to prove that correctional rehabilitation reduces “recidivism,” and
thus developed the risk-need-responsivity (RNR) model (Andrews et al., 1990). This research
and the ideas that informed it demonstrated the continued shift to neoliberal penal strategies that
promoted the efficient management of prison populations and the responsibilization of
individuals to manage their own welfare (O’Malley, 2004; Hannah-Moffat, 2004b). It is also
here that we see how risk became central to punishment (Garland, 2001).
Risk-Need-Responsivity

Through meta-analysis and a study of the psychology of criminal conduct, Andrews and
colleagues designed a model that constituted “appropriate and effective” assessments and
treatment for prisoners (Andrews et al., 1990; Andrews & Bonta, 1998; Newsome & Cullen,
2017). Proponents argue that the RNR model is “what works” in prison to reduce “recidivism”

and to rehabilitate offenders.® It is purported to be evidence-based, theoretically supported, and is

6 It is important to note that this section provides an objective overview of Andrews and Bonta’s Risk-Need-
Responsivity model in order to situate the topic in the original source material. | have organized it thus to
present the origins and basis of correctional programs for women, which is followed by a critique of this
model.
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comprised of three main principles (i.e., risk, need, responsivity) and several overarching
principles (e.g., programs are based on empirically supported psychological theory). The core
principles are paramount in predicting “reoffending behaviours” and rehabilitating prisoners,
according to Bonta and Andrews (2010; see also Bonta & Andrews, 2007). The model posits that
risk is individual and therefore that treatment must focus on an individual’s criminogenic factors
by targeting their thoughts, behaviours, and beliefs (Andrews & Bonta, 1998). At the core of this
assertion is that an offender is a rational person who chooses to engage in particularly
problematic (“risky”’) behaviours.

The risk principle is based on the premise that criminalized behaviour is not only
predictable, but that it can also be reduced through treatment services that correspond with an
individual’s risk level (Andrews & Bonta, 1998). For example, those who are assessed as higher
risk must receive more therapeutic intervention than those who present a lower risk level.
Correspondingly, the needs principle distinguishes between criminogenic needs and non-
criminogenic needs. Criminogenic needs are dynamic risk factors (i.e., needs associated with an
individual’s “criminal behaviour”) and are at the forefront of correctional programming (Bonta
& Andrews, 2010, p. 20). It is suggested that some prisoners who present higher levels of risk
will also have more criminogenic needs that require varying levels of treatment (Bonta &
Andrews, 2010). The needs principle posits that individuals have specific needs (e.g., substance
use or a history of abuse and trauma) that must be targeted for intervention and rehabilitation.
The third principle, responsivity,” addresses an individual’s risks and needs through general and

specific responses. General responsivity refers to the interventions that are most effective in

"It is of note that while proponents of the RNR model claim that the responsivity principle takes individual
needs into account, prisoners are categorized together into a larger group of supposedly similar subjects in
CSC’s correctional programming. This, of course, calls into question whether programs are able to take
individual factors into account considering the lack of attention and focus on person-specific needs.
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teaching new behaviours and typically includes correctional programming (grounded in
cognitive behavioural techniques) and other social interventions. Specific responsivity involves
treatment interventions that pertain to an individual’s specific learning styles, personal strengths,
and socio-biological-personality factors (Andrews et al., 1990). The RNR model is still the
dominant rehabilitative intervention paradigm used in Canadian prisons for both men and women
(Harris et al., 2015; Newsome & Cullen, 2017).

The RNR model is now in its fourth generation of risk assessment tools. First generation
tools combined risk and need and assessments were conducted based solely on professional
judgement, while the second generation saw the introduction of evidence-based tools and
actuarial risk assessment instruments to predict behaviour (Bonta & Andrews, 2007). Second-
generation tools were found to not meet the full mandate of the criminal justice system, however,
as they were unable to point to the kind of treatment a prisoner should receive (Bonta &
Andrews, 2007). The third generation of risk assessment tools aimed to add greater objectivity in
their measure of static and dynamic risk and criminogenic need factors and also aimed to address
prisoner risks and needs through targeted interventions (Bonta & Andrews, 2007). Dynamic risk
factors include a variety of “criminogenic needs” that are directly linked to criminalized
behaviour, which would include details of an individual’s background, personal characteristics,
interpersonal relationships, substance abuse, social interaction, attitudes, employment/education,
marital/family circumstances, community function and personal/emotional needs. Prisoners are
subsequently rated as low, moderate, or high on these different factors (Hannah-Moffat, 2007;
Harris et al., 2015; Helmus & Forrester, 2014). Static risk factors do not change and are
considered immutable to treatment intervention. They include previous criminal charges (both

youth and adult), sex offending history, sentence types, number and severity of convictions,
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victim characteristics, and detention criteria (Hannah-Moffat, 2007; Harris et al., 2015; Helmus
& Forrester, 2014). The third generation of risk assessment tools was also able to determine,
using actuarial methods, which programs and treatment interventions a prisoner must participate
in that would predictably reduce their risk of “recidivism” (Bonta & Andrews, 2007).

The notable difference between the second and third generation of risk assessment tools
was how prisoners were conceptualized. Second-generation tools “produced a fixed risk subject
who was designated to a particular risk category (high, medium, or low) based on accumulated
historical factors that, for the most part, could not be changed” (Hannah-Moffat, 2005, p. 32;
emphasis in original). Third-generation tools considered prisoners as a “transformative risk
subject” who, unlike the fixed subject, “is amenable to targeted therapeutic interventions”
(Hannah-Moffat, 2005, p. 31). Transformative risk subjects learn to manage their needs and
reduce their risk by acquiring skills, abilities, and attitudes gleaned from correctional
intervention.

According to Bonta and Andrews (2007), fourth generation risk assessment tools
integrate systematic intervention and monitoring and assess a broader spectrum of risk factors,
including personal factors (e.g., self-esteem, individual strengths and weaknesses, learning
styles, abilities) and integrate more emphatically the responsivity factor into the assessment of
risk and need (Bonta & Andrews, 2007; Hannah-Moffat, 2005). Specific to this generation of
risk assessment tools is an ongoing assessment of prisoners’ risks as opposed to conducting an
assessment only during the intake process. This, Bonta and Andrews (2007) assert, improves the
ability to predict prisoners’ risk levels. The Level of Service Inventory (LSI) is the primary

actuarial risk assessment tool deployed as a fourth generation instrument.
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The LSI quantifies various individual characteristics and predicts a particular level of risk
based on a prisoner’s dynamic needs. The revised version (LSI-R) has been used at varying
stages of an individual’s incarceration — starting at the initial intake assessment through to case
management, transfers, programming, and release (Maurutto & Hannah-Moffat, 2006). There are
over ten versions of the tool, as it has undergone many modifications since its inception. The
LSI-R contains 54 items which are grouped into ten factors, including criminal history,
education/employment, financial, marital/family, accommodation, leisure/recreation,
attitudes/orientation (Andrews & Bonta, 2002). The LSI-R uses a scoring system that determines
an individual’s overall risk and need level and also ranks the individual’s dynamic risk factors
(i.e., changeable factors). A final risk score is used to determine case management strategies and
the type and level of intervention necessary. There is also a space for professional judgment,
where the discretion of an assessor documents their permission to override a final assessment
(Andrews & Bonta, 2002; Maurutto & Hannah-Moffat, 2006). The LSI-R as an actuarial risk
assessment tool is how the risk-need-responsivity model is operationalized in prisons.

The Custody Rating Scale is another actuarial assessment tool deployed alongside the
LSI-R to establish a prisoner’s security classification specifically (Blanchette, 1997). This tool
assesses the amount of supervision a prisoner requires, their likelihood of escape, the threat to
public safety in the event of escape, and the prisoner’s history of violence and/or offending
(Montford & Hannah-Moffat, 2021). Both tools are administered during the intake process where
a prisoner will receive their assessed risk/need level, security classification, and intervention
necessary for their “correctional plan.”

Actuarial risk assessment tools and the RNR model have long come under fire from

critical scholars. While proponents consider the assessment tools to be morally neutral, objective,
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and apolitical, Hannah-Moffat (2005) instead describes the ways in which these claims of
scientific objectivity “mask the inherently moralistic/normative elements of this penal exercise”
(p. 37). Risk assessment tools for women that measure their static and dynamic risks and needs
and prescribe necessary interventions are based on and validated using men as the sample
populations, which means the tools pivot on normative assumptions about prisoners that are
problematically gendered (Montford & Hannah-Moffat, 2021). For example, targets such as
employment, marital/family, criminal associates, substance abuse, community function,
personal/emotional, and attitude are predicated on an ideal and constructed moral assessment of
values, lifestyles, and experiences (Hannah-Moffat, 2005, 2015, 2018). The use of these
assessment tools presumes that risk factors are the same across all populations of people in the
penal system, which is particularly problematic for women, Indigenous peoples, and other
racialized individuals (Martel, Brassard, & Jaccoud, 2011; Montford & Hannah-Moffat, 2021).
Montford and Hannah-Moffat (2021) assert, “Even when proponents of gender-responsivity have
agreed that some generic factors are relevant to the assessment of women’s risk, how factors
such as substance use, employment, and intimate relationships are relevant to risk, differ across
genders” (p. 3); problematically, actuarial risk assessment tools used for women, by design and
use, do not attend to these issues.

It is imperative that the term “need” is understood from a more critical criminological
standpoint as opposed to a strictly actuarial and psychological one. Indeed, Hannah-Moffat
(2015) contends that it has rarely been comprehensively analyzed in empirical research in ways
that may inform an assessment process. A need generally can be considered as essential to an
individual’s life, safety, and security, but in the carceral context, a need is not linked to what a

person requires but the factors in their lives that can be intervened upon so as to reduce their risk
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to reoffend (Hannah-Moffat, 2018). The need principle implicitly targets supposed criminogenic
attributes that are linked with the likelihood of reoffending, while failing to recognize other
needs such as poverty or physical health issues, for example (Hannah-Moffat, 2018). Non-
criminogenic needs are also assessed but are not necessarily associated with a decrease in
“recidivism” (Andrews & Bonta, 1998). Further, need categories are established without a
comprehensive analysis of how different groups may have different needs, which ultimately
ignores the ways in which categories such as gender and race may inform a prisoner’s needs
(Hannah-Moffat, 2015). Ultimately, as Hannah-Moffat (2015) asserts, “It is important to focus
more closely on, and possible modify, our understanding of criminogenic needs’” (p. 115).

This risk/need style of governance is the central (neoliberal) technology of power that is
mobilized to create self-governing subjects who are responsibilized to engage in their own
rehabilitation. It is here we see the “hybrid construction” of risk/need, as Hannah-Moffat (2015)
argues, which is how the “risky subject” becomes transformed into the “rational, risk-managing
subject.” Indeed, “individuals...should ‘self-help’, be prudent and insure personal and communal
protections against hardships such as unemployment, sickness and accidents” (Martel et al.,
2011, p. 238). Prisoners must carefully manage their own risk of “recidivism” as well as their
criminogenic needs by engaging in correctional programming, using the cognitive behavioural
strategies they are taught, and taking responsibility for their past and present choices. By
participating in programs that are based on a cognitive behavioural framework (recall the
responsivity principle of the RNR model), prisoners are instructed (mandated) to “correct” the
poor decisions of their past by improving their skills, abilities, and attitudes to become
“successful” decision-makers (Hannah-Moffat, 2005, 2015, 2018). This presumes, however, that

the acts they were criminalized for were largely the outcome of poor decision making, rather
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than structural inequalities and oppressive and harmful systems. The rhetoric of empowerment is
used to direct prisoners to become self-sufficient and independent and takes on a particular
gendered form for women prisoners, which I address in the following section.

Regulating Federally Sentenced Women Through Risk-Need-Responsivity

So far, this chapter has discussed how the RNR model emerged, how risk assessment
tools such as the LSI-R are used more generally, and what some of the common critiques of
RNR model are. This section details how the RNR model operates as the overarching penal logic
that is used to make sense of and govern women prisoners. Indeed, the management of risk has
become the focus and key organizing principle in correctional practice and is thus important to
consider if we are to examine how criminalized women are constructed and understood in and
through correctional discourse. The ways in which the RNR model is associated with how
mental health is conceived of and managed in prisons, especially as it relates to women who are
considered high risk/need, will be addressed in detail at the end of this section.

CSC conducts risk assessments upon admission and at different stages throughout a
prisoner’s incarceration to identify each prisoner’s security classification, the “appropriate”
programming placement, necessary mental health interventions, and to monitor progress
(Hannah-Moffat, 2005, 2013, 2015, 2018; Holtfreter & Cupp, 2007; Lianos, 2000; Pollack,
2010; Van Voorhis, 2012). Recall that the LSI-R is the actuarial risk assessment tool used to
determine prisoners’ risks and needs and to establish appropriate intervention strategies. The
LSI-R was created as a gender-neutral instrument, meaning it was not created with the
differences between men and women in mind. Andrews, Bonta, and colleagues (Andrews et al.,
1990; Andrews & Bonta, 2006; Dowden & Andrews, 1999) consider the LSI-R to be gender

neutral, premised on the general principles of social learning theory and cognitive psychology.
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They argue that predicting “recidivism” based on these psychological theories should be the
same for both men and women because the “causes of criminality” are not gender specific but
rather general in nature (Smith, Cullen & Latessa, 2009).

Distinctly, on the other hand, feminist criminologists argue that there are clear differences
between women and men when it comes to engaging in criminalized behaviours, despite the
empirical (psychological and statistical) research that claims the same risk factors can predict
criminalized behaviour in both men and women (Hannah-Moffat, 2015; Moffitt et al., 2001,
Pollack, 2010). Scholars have criticized the RNR model for failing to incorporate or
comprehensively analyze the varying needs of subgroups (such as women, particularly racialized
women), instead using a universal criminogenic need category (Hannah-Moffat, 2005, 2013,
2015; 2018; Holtfreter & Cupp, 2007; Maurutto & Hannah-Moffat, 2006; Salisbury, Van
Voorhis, & Spiropoulis, 2009; Van Voorhis, 2012). Feminist criminologists point to the
distinctly gendered structural factors and oppressive systems that create pathways to criminalized
acts amongst women, which may include socio-economic marginalization, experiences of
violence, childhood trauma or patriarchy and systemic racism more broadly (Balfour, 2014;
Chartrand & Kilty, 2018; Comack, 2014; Daly & Chesney-Lind, 1988; Hannah-Moffat, 2010;
Pollack & Kendall, 2005).

While proponents of the RNR model claim that social learning theories are gender neutral
and founded on principles that need not take gender differences into account, others argue that
gender neutrality is an inappropriate and impossible claim in this context; indeed “malestream”
theories of so-called criminality were originally developed by men and for men, and women’s
unique socio-structural experiences were never taken into account (Daly & Chesney-Lind, 1988;

Reisig, Holtfreter & Morash, 2002). Further, the ways in which women transition away from
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criminalized acts also vary, but because the LSI-R requires measuring criminogenic risk factors
in a yes or no format, it cannot “fully capture the diversity of circumstances shown to encourage
desistance from crime” (Holtfreter & Cupp, 2007, p. 366). Ultimately, we see the problematic
ways in which women are governed through the supposed objective, scientific risk assessment
tools used in prisons.

| have argued that conceptualizing women in terms of their risks and needs is problematic
as it fails to consider the social contexts and structures that shape their lives and behaviour
(Pollack, 2010). Women’s risks have not only become conflated with their needs, (described
above as the hybridization of risk/need [Hannah-Moffat, 2005]) but their risk level has also
become the way to operationalize and quantify the degree of threat posed to the institution and to
systematically supplement and reshape the approaches used to govern women (Kilty, 2006).
Through CSC’s “empowerment” rhetoric, we see that women are directed to manage their own
risk through self-governance by assuming responsibility for their welfare; their assessed risks
(statistically formulated) therefore become the central feature of punishment (Balfour, 2014;
Hannah-Moffat 2001, 2005, 2013; Pollack, 2009, 2010). In this model, women must be
accountable for their past choices and their dynamic risk factors (or criminogenic needs) with
little to no consideration of the conditions under which they must make these decisions.

The responsivity principle of the RNR model — or the ways in which treatment and
intervention are used to target prisoners’ risks and needs — is mobilized through correctional
programming and mental health intervention vis-a-vis cognitive behavioural strategies and
dialectical behaviour therapy. Again, in order to manage and minimize their risks, women are
responsibilized to self-govern within these interventions; self-government thus entails measured

expectations set by institutional authorities that critics have described as inherently gendered
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(Dell et al., 2009; Hannah-Moffat, 2001; Kilty, 2012a; Pollack & Kendall, 2005). Women who
present with mental health needs, who display disruptive behaviours, are emotional, or who
engage in self-injurious behaviours are often classified as high risk/need and experience
increased levels of use of force, segregation time, and psychotropic medication prescriptions at
higher rates than women who are assessed at a lower risk level (Hannah-Moffat, 2010; Kilty
2006; Zinger, 2018). Labelling women as high risk/need thus allows the institution to regulate
prisoners through more invasive surveillance practices and extra-punitive security management
protocols, such as strip- and body-cavity searching and the use of segregation for prisoners who
are engaging in self-injurious behaviour (Kilty, 2012a, 2014a). Through cognitive behavioural
and dialectical behaviour-based programming, women’s risks and needs become targets of
responsive change through programming intervention.
Cognitive Behavioural Therapy

Cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT) is a psychological intervention that targets “faulty
thinking patterns” and the resulting behaviours that cause distress (Chawathey & Ford, 2016). It
was developed in the early 1960s by Aaron Beck, who initially presented it as a method of
treating depression (Beck & Beck, 2011). Cognitive behavioural therapy is based on the idea that
when people are experiencing psychological disturbances, they “learn to evaluate their thinking
in a more realistic and adaptive way, they experience improvement in their emotional state and in
their behaviour” (Beck & Beck, 2011, p. 3). For example, someone who is suffering from
depression is instructed to think past their overgeneralized thoughts and to think further about the
validity of their ideas; subsequently, they will be able to view their experience from a new

perspective, leading to more functional, adaptive and pro-social behaviour (Beck & Beck, 2011).
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Due to its effective, intensive, and problem-oriented nature, this psychotherapeutic
approach has become a common treatment regimen for those who are said to have a
psychological condition, including mood disorders, anxiety disorders, eating disorders, and
substance use disorders (Rector, 2010). CBT is intended to guide individuals to think differently
about what is happening around them and the subsequent effects of these emotional experiences
(Rector, 2010). “In CBT, you learn to identify, question and change the thoughts, attitudes,
beliefs and assumptions related to your problematic emotional and behavioural reactions to
certain kinds of situations” (Rector, 2010, p. 3). CBT has been found to be effective because it is
structured, problem-focused, and teaches evidence-based strategies and skills for helping
individuals who are experiencing problems with their thinking patterns (e.g., catastrophic
thinking for individuals who experience mental distress related to anxiety) and subsequent
behaviour (Rector, 2010). It is understandable that CBT would be used for persons suffering
from mental distress to combat the potentially invasive thoughts they find challenging to cope
with. The use of CBT in prison programming, however, becomes complicated by the power
relations that structure carceral institutions and by the structural disadvantages that prisoners face
in the community.

Cognitive behavioural therapy is the primary form of intervention for prisoners with
mental health concerns and serves as the framework for correctional programming. Proponents
consider it to be an effective, evidence-based practice and “what works” in terms of altering the
“criminal mind” (McGuire, 1995, 2002). CBT in prisons is rooted in social learning theory,
which assumes that prisoners “have failed to acquire certain cognitive skills or have learned
inappropriate ways of behaving” (Lipton, Pearson, Cleland, & Yee, 2002, p. 80). Those who

advocate for CBT in Canadian prisons contend that its use is necessary to reform prisoners’
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illogical thinking, inappropriate reasoning, and irrational decision-making, claiming that it will
reduce reoffending upon release (Carlen & Worrall, 2004; Lipton et al., 2002; McGuire, 2005;
Pollack & Kendall, 2005; Schlosser, 2015). CBT is, in fact, the framework that structures the
Women’s Offender Correctional Program Continuum and Circle of Care and is consistent with
the RNR model. While CBT is not necessarily used to target and treat the individual mental
health needs of prisoners, it is deliberately deployed to rehabilitate the faulty thinking that
prisoners are assumed to have — at its core is the intention to restructure distorted cognition and
to teach prisoners to unlearn their “deviant” thought patterns (Carlen & Worrall, 2004; Hannah-
Moffat & Shaw, 2000). CBT is used in prisons to target issues such as substance use, trauma,
dysregulated and unmanaged emotions, anti-social relationships, and the “choice” to engage in
criminalized behaviour more generally. Within this approach prisoners are instructed to take
responsibility for their actions and to reject a victim label in order to acknowledge the
consequences of their actions (Schlosser, 2015). Even though their victimization may be the
result of gendered violence, structural and interpersonal racism, or socio-economic
marginalization such as poverty and homelessness, women are nevertheless instructed to be
accountable for circumstances they have no control over.

A study conducted by Schlosser (2015) reveals the problematic nature of using cognitive
behavioural programs in prison. In an endeavour to study prisoner identity and how prisoners
perform their various “selves” in prison, Schlosser (2015) discovered an underlying narrative in
her qualitative data, namely that prisoners qualified their experiences as a direct result of their
own choices, which was an unresolved tension that developed from participating in mandatory
cognitive behavioural programming. Indeed, she found that the overarching narrative of the

program was one of neoliberal responsibilization. The result is what the author termed
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“discursive discipline,” an effect of CBT and its responsibilization tactics, where prisoners told
their individual stories in ways that were tailored to, indeed rewritten for, the experts whose
unquestionable “Truths” became the themes upon which prisoners structured their narratives.
These themes were based on individualism, personal responsibility, and myths of equality
(Schlosser, 2015). It was also found that prisoners were subsequently “controlled by the threat of
punishment lest they not accept this meta-narrative in spite of all the evidence they have
experienced over their lifetimes to contradict it” (Schlosser, 2015, p. 4).

While Schlosser’s (2015) research was conducted in the United States and in prisons for
men, the same critique rings true in Canadian prisons for women. In fact, CBT was integrated
into prison programming for women from a model initially developed for male prisoners
(Kendall, 2002; Kilty, 2012a; Pollack & Kendall, 2005). One of the core assumptions is that
deploying CBT programs that are aimed at restructuring thinking patterns amongst a diverse
group of prisoners “assumes that therapeutic results apply universally across all class, racial,
ethnic and age lines to treat inmates’ problems effectively” (Schlosser, 2015, p. 13). These
programs also assume that all prisoners suffer from dysfunctional and distorted cognitions,
which renders invisible any individual and structural context (Hannah-Moffat, 2004b; McCorkel,
2003; Pollack & Kendall, 2005; Schlosser, 2015).

Assuming that prisoners can be cured of their disordered thinking and behaviour
conflates ideas of recriminalization with a behavioural disorder that can be cured or rehabilitated
with therapy. Leaving aside questions about the relative value of CBT in the carceral context, to
encourage individuals to think in different ways is not inherently problematic; however, one

must question the use of cognitive behavioural program as “what works” to rehabilitate prisoners
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of their “faulty” thinking and behaviour, devoid of contextual considerations of the oppressions
that structure an individual’s decision-making.

Research also demonstrates that the self-regulatory processes that are involved in
cognitive behavioural programming are specifically gendered in the context of women’s prisons.
Criminalized women are characterized as unable to control their emotions and therefore as in
need of psy-intervention (Pollack & Kendall, 2005). Women’s needs are reconfigured as risk
factors for “recidivism” and as a threat to their rehabilitation potential (Kilty, 2012a; Pollack &
Kendall, 2005). To be “cured” of their distorted thinking, women must participate in cognitive
behavioural programming, where treatment is linked to their risk level. While CBT is the
framework for correctional intervention for both men and women, dialectical behaviour therapy
is also available as a mental health intervention in women’s prisons specifically.

Dialectical Behaviour Therapy

For imprisoned women who display mental distress, dialectical behaviour therapy (DBT)
has become the predominant form of “cognitive restructuring.” DBT was developed by Marcia
Linehan (1993) in the early 1990s as a strategy to treat borderline personality disorder, a disorder
that was increasingly being diagnosed at the time and was thought to be highly difficult to treat
(Linehan, 1993). Borderline personality disorder did not appear in the Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of Mental Disorders® (DSM) until the third edition in 1980; its diagnostic criteria include
behavioural, emotional, and cognitive instability and dysregulation. It is more specifically
characterized by extreme emotionality, impulsivity, manipulative and aggressive behaviour,

dichotomous thinking, confused identity, self-injurious behaviour, and suicidal ideation

8 The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fifth Edition is the classification manual
developed by the American Psychiatric Association (2013), used by psy-experts as a standardized diagnostic
tool.
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(Linehan, 1993; Pollack & Kendall, 2005). While borderline personality disorder is not officially
a woman-specific psychiatric diagnosis, the DSM-V reports that 75% of individuals who are
diagnosed with this personality disorder are women, many of whom have experiences of PTSD
and an overwhelming majority of whom have been physically or sexually abused (American
Psychiatric Association, 2013; McLean & Gallop, 2003).

Keinédnen, Johnson, Richards, and Courtney (2012) conducted a systematic review of the
literature on the existing evidence-based risk factors of borderline personality disorder. The
authors report five primary psychosocial risk factors that are associated with the disorder: (1)
Individuals diagnosed with this disorder often report a history of severe childhood traumas and
sexual abuse; (2) it is associated with a history of problematic parenting in childhood; (3)
individuals show evidence of hostile object relations; and (4) tend to have insecure attachment
relationships (Keindnen, 2012). It is noteworthy that such great emphasis is placed on severe
childhood trauma — arguably, it is understandable that the unmet needs of trauma survivors
would continue to manifest in different ways throughout an individual’s life, but it should not
indicate an inherent flaw to be managed or distorted thinking to be fixed. In support of this
position, many feminist scholars are critical of borderline personality disorder, asserting that it is
a gendered diagnosis and logic of regulating trauma and distress.

Critical feminist researchers argue that borderline personality disorder has historically
been a “woman’s diagnosis,” as it is characterized by features that are stereotypically associated
with womanhood — over-reactivity, extreme emotion, self-dramatization, excitability,
irrationality, and impulsiveness (Becker, 2000; Becker & Lamb, 1994; Jimenez, 1997; Shaw &
Proctor, 2005; Ussher, 2011; Ussher, 2013) — features that are “irrevocably tied to what it means

to be a woman” (Ussher, 2011, p. 81). Ultimately, women’s expressions of emotions are
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considered a pathological flaw in their personalities (Becker, 2000; Jimenez, 1997; Ussher, 2011,
2013). This diagnostic label is problematic because it decontextualizes women’s behaviour,
remaking it as an inherent kind of irrationality (Pollack, 2004). However, given that women are
more subject to the psy-medical gaze than are men, labels of borderline personality disorder and
the accompanying psy-interventions are unsurprising (Kilty, 2012; LeBlanc, Kilty, & Frigon,
2015; Ussher, 2011).

According to Linehan (1993), dialectical behaviour therapy involves the “application of a
broad array of cognitive behavior therapy strategies to the problems of [the disorder], including
suicidal behaviours” (p. 19). Linehan (1993) further adds,

In a nutshell, DBT is very simple. The therapist creates a context of validation rather than

blaming the patient, and within that context the therapist blocks or extinguishes bad

behaviors, drags good behaviors out of the patient, and figures out a way to make the
good behaviors so reinforcing that the patient continues the good ones and stops the bad

ones. (p. 97)

It differs from CBT in that there is less emphasis placed on using cognitive methods and more
focus on the learning and practicing of new skills, balancing change with acceptance, the
therapeutic relationship, and mindfulness (Amner, 2012; O’Connell & Dowling, 2014; Linehan,
1993). DBT’s primary emphasis is on “dialectics,” as its name would suggest. In other words,
“the reconciliation of opposites in a continual process of synthesis” (Linehan, 1993, p. 19). One
fundamental aspect of this, according to Linehan (1993) is accepting patients as they are while
also trying to teach them to change. Skills such as emotion regulation, interpersonal
effectiveness, distress tolerance, core mindfulness, and self-management are the key target
problem areas that are addressed in DBT treatment. Mindfulness involves being attentive to the

present moment and focusing on self-dysregulation and identity confusion by emphasizing self-

awareness (Linehan, 1993). Traditional methods of DBT include weekly one-to-one sessions,
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skills group training and access to individual therapists (O’Connell & Dowling, 2014). There is
research to suggest that DBT is effective in reducing self-harm and suicidal tendencies and other
features of borderline personality disorder (Koons et al., 2001; Linehan, 1993; Linehan et al.,
2006; O’Connell & Dowling, 2014). Notably, many studies that are conducted to demonstrate
effectiveness involve women, again reinforcing the gendered regulation of women’s emotions
and the gendered stereotypes that underpin their distress.

DBT in Federal Prisons for Women

DBT was implemented in federal prisons for women in 1997 by CSC as per the Mental
Health Strategy for Women Offenders (Laishes, 2002; McDonagh & Taylor, & Blanchette,
2002). DBT has been adapted for incarcerated women specifically, as there is a purportedly high
incidence of personality disorders (borderline personality disorder especially) in forensic
populations (Derkzen et al., 2012). It is further considered to be a comprehensive cognitive-
behavioral treatment that “addresses faulty cognitions [and] has been used successfully with
incarcerated offenders” (Berzins & Trestman, 2004, p. 96). DBT in prisons is intended to alter
thoughts, feelings, and behaviour by teaching strategies of emotional, cognitive, and relational
regulation (Blanchette, Flight, Verbrugge, Gobeil, & Taylor, 2011; Laishes, 2002). It is
considered suitable for individuals with “high emotional distress and [who are] exhibiting a
combination of difficulties characterized by self-destructive and/or suicidal behaviour, emotional
dysregulation, severe interpersonal relationship problems, unstable and low self-image, and
cognitive disturbances and distortions” (Laishes, 2002, p. 28). Currently in federal prisons for
women, “Comprehensive DBT” is only offered as a therapeutic intervention for individuals who

reside in Structured Living Environments (SLE)®, while women in the general population are

9 SLE units exist at all regional facilities for women to house those deemed to have special needs and/or
serious mental health problems. They are designed to accommodate minimum and medium security prisoners
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offered “General DBT” and maximum security women are offered “Secure DBT” (Blanchette et
al., 2011). Despite these claims that CSC offers DBT to all prisoners as a separate therapeutic
intervention to the general population of women prisoners and to those in maximum security
(which come directly from a CSC research report), this has not been stated in any other
publication regarding programming or mental health. What is now evident after acquiring CSC
records, conducting interviews with formerly incarcerated women, and engaging in email
correspondence with staff at CSC, is that DBT programs are strictly reserved for those who
reside in the SLE. As opposed to dedicated DBT programs for the general population, DBT
strategies and tools are deployed in and through women’s programming alongside CBT methods
with the intention of correcting behaviour, regulating emotions, altering faulty thinking, and
requiring women to be accountable for past victimization.

Feminist criminologists, however, are critical of the use of DBT in prisons for women.
By being able to control their emotions, women prisoners are supposed to be more likely to
control their behaviours and improve their relationships; this concept, however, inherently
reinforces the gendered stereotype and expectation that imprisoned women are inherently
irrational, overly emotional, and influenced by their interpersonal relationships (Kilty, 2014a;
Pollack & Kendall, 2005). As Pollack and Kendall (2005) argue, one of the foundational
components of DBT, distress tolerance, is particularly concerning in a prison context. Individuals
who partake in DBT are taught to skillfully learn to bear their pain as well as to “tolerate and
survive crises,” and “accept life as it is in the moment” (Linehan, 1993 p. 96). Teaching women
in prisons to tolerate their distress inherently requires them to accept their oppressions, be

accountable for their trauma, ignore their mental health needs, and would constrain their ability

who require 24-hour supervision and are for small groups of prisoners who would benefit from a therapeutic
living environment and receiving intensive intervention.
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to engage in resistance strategies (Pollack & Kendall, 2005). We must continue to challenge how
incarcerated women experiencing mental distress are constructed and treated such that we “not
only acknowledge the contradictions of therapy within prisons, but actively challenge the
individualization and pathologization of women’s behaviours” (Pollack & Kendall, 2005, p. 83).

The Evolution of Correctional Programming for Women

Thus far, | have argued that the risk-need-responsivity model is the governing logic used
in the carceral context and is how prison authorities make sense of women. During the
development of the RNR model and related risk assessment instruments, the discourse of how to
better respond to women in prisons shifted concurrently. To contextualize and understand this
shift, the focus of the chapter will now transition to discuss and explore the development of
women’s programming as it relates to gender responsivity. Feminist criminologists have
examined, and are critical of, the implications of gender responsivity in programming for women
and the narrowly defined uses of gender therein, the psy-interventions used for women prisoners
to manage their distress, and the problematic nature of cognitive behavioural interventions
(Gobeil, Blanchette, & Stewart, 2016; Hannah-Moffat, 2010; McCorkel, 2003; Kilty, 2006,
2012a; Pollack, 2009, 2012; Pollack & Kendall, 2005). While this research has been instrumental
in understanding the correctional process for women, much of it is outdated and none of it
examines the current programs that women prisoners are required to take.'® Accordingly, this
project helps fill this gap in the literature as it examines the content and direction of CSC’s
programming modules in women’s corrections and how they frame experiences of mental

distress in prison.

10 To my knowledge, | am the first researcher to acquire CSC’S women’s correctional programing modules
and training manuals. The authors listed here have analyzed the programming from a qualitative, experiential
standpoint but have not conducted a textual analysis of the documents I have secured.
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The literature reveals that, historically, programming for federally sentenced women has
been based on gendered assumptions about women, something the current project has continued
to investigate. One may conclude that part of the reason for the limited research on correctional
programming for imprisoned women is because women make up a far smaller percentage of the
federal prison population than do men (Gobeil et al., 2016; Hannah-Moffat, 2004b), comprising
only 8% of the total admissions to federal prisons (Public Safety Canada, 2016). While women’s
programming at the federal level has evolved throughout the years, a critical analysis reveals a
problematically misinformed development. Early studies demonstrate that correctional
programming in Canada was only somewhat effective at reducing recriminalization, or
“recidivism,” despite it being CSC’s overarching programming goal (Andrews et al., 1990;
Harris et al., 2015). Programming in Canadian prisons at this time was designed for all prisoners
regardless of their gender or race and did not consider the distinct differences between men’s and
women’s criminalization that relate specifically to social and environmental factors (Bloom,
Owen, & Covington, 2004; Gobeil et al., 2016).

Women’s programming was modeled after programs that were originally created for
men, which disregards the complexity of women’s criminalization, particularly how their
intersectional identities may be linked to their criminalized acts (McCorkel, 2003; Pollack &
Kendall, 2005). Nevertheless, implementing gender-neutral programming was seen to be the
effective form of intervention in corrections until the early 1990s, despite the profound
differences in “offending patterns,” risk levels, and pathways to criminalized acts (Bloom et al.,
2004; Covington & Bloom, 2006; Gobeil et al., 2016). Women’s experiences of motherhood,
trauma, sexual abuse, violence, mental health concerns, race and socio-economic conditions

were not considered, even though these factors are connected to women’s criminalization
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(Gobeil et al., 2016). In the 1990s, the distinct differences between women and men’s
criminalization became part of the penal policy conversation, and programming for women
changed.

As a response to the Task Force on Federally Sentenced Women’s (1990) report Creating
Choices, CSC accepted that penal policy and practice for women’s prisons required profound
change. It was for this reason that CSC altered programs for women to better reflect gender
responsive principles that were recommended by the Task Force (Fortin, 2004; Hannah-Moffat,
2010; Harris et al., 2015; Pollack, 2009, 2012). For example, Creating Choices discussed how
women must have better access to and relationships with their children in prisons, which then
informed the development of parenting accommodation. This occurred concurrently to a broader,
conceptual shift in women’s penality across the world that reflected a gender responsive model
of punishment and related policy (Bloom et al., 2004; Hannah-Moffat, 2010). Those who
advocate for this approach argue that implementing gender-based policies, programs, and
procedures improves a prison’s effectiveness, alters its risk-need assessment and classification
instruments (for the better), increases its resources, and improves staff turnover, program
delivery and overall services for imprisoned women (Bloom et al., 2004; Hannah-Moffat, 2010).
To be gender responsive, by CSC standards, means that correctional programming for women is
holistic, women-centred, and acknowledges their diversity in a supportive environment (Harris et
al., 2015; Covington & Bloom, 2006; Pollack, 2009, 2012; TFFSW, 1990). Using a gender
responsive approach to programming is intended to address women’s unique experiences
including, previous trauma and victimization, substance use, mental health concerns, self-harm,
self-esteem, low educational levels, and unhealthy relationships (Covington & Bloom, 2006;

Harris et al., 2015).
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The Gender Responsive Model

Gender responsive programming has met little resistance or critique from internal
correctional researchers; it is purportedly based on empirical findings of gender differences, the
use of diverse methodologies, including engaging with criminalized women in interviews and
ethnographic observation, and is rooted in feminist theoretical concepts such as empowerment
(Bloom et al., 2004; Hannah-Moffat, 2010). Gender responsivity, however, “has produced new
targets and strategies of governing women...[resulting] in conceptual and practical difficulties”
(Hannah-Moffat, 2010, p. 195). Gender has indeed been acknowledged yet it is ultimately
defined using narrow constructs based on normative assumptions and gender stereotypes. For
example, intersectionality — the consideration of multiple interlocking factors that contribute to
social exclusion such as race, ethnicity, class, and sexuality (Crenshaw, 1989) — is not addressed
as a factor that contributes to structural oppressions for criminalized women. The gender
responsive approach to penal policy and programming instead pivots on stereotypes and gender
scripts that characterize women dichotomously as both “risky” and “at risk” — on one hand they
are victimized, maternal, nurturing and disadvantaged and on the other they are risky, hedonistic,
irresponsible, and undisciplined “offenders” in need of change (Hannah-Moffat, 2010; Law,
Mario, & Bruckert, 2020; Pollack, 2009).

The result, then, is that imprisoned women are problematically viewed not as individuals
needing support but instead as risks that must be managed (Hannah-Moffat, 2010; Pollack,
2009). Indeed, as Hannah-Moffat (2010) argues, “Relationships, children, past victimisations,
mental health, self-injury and self-esteem have all become correctional targets in the pursuit of

normative femininity and gender conformity” (p. 201). Despite the call for reform in Creating
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Choices and the focus on women-centred penal policy and programming, ongoing systemic
problems remain for which gender responsivity has not been the answer.

A further example of this failure is seen in the prison programs that women were subject
to following the initial implementation of the women-centred penal policy that was spearheaded
by the TFFSW in the 1990s. Rather than addressing the unique needs of women including their
histories (of violence, abuse, and trauma), life circumstances (of precarious employment and
mental health concerns), and structural oppressions (such as racism, sexism, classism,
heteronormativity), women-centred programming was created in the interest of gender
conformity and normative femininity, which further decontextualizes their experiences (Hannah-
Moffat, 2001). Women were given programming opportunities to enhance life skills in
vocational training and prison employment; however, their vocational skills and prison work
were based on gender tropes about what appropriate work is for women. Women participated in
vocational programming that included cooking, cleaning, textile-related work, hairdressing, and
sewing, while men’s work included physical and industrial prison work options (Bosworth &
Carrabine, 2001; Hannah-Moffat, 2001; Morash, Haarr, & Rucker, 1994; Pollack, 2009). The
seemingly women-centred programs that were created to better respond to gender differences
served to further entrench the gender stereotypes upon which the programs were built. It is
noteworthy that little has changed with regard to gendered employment opportunities — the
Office of the Correctional Investigator (2020) found that institutional employment opportunities
for women remain highly gendered, where women are employed overwhelmingly (84%) in the
textile business, and rarely in “male-oriented” jobs such as construction and manufacturing

(where 15% and 1% respectively of these positions employ women prisoners).
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Although the gendered nature of correctional programming unmistakeably perpetuates
gender stereotypes and tropes, at the very least it focuses on the various needs and issues that
women face (i.e., substance abuse programming was separate from anger and emotion
management). While it was still premised on a risk-need-responsivity model that targeted
emotional regulation and the cognitive (dis)functioning that contributes to “criminal behaviour,”
programming prior to 2010 involved mental health intervention for all prisoners, for example the
Women Offender Substance Abuse Program and its related needs-based modules, the Women’s
Violence Prevention Program, and the Indigenous-focused Spirit of a Warrior program (Fortin,
2004; Matheson et al., 2008). These programs were said to have provided a holistic framework
for healing that targeted risk factors and individual needs (Fortin, 2004). While the individual-
focused programs centred around the factors that were supposedly linked to criminal behaviour,
other programs and interventions were offered that addressed lifestyle and “safe integration” into
society (Fortin, 2004, p. 39). Education, employability, and social programs (e.g., Community
Integration, Leisure, Education, Parenting Skills, and Canine Programs) allowed women to
participate in activities that encouraged healthy living and increased pro-social choices that
eventually would allow for the transfer of skills learned in prison to the community where
women could be “productive members of society and law-abiding citizens” (p. 39).1
Present Day Programming

In the fiscal year of 2010-11, CSC implemented a new approach to programming for

women. A comprehensive model of programming that is said to incorporate gender responsive

1t is important to note that these types of programs were not necessarily removed but rather reconfigured. In
a predictably neoliberal fashion, CSC outsourced these programs to community organizations. While many
still exist, women | interviewed for this project described programs not being offered consistently or removed
entirely, and their participation in them was threatened as a punishment (women tend to enjoy these programs
as they are not run by correctional staff, so when there is an “issue” the program is no longer offered or
correctional staff prohibits the prisoner from participating).
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practices and the RNR model, entitled “Women Offender Correctional Programming” (hereafter
WOCP), is now considered to be “what works” in Canadian prisons for women (Harris et al.,
2015). With the goal of creating a holistic, women-centred model, CSC’s approach is said to
remain gender responsive by taking into account a wide range of complex needs that imprisoned
women face, such as substance abuse, experiences of violence and trauma, emotional regulation,
and relationships (Harris et al., 2015). Rather than hosting a series of individually run, content-
specific programs, the new approach to prison programming exists on a continuum, where the
intention is to “link the programs together using consistent concepts and skill-building
objectives. . . [allowing] in-depth skill development through the course of the program
continuum” (Harris et al., 2015, p. 4). Women are streamlined into programs that match their risk
level and are required to partake in intensive modular learning — in other words, it became a “one
size fits all” approach.

The remaining section of this chapter details the current programming process for
federally sentenced women. It is important to note, however, that the following information is
presented according to publicly available research conducted internally by CSC.*? The process
begins at intake, during which a risk/need assessment is administered. Following the assessment,
a designated path is set out for women, all of whom must begin by taking the Women’s
Engagement Program (Harris et al., 2015). The Women’s Engagement Program is a low-
intensity program consisting of twelve sessions, where the goal is to “enhance participant
motivation for change” by working on social skills, identifying problematic behaviours, and

introducing the concept of self-management (Harris et al., 2015, p. 5). For women who have

12 A comprehensive map and more holistic image of this process, according to my data and findings, is
outlined and discussed in chapter five. The intent in this chapter is to give a general idea and systematic outline
of what the programming process looks like as reported by CSC and its research branch.
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been designated as low to high dynamic risk and moderate to high static risk, the Women’s
Moderate Intensity Program follows on the continuum where pro-criminal attitudes and
associates, relationships, self-awareness, and managing emotions are the rehabilitative targets.
Over the course of 40 sessions, women are required to build on the skills learned in the
Engagement Program while focusing on enhancing their coping strategies to “address
problematic behaviours linked to crime and to promote a crime-free lifestyle” (Harris et al.,
2015, p. 5). The High Intensity Program is the third option on the WOCP continuum and is for
women who have been assessed as high risk and high needs. This program is 52 sessions long
where the goal is for women to work on their ability to lead a crime-free lifestyle. The targets of
this program are consequential thinking, decision making, self-management and emotional
regulation, healthy relationships, and conflict resolution. The Women’s Self Management
Program is the final part of the continuum; it is comprised of twelve sessions and is offered in
both the institution and the community. To participate, women must have completed the
prerequisite Women’s Engagement Program and commit to “maintain[ing] positive change in
their lives” (Harris et al., 2015, p. 5). This program focuses on enhancing effective
communication skills, processing change, and effective goal setting.

Harris and colleagues’ (2015) study of the effectiveness of prison programming for
federally sentenced women — notably conducted by and for the Correctional Service of Canada —
demonstrates that women who participated in programming achieved the intended goals of
knowledge acquisition, attitude change, and skill development. In more critical terms, prisoners
managed to engage in neoliberal techniques of responsibilization and technologies of the self to
engage in self-management strategies, regulate their emotions, and improve their relationships.

Although the study considers the WOCP continuum to be successful, it did not find that the
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program had a significant impact following release from custody.'® Harris et al. (2015) found
only a moderate outcome of difference for those who completed the program as opposed to those
who did not — of those who completed the programming 18.8% returned to custody (as compared
to 37% of non-program completers) and for Indigenous women specifically there was no impact
on release outcomes (Harris et al., 2015). Moreover, there are significant waitlists and dropout
rates in the WOCP continuum, especially for Indigenous women (whose programming is
supposed to be culturally-specific, entitled “Aboriginal Women Offender Correctional
Program”), who were twice as likely to fail to complete the Women’s Engagement Program (the
initial stage) as non-Indigenous women due to “offender-related factors” such as placement in
segregation, being placed in higher security or being removed from the program (Harris et al.,
2015).

Overall, CSC considered the programming to be successful in improving skills deemed
necessary for reintegration, but was not found to impact reoffence rates following release (Harris
et al., 2015). Notably, the Office of the Correctional Investigator recently reported that
programming for federally sentenced women has “delivered disappointingly poor results” and
needs to examine its program content and delivery methods more closely “to determine why they
do not appreciably improve community outcomes (Zinger, 2021, p. 38-39). The report goes on to
say that CSC is ultimately failing women on “one of the main goals of corrections, which is to
provide those in its care with effective rehabilitative programs” (Zinger, 2021, p. 39).

It is important to note that all evaluations conducted on CSC programming effectiveness

have been done by the Service itself; one must question this conflict of interest and the likeliness

13 According to Harris et al. (2015), “Differences of less than 10 percentage points between groups were
considered weak; those of 10-30 percentage points were considered moderate, and those above 30 percentage
points were considered strong” (p. 12).
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of CSC to publish findings that demonstrate flaws in their system or program ineffectiveness.
Perhaps even more troubling is that CSC evaluation research neglects assessing women’s mental
health outside of requiring them to take responsibility for their own emotions and “criminal
thought patterns.” There is little to no consideration of women’s intersecting identities (race,
class, gender, sexual orientation, etc.) and the interlocking systems of oppression (patriarchy,
capitalism, colonialism, etc.) that contribute to their criminalization and their mental distress.
Additionally problematic as it relates to the focus of this project, is the grouping of all risks,
needs, and targetable skills into one style of programming — indeed, women with general mental
health concerns who do not qualify for DBT programming are not given programming that
specifically addresses their distress. Instead, their needs are subsumed within a program that
requires them to engage in responsibilization strategies to manage their own risk, which is the
ultimate goal of rehabilitative programming (Hannah-Moffat, 2010; Kendall, 2000; Pollack,
2009; Pollack & Kendall, 2005).

While the WOCP continuum targets women’s criminal behaviour as it relates to
reintegration and rehabilitation as per the risk-need-responsivity model, prisoners may also be
offered other interventions that are “voluntary” in nature. Some of these additional programs are
partnered with CSC, such as CORCAN and institution-specific employment opportunities, with
the rest being outsourced to community-based organizations, including various skills training
(first-aid or WHMIS certificates), education programs (Adult Basic Education, GED),
chaplaincy, and various social and recreational programs (Wilton & Stewart, 2015).

Rehabilitation is the fundamental goal of correctional programming, which aims to
reduce rates of recriminalization and facilitate “safe” reintegration into society (Harris et al.,

2015; Zinger, 2017). CSC is required by federal legislation, the Correction and Conditional
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Release Act of 1992 (s.86), to “provide essential health care, including medical, dental and
mental health care, and reasonable access to non-essential mental health care that will contribute
to the inmate’s rehabilitation and successful reintegration into the community” (emphasis
added). To rehabilitate is to restore to a former capacity, former state or to a condition of good
health. It is a term that CSC mobilizes in and through policy discourses and is presumed to be an
achievable state. The mobilization of rehabilitative interventions in federal prisons, however, is
arguably paradoxical in nature.

To assume restoration is possible is based on a presumption that one’s former capacity
was positive and in need of returning to, which can ignore the structural barriers that
criminalized women encounter. It is problematic to assume that women’s behaviour and thinking
patterns can be rehabilitated while the structural context that contributed to their criminalized
acts does not change. In an institution that constricts freedom, regulates and controls behaviour,
pathologizes unfeminine and resistant behaviours, and whose primary intent is punishment for
wrongdoing, rehabilitation is difficult to operationalize, successfully execute, or even to imagine
(Dell et al., 2009; Moore & Hannah-Moffat, 2005). Indeed, this version of rehabilitation appears
more as McCorkel’s (2013) conceptualization of habilitation, a “distinct power/knowledge
apparatus” where the objective is “not to repair or restore a self that has been damaged; rather, it
is to ‘break down’ a self that is incomplete and disordered. In this sense, the endgame of
habilitation is not to normalize the deviant self, but to manage the unruly one” (p. 17).

The target of rehabilitation as an achievable state ignores the many intersections of
oppression that women prisoners live on a day-to-day basis (Moore & Hannah-Moffat, 2005). By
mobilizing an empowerment narrative from Creating Choices’ women-centred approach, CSC

requires prisoners to be prudential subjects who are responsible for their own “success” through
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self-governance and the management of their risks and needs (Hannah-Moffat, 2000; see also
O’Malley [1996] for a full discussion of prudentialism, the responsibilization of an individual to
manage their own personal and potential risk). In this way, CSC does not rehabilitate prisoners;
rather, it provides the opportunity for and facilitates the process of self-chosen and self-managed
change by targeting emotions, relationships, and faulty thinking — inherently individualized and
gendered targets of modification — and through technologies of power that are habilitative, not
rehabilitative (McCorkel, 2013; Pollack & Kendall, 2005). This is particularly salient when
looking at the conceptualization of women’s mental distress in prisons and how CSC targets
mental health through psy-intervention. | revisit the concept of rehabilitation in chapter seven,
where | unpack the rehabilitative discourses that underpin correctional programming for women.

Conclusion and Unanswered Questions

The scholarship mobilized in this chapter grounds this project in the relevant topical
literature. | began by providing a demographic profile of federally sentenced women and then
explored mental distress in the carceral context, the prevalence of mental illness as reported by
CSC, and how mental distress is regulated. The chapter then went on to discuss risk-need-
responsivity assessment tools, the governing logics behind them, and related critiques. |
highlighted the problematic and gendered nature of risk assessment and went on to outline the
evolution of correctional programming for women.

What is absent from this sizeable body of literature is a critical feminist criminological
investigation of the Women’s Offender Correctional Programming Continuum and Circle of
Care matrix and how it addresses and discursively constitutes women prisoners’ overall mental
wellbeing. Indeed, little is known about the specific program processes and practices —a gap |

seek to fill with this project. There is an additional void in the literature when it comes to
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examining the overlap of women’s mental distress and their intersecting identities as it relates to
mental health programming. While statistics indicate a troubling and disproportionate rate of
incarceration for Indigenous women as well as the penal practices and policies that
disproportionately affect them, critical engagement with these statistics is missing. What does the
mass incarceration of Indigenous women in federal prisons mean for the way that their mental
distress is uniquely constructed and regulated? It is for this reason that | endeavoured to conduct
this study from an intersectional point of view, one that looks at gender, but also the discourses
surrounding race, class, sexual orientation, and physical and mental (dis)ability as they relate to
women’s experiences of correctional programming intervention. The next chapter unpacks my

theoretical framework.
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CHAPTER 3 - Theory: A Feminist Governmentality Framework

Introduction

The previous chapter reviewed the literature to provide the scholarly context and
justification for this research. | examined the current state of federal prisons for women and
provided a demographic profile that highlighted the prevalence of mental health concerns. | also
examined the risk-need-responsivity model and correctional programming through a gendered
lens, which enabled me to situate these modes of governance as technologies of power that
assess and regulate federally sentenced women. Finally, | systematically outlined and described
the programming process in federal prisons for women and identified the problematically
gendered nature of these procedures and practices.

This chapter shifts to ground the project conceptually in a theoretical framework. The
objective of the chapter is to advance the two conceptual approaches that theoretically guide the
project — the Foucauldian concept of governmentality and a gendered framework informed by
the theoretical concept of intersectionality. By drawing on these two perspectives, | am
positioned to closely examine how particular governance regimes (political rationalities and
technologies of government), risk rationalities, and power/knowledge affect federally sentenced
women in different ways. While part of the objective of governmentality studies is to uncover
how discourse becomes a dominant “Truth” (Foucault, 1980), deploying this theoretical
perspective through a feminist lens allows for critical engagement with how these “Truths” play
out in the lives of criminalized women.

| begin the chapter by outlining a feminist perspective informed by intersectionality. |

address intersectionality’s origins and critiques, then outline how I adopted a gendered lens to
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supplement the second theoretical construct | take up, governmentality. The second part of the
chapter explores the Foucauldian concept of governmentality, largely using the work of Peter
Miller and Nikolas Rose, along with other key scholars who have contributed to governmentality
studies. | conclude the chapter by layering these two conceptual approaches and presenting this
framework as the theoretical “toolkit” for this project. In the conclusion, I delineate the
importance of adopting both perspectives for this research and describe the contribution my work
makes by using this theoretical framework.

A Feminist Theoretical Perspective

It is imperative to conduct this research from a feminist perspective as this project
explores the lived realities for women who have experienced incarceration. It is for this reason
that | adopt a gendered lens that is informed by the concept of intersectionality. Before
unpacking the concept of intersectionality in more detail, it is worth noting that while | initially
intended to mobilize an intersectional lens as one of the main components of the theoretical
framework, the data did not lend itself to a full intersectional analysis. | was unable to tease out
how women’s various intersecting identities condition their experiences or how these are written
into or ignored in the programming documents. While it is acknowledged in programs that
women come from diverse backgrounds and correctional officers are trained to be responsive to
women’s unique needs (including, for example, histories of abuse, mental distress, and poverty),
these needs and women'’s identities are not discussed in @ meaningful, nuanced way, or even at
all. Indeed, a discussion of women’s class or socioeconomic status, ability, sexual orientation, Or
any race other than Indigeneity is entirely absent from correctional programming materials for
federally sentenced women, which is significant considering CSC’s emphasis on attending to

diversity as per Creating Choices. This is a limitation of the data and of the research more
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broadly. What is clear in the data, however, are the ways in which programs pivot on
problematic gendered language and discourses as well as the troubling ways that Indigeneity is
superficially addressed.

It is for these reasons that this project is rooted in a feminism that is inspired and
informed by intersectionality, but which ultimately focuses on gender with specific attention paid
to Indigeneity. In other words, the concept of intersectionality positioned me to be critical and to
move beyond a simple “gender-based analysis” by attending to the ways in which oppression and
marginality play out more fully in programming for women, which enabled me to disrupt CSC’s
discourse around women’s diversity and uniqueness. Deploying an intersectionality-inspired
gendered lens allowed me to consider systems and structures more broadly and how power
circulates in and through programming to generate problematic gendered language and
discourse. | begin with a detailed discussion of what intersectionality is and how it emerged,
touching on some of the critiques and complexities of the framework; I then outline its
importance for this research project.

The feminist movement has a long history and has (inevitably) shifted and evolved
throughout the last hundred years. Most commonly discussed as evolving over three waves,
feminism has certainly been fraught with tensions, setbacks, and conflict (Kilty, 2014b; Moore,
2008; Pierce, 2003), although it is without question responsible for the significant gains made by
and for women in the last century. In the first wave, which occurred mainly during the 19" and
early 20™ centuries (and even in the late 18™ century with women like Mary Wollstonecraft),
women fought for their rightful place in society by way of securing the right to vote and to own
property (Davis, 1983). The first wave was primarily orchestrated by white, middle-class,

religious, and conservative women — meaning not all women “qualified” to be part of the
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movement (Davis, 1983). Black women and their rights remained invisible to white suffrage
groups during this campaign as “racism ran so deep in [this] movement that the doors were never
really opened to Black women,” yet they continued to persist and resist (Davis, 1983, p. 145).

The feminist movement gradually shifted in the early 1960s with a new objective in the
form of women’s liberation. Second wave feminists fought the political war for women’s legal
and reproductive rights; they spoke out about and challenged gender stereotypes, patriarchy,
gender discrimination in the workplace, as well as the expectations placed upon women to
remain in the home. Yet, like the first wave, second wave feminists were generally middle-class,
white women. Once again, women of colour were largely left out of the conversation. The
movement did not recognize that a Black woman, for example, was subject to oppression based
on both her gender and her race; once again she had to make a “choice” to either speak out about
her experiences as a woman or as a woman of colour (Crenshaw, 1989). Rife with the same
underlying issues that plagued the first wave (the lack of recognition of anything other than
gender), it did not take long for this universal framing of women to come under fire. By the
1990s, and predominantly because of the work of Black and Indigenous women, the stage was
set for the third wave of feminism.

Third wave feminists sought to address the shortcomings of previous waves. While they
aimed to build on the socio-political work of the second wave, they also argued for an expanded
framework with which to think about how the interconnectedness of different social identity
categories condition one’s experiences of oppression (Crenshaw, 1989; Hill Collins, 2015).
Feminist thought and practice fundamentally changed when women of colour and their white
women allies began to challenge the idea that gender was the only factor that could determine a

woman’s oppression (hooks, 2014). Led fiercely by feminist scholars and activists such as
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Angela Y. Davis, Kimberlé Crenshaw, bell hooks, and Patricia Hill Collins, the third wave of the
broader feminist movement sought to incorporate women of colour, working class women, and
LGBTQ women to better recognize the importance of diversity and women’s different
positionalities. It was argued that oppression and discrimination, indeed even violence, were not
solely the result of one’s gender and were instead rooted in a matrix of interlocking oppressions
(Crenshaw, 1991; Hill Collins, 2000).

Yet, feminism, even in its third iteration, remains complicated and a contentious concept
politically, theoretically, epistemologically, and methodologically (Kilty, 2014b). In spite of the
significant advances made by women and the evolution from second to third wave feminism,
various camps of thought remain in stark contrast; for example, critical feminists (of which |
identify as a scholar and in which this project is situated) are critical of mainstream governance
and carceral feminists who advocate for institutional governance-based solutions that rely on the
law, the police, and harsh punishment as answers to deep-seated, structural problems that can
render invisible “othered” women (Bruckert & Law, 2018; Law et al., 2020). Comparatively,
critical feminists recognize the need to address the systems which are at the root of women’s
intersecting oppressions; intersectionality is the foundation of this movement as it “allows for
nuanced analyses and sheds light on the complex interplay between social and structural factors
that condition women’s individual and collective experience(s)” (Bruckert & Law, 2018, p. 6).
Intersectionality

Intersectionality is the result of second wave feminism’s exclusion of the perspectives of
women of colour (Crenshaw, 1989; Johnson, 2005). Even 140 years later, when women of colour
started to openly challenge the essentialism with which women were framed by second wave

feminists, the words of Sojourner Truth at the 1851 Women’s Rights Convention still ring true —
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by asking, “Ain’t [ a woman?” she challenged the normative framing of fragile white
womanhood that was at the core of suffragism (Law et al., 2020). It was argued that by speaking
of women in a universal way, feminists were replicating the same errors of “male-stream”
thought by excluding Black women from both feminist theory and antiracist policy discourse,
ultimately failing to acknowledge the interaction of race and gender (Crenshaw, 1989, 1991;
Davis, 1983; Hill Collins, 1990; Johnson, 2005).

Kimberlé Crenshaw (1989) conceptualized the theoretical basis of this problem as
intersectionality. She argued that focusing on the privileged “marginalizes those who are
multiply-burdened and obscures claims that cannot be understood as resulting from discrete
sources of discrimination” (p. 140). While its origins lie in critical race theory, to consider how
race, gender and class intersect to create marginalization, the concept has evolved over time to
include voices from the LGBTQ2S+ community and folks who experience various other forms
of discrimination as a result of their intersecting identity locations (Johnson, 2005).

Intersectionality has been widely adopted to understand interlocking systems of
oppression resulting from gender, race, class, sexual orientation, ethnicity, citizenship, and
ability and how these are (re)produced through mutually interdependent power relations, social
institutions, and socio-political structures (Crenshaw, 1989, 1991; Johnson, 2005; Hill Collins,
1990, 2015). While Crenshaw coined the term intersectionality, she was not the only Black
feminist activist raising her voice about the lack of diversity in the feminist movement nor the
only feminist scholar theorizing the idea at the time. In her book Ain 't I « Woman, bell hooks
(1981) challenged mainstream second wave feminism’s ongoing silencing of Black women.
Within the women’s liberation movement at the time, Black women were required to choose

between their femaleness and their Blackness — those who allied themselves with the women’s
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liberation movement were scorned and criticized by the Black community, but those who chose
to fight against racism found themselves nevertheless caught up in the Black patriarchy among
sexist Black men (hooks, 1981). Indeed, hooks (1981) states,

The term ‘woman’ is synonymous with ‘white woman’ and the term ‘black’ is

synonymous with ‘black men.” What this indicates is that there exists in the language of

the very movement that is supposedly concerned with eliminating sexist oppression, a

sexist-racist attitude toward black women. (pp. 13-14)

Patricia Hill Collins (2000) also focused her scholarship on employing intersectionality
by recognizing that Black women remained at the margins of the feminist movement. She argued
for the inclusion of Black women’s voices in feminism and is a pioneer theorist in this field who
questioned the power relations and structures, or interlocking systems, that condition a woman’s
oppression, and how these oppressions are organized (Hill Collins, 2000). Hill Collin’s approach
takes intersectionality a step deeper theoretically by expanding the framework to consider
broader systems of power. While intersectionality as conceived by Crenshaw refers to the
mutually constitutive relationship between individual identity categories (i.e., gender, race, class
sexual orientation, ethnicity, citizenship, and ability) and reminds us that oppression “cannot be
reduced to one fundamental type, and that oppressions work together in producing injustice”
(Hill Collins, 1990, p. 18), interlocking systems of oppression, on the other hand, mutually
reproduce broader social, political and economic systems. These systems may include, for
example, patriarchy, capitalism, colonialism, neoliberalism, ethnocentrism, heteronormativity,
and cisnormativity (Bruckert & Law, 2018; Hill Collins, 1991).

Cho, Crenshaw, and McCall (2013) assert that there are three different approaches with
which to engage an intersectional framework and suggest a more contemporary way to frame

intersectionality — as an analytic sensibility. The first approach applies an intersectional analysis

to interdisciplinary research topics so as to analyze the multiple, compounding ways that race
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and gender may interact with class, for example (Cho et al., 2013). The second focuses on
investigating intersectional discourses as theory and methodology (Cho et al., 2013, p. 785). Cho
and colleagues (2013) assert that this includes, but is not limited to, “questions and debates about
the way intersectionality has been developed, adopted, and adapted within the disciplines. It
considers what intersectionality includes, excludes, or enables and whether intersectionality’s
contextual articulations call either for further development or disavowal and replacement” (p.
785). This approach also attends to where and how a subject is institutionally or structurally
constituted (Cho et al., 2013). Cho and colleagues (2013) argue that the third approach to
intersectionality involves a multi-disciplinary framework that can be applied more broadly than
an academic setting. Scholars and activists have shown how practice can inform theory and how
theory can inform practice — intersectionality therefore can “embody a motivation to go beyond
mere comprehension of intersectional dynamics to transform them” (Cho et al., 2013, p. 786).

As Cho and colleagues (2013) suggest, | mobilize intersectionality as part of a gendered
framework as:

A way of thinking about the problem of sameness and difference and its

relation to power. This framing—conceiving of categories not as distinct but as always

permeated by other categories, fluid and changing, always in the process of creating and

being created by dynamics of power—emphasizes what intersectionality does rather than

what intersectionality is. (p. 795)
While Kimberlé Crenshaw deployed intersectionality as a theory in her discipline of critical-legal
scholarship and considered power as exploitative, it has since been picked up by scholars from
different disciplines as an interdisciplinary conceptual tool or lens. Feminist scholars have
mobilized intersectionality in disciplines as diverse as philosophy, the social sciences,

humanities, economics, and law; in theoretical orientations as different as phenomenology,

structuralist sociology, and psychoanalysis; and in disciplines like feminism, anti-racism, queer
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studies, and disability studies. These discussions have attended to the issues of difference and
diversity and explored the interactions of multiple identity locations and how these interactions
lead to different forms of subordination (Davis, 2008).

A gendered framework positions me to identify the different experiences of oppression
and subordination that exist at the intersection of particular identities and systems, but this alone
does not allow me to also consider the power relations and discourses that impact women’s lived
realities. In other words, I was interested in not only how a woman’s intersecting identities —
particularly gender and Indigeneity — contribute to her criminalization, the stigma she faces or
the disadvantages that she is confronted with, but also in exploring more deeply the ways in
which these identities and experiences are produced by power/knowledge and discourse.

Intersectionality is argued to be a broad theory and has been criticized for being vague,
open-ended, and lacking in methodological definition (Davis, 2008; Nash, 2008). At the same
time, intersectionality’s ambiguous nature has “enabled it to be drawn upon in nearly any context
of inquiry” (Davis, 2008; p. 77). For this research project, the open-endedness of
intersectionality offers the ability to allow a gendered framework to include Indigeneity and to
mobilize it in conjunction with governmentality to provide what | would argue is a more
complete and robust theoretical framework. Indeed, a gendered analysis alone cannot produce a
full understanding of how power circulates in the carceral context.

As intersectionality is inherently interdisciplinary, indeed having “an almost universal
applicability” to understand social practice, individual and collective experiences, and cultural
configurations (Davis, 2008, p. 72), yet is limited in addressing power relations at the
intersections of marginality (Bomert, 2015), | take up a gendered lens inspired by

intersectionality and alongside a Foucauldian a governmentality framework. Governmentality as
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a theoretical perspective is also not without limitations. Governmentality studies have, for
instance, been critiqued for not recognizing a “multiplicity of voices” and as “insensitive to
social variation and social heterogeneity” (O’Malley, Weir, & Shearing, 1997, p. 505). In his
work, Foucault’s focus was mainly on micro-politics, which failed to consider the implication of
broader, macro structures (Bomert, 2015; Macleod & Durrheim, 2002). Additionally, he did not
explore the implications of gender in his work — for example in Discipline and Punish he did not
consider how prisoners’ experiences differed in relation to dominant constructions of masculinity
and femininity (Macleod & Durrheim, 2002). In order to further nuance and problematize the
interlocking systems of oppression that affect criminalized women, additional theoretical
constructs must be mobilized in conjunction with an intersectional lens. Indeed, as Macleod and
Durrheim (2002) have argued, “Foucault’s work on governmentality provides feminists with a
broad-ranging and incisive theoretical tool for the analysis of gendered relations on a micro- and
macro-level” (p. 1). In the next section | situate the value of considering intersectionality in the
carceral context in order to set the stage for how it can be mobilized with governmentality.
Intersectionality in the Carceral Context
Imprisoned women in particular experience the intersection of different forms of
oppression that are tied to their various social identity locations, their gender being but one
category. Pollack (2012) asserts,
The bold assertion that for all women (and men) gender is the most salient category of
experience relegates racial and class oppression to a subservient position in the ‘mattering
map’ and sweeps aside the wealth of anti-racist feminist scholarship that illuminates the
effects of interlocking modes of oppression. (Pollack, 2012, p. 105; see also Hill Collins,
1990; Crenshaw, 1991; Razack, 1998)

Indeed, women in prison are marginalized in compounding ways — they are more likely to come

from a lower socioeconomic background, have less education, have precarious employment
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histories/are unemployed, are raising children as single mothers, and to have had experiences of
sexual, physical, and emotional violence (Blanchette & Brown, 2006; Bloom et al., 2004;
Chartrand, 2015; Derkzen et al., 2012; Kilty, 2012a).

The dynamics of intersectionality cannot be removed from history and there are many
ways in which interlocking factors, conditions, institutions, structures, and politics contribute to
the criminalization and imprisonment of women (Crenshaw, 2012). Crenshaw (2012) contends,
“Beyond these structural and institutional intersections that contribute to the risk and
consequence of punishment for women of color are discursive intersections that effectively
marginalize, if not wholly erase, the significance of their vulnerability” (p. 1427). The
intersecting oppressions federally sentenced women face are further complicated by power
relations born from the neoliberal socio-political and economic transformations that have taken
place in Western democracies that have resulted in the increasing criminalization and
imprisonment of specific racialized, gendered, and classed populations (Balfour, 2006). While
Crenshaw’s work primarily focuses on women of colour at the margins, for this project it is
essential to examine the many intersecting identity points that shape how women in Canada
come to be criminalized and how these are affected by the complicated power relations within
Canadian carceral institutions.

Acknowledging Intersectionality in Canada

In the Canadian context, it is important to acknowledge the complex and intersecting
oppressions that criminalized Indigenous women experience, particularly as a white settler
scholar who aims to engage in anti-oppressive, anti-racist, decolonial research praxis. As Martel
and Brassard (2008) assert, settler researchers must attempt to “subvert colonialist discourse and

institutions through deconstructing the colonialist prison narratives,” which can “contribute
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constructively to debunking the colonial enterprise” (p. 341-342). Indigenous women are
stigmatized and marginalized as a result of their gender and their race, and most often their
socio-economic, political and geographic locations as well. Federally sentenced Indigenous
women tend to have higher unemployment rates, lower levels of education, are more likely to be
single parents, to live in crowded conditions, and be victims of violent crime than non-
Indigenous women prisoners (Boyce, 2014; Derkzen et al., 2012; McGuire & Murdoch, 2021;
Montford & Moore, 2018; Wesley, 2012). They also experience longer periods of imprisonment,
higher security and risk classifications, more dangerous offender designations, increased use of
segregation and isolation practices, more restrictive parole or probation conditions, and increased
levels of violence, suicide, self-injury, and death while incarcerated (Chartrand, 2015; McGuire
& Murdoch, 2021; Prevost & Kilty, 2020; Sapers, 2016; Zinger, 2021).

A critical feminist intersectional lens allows for a more nuanced look at these gendered
and raced issues. Intergenerational impacts of residential schools and the Sixties Scoop as well as
the oppressive governance of Indigenous peoples through The Indian Act exemplify the state’s
continued colonial practices that maintain patriarchal, white settler societies through the ongoing
assimilation and criminalization of Indigenous peoples (Allspach, 2010; McGuire & Murdoch,
2021; Montford & Moore, 2018). Indeed, the “whitestream” (in)justice system enacts colonial
policies and practices that pivot on myths of European racial and cultural superiority and that
directly impact Indigenous women in harmful ways yet are subverted under narratives of cultural
sensitivity and inclusivity (Bruckert & Law, 2018; Martel & Brassard, 2008; Martel et al., 2011;
McGuire & Murdoch, 2021; Montford & Moore, 2018). For example, the individualized and
actuarial nature of risk assessment instruments used for federally sentenced prisoners do not

consider the impact of colonization or the systemic racism and discrimination faced by
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Indigenous peoples (Martel et al., 2011; McGuire & Murdoch, 2021; Montford & Moore; 2018;
Monture-Angus,1999). The result is that Indigenous prisoners are more likely to be classified as
high risk/high need than non-Indigenous prisoners.'* As Montford and Moore (2018) write,
simply being Indigenous is a risk factor.

In deploying an intersectional lens, we also see that Black women in Canada experience
heightened criminalization as a result of their gender and their race (as well as myriad other
factors). From 2005 to 2015, the overall incarceration rate of Black prisoners (including both
men and women) grew by 69%. Sapers (2015b) further asserts that the federal incarceration rate
for Black individuals is “three times their representation rate in general society” (p.2). Notably —
and problematically — statistics are difficult to find for Black women prisoners specifically, and
data pertaining to neither men nor women are reported consistently in the OCI’s annual report.
The most recent federal statistics reported in the 2018-2019 OCI report (Zinger, 2019) indicate
that Black prisoners comprise 8% of the overall prison population.

A now dated study conducted by the OCI (Sapers, 2013) found that federally sentenced
Black women were most likely to be incarcerated for drug-related crimes (53%). Interviews by
the Office of the Correctional Investigator’s researchers further revealed that most Black women
incarcerated at the Grand Valley Institution for Women were incarcerated for drug trafficking
offences, which, they said, were motivated by women’s experiences of poverty (Sapers, 2013).
Black women’s involvement in the shadow economy (i.e., sex work, drug enterprises) is often a
survival strategy, chosen in the face of socio-economic marginalization (Maynard, 2017). Yet, as
Maynard (2017) asserts, “Black women employing economic survival mechanisms are widely

demonized and too frequently incarcerated” (p. 151).

14 Notably, “culturally appropriate” programming is offered to Indigenous women; | unpack and critique this
toward the end of the chapter in the Technologies of Government section.
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The lack of available data pertaining to Black women prisoner’s experiences of
incarceration arguably reveals a continued erasure of Black women’s lives as they remain the
“silent, forgotten population in our society” (Reece, 2007, p. 279). It is important, therefore, to
turn to that which is clear and evidenced, namely Canada’s history of racial profiling that
devalues and criminalizes Black women such that they are more likely to be incarcerated than
their white counterparts (Maynard, 2017). Indeed, studies have found that Black men and women
are more likely to be targeted in traffic and street stops than white individuals (Ontario Human
Rights Commission [OHRC], 2016, 2017; Wortley & Owusu-Bempah, 2011). A study
conducted by the Ontario Human Rights Commission (2017) found that 72.5% of Black survey
respondents reported they had been racially profiled while 11% of white respondents indicated
they had*® and that Black women specifically are more likely than white women to be targeted
by police (OHRC, 2017). Black women tend to be at the forefront of social movements that
“bring attention to police violence,” such as the Black Lives Matter movement (Bruckert & Law,
2018, p. 255). They therefore experience more intensive surveillance in public spaces, which
increases their likelihood of police interaction and subsequently amplifies their risk of
incarceration (Maynard, 2017).

Viewed through an intersectional lens, we see that Black women’s experiences with the
penal system are often the result of intersecting racial and gender stereotypes that heighten their
vulnerability to police encounters (Maynard, 2017; OHRC, 2017). Black women’s deviation
from traditional gendered scripts and expectations is “read” differently than for white women.
This is exemplified in the case of Stacey Bonds, a 27-year-old Black woman and makeup artist

based in Ottawa who was racially profiled in the city’s downtown area and subject to a violent

15 While these survey results are telling, they are not statistically representative of the total population.
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sexual assault at the hands of the Ottawa police while she was being detained (notably, she was
detained for asking the officer why they stopped and carded her). The case was taken to court
where the officer was charged and convicted of sexual assault. This case highlights the police
officer’s assumption of Stacey Bonds’ “deviant sexuality” (Maynard, 2017, p.123) and the over
surveillance and criminalization of Black women’s bodies more generally.

The significance of engaging in anti-oppressive practice and mobilizing an intersectional
framework cannot be overstated; indeed “[n]either the race-based nor gender-sensitive discourses
on social problems have consistently managed to create understandings that effectively serve the
needs of women of color” (Crenshaw, 2012, p. 1424). In the next section, I shift the discussion to
governmentality studies to demonstrate how intersectional experiences are shaped by the
circulation of different forms of power.

Governmentality

| have demonstrated the importance of adopting an intersectional framework as part of
my theoretical “tool kit” as a feminist scholar. This framework, however, is incomplete; |
therefore deploy the Foucauldian concept of governmentality to better understand how power
circulates in prisons and how programming and mental health are constituted through normative
discourses. As | suggested in the previous section, there is theoretical significance in mobilizing
both intersectionality and governmentality together given both of their limitations. This
theoretical “tool kit” positions me to be able to examine women’s similarities and differences
and their relation to different forms of structural power (Cho et al., 2013).

Governmentality allows for a composite analysis of how power circulates and is
exercised in and through prison programming, policies and practices. This framework is useful

when “connecting abstract societal discourses with everyday material practices” (Ettlinger, 2011,
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p. 538). Garland (1997, 2001) suggests that governmentality provides a powerful framework for
problematizing crime control strategies. Relating Garland’s assertion to the current study, |
problematize carceral rehabilitative intervention as a strategy of control by specifically centering
women’s experiences of correctional programming. A governmentality approach is useful due to
its open-ended account of governance and because it allows for the conceptualization of how
power is exercised within specific ways of thinking and acting (Garland, 1997, 2001). Building
on the work of other feminist scholars who have used Foucauldian concepts to interpret how
women are governed (for example, the work of Mariana Valverde, 2005, 2007, 2008, 2010), this
project explores the various ways in which correctional knowledge and carceral disciplinary
practices are gendered, raced, and classed (Hannah-Moffat, 2001).

While I mobilize Foucault’s concept of governmentality, | acknowledge the difficulty in
relying solely on his work as he was unable to fully develop governmentality as a theory before
his early passing in 1984. Foucault developed a new theme in his work — the government of
others and the government of the self — toward the end of his life (Garland, 1997; Miller & Rose,
2008; Valverde, 1996). Indeed, Garland (1997) suggests that Foucault never completed his
genealogical account of governmental reason. It is for this reason that I largely borrow from
Nikolas Rose and Peter Miller’s work on governmentality as well as other scholars in this field
who continue to develop Foucault’s study of government, including Dean (2010), Garland (1996,
1997), Gordon (1991), O’Malley (1996, 2004), Valverde (1996, 2007) and others.

Situating the Governmentality Approach

Governmentality as a theoretical framework seeks to highlight how power exists within

the triangle of sovereignty-discipline-government, where the focus is not on why power is

exercised, but rather how it is exercised. I draw from Foucault’s (1991) conceptualization of
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governance as the unconscious production and reproduction of subjects through a triangular
circulation of power, rather than as operating via specific persons who hold the power to exert
direct, sovereign, and coercive control over others (Ettlinger, 2011; Rose, 1996). This triangular
framework of power helps us to understand how “different locales are constituted as
authoritative and powerful, how different agents are assembled with specific powers, and how
different domains are constituted as governable and administrable” (Dean, 2010, p. 40). By
deploying a governmentality framework, | was able to analyze the relationships between political
rationalities (i.e., discourses that are mobilized in prisons through power/knowledge) and
technologies of government (i.e., penal policies and practices that work through subjects) in a
neoliberal society (Dean, 2010). A governmentality approach positions me to be able to
problematize and question the actions of correctional government. Ultimately, | problematize
how CSC determines the success of their prison programming for women prisoners by
establishing that “things might be different from the way they are” (Dean, 2010, p. 50).
Governmentality theorists examine how we think about governing and the related
rationalities (Dean, 2010) or mentalities of government (Rose & Miller, 1992). In his work on
governmentality, Foucault (1991) understood government as the “conduct of conduct,” or the
exercise of an activity that seeks to affect, shape, guide, manage, or regulate the behaviour of
individuals that relates to specific principles and goals (Gordon, 1991; Rose, 1993). Foucault
employed the concept of government in two different senses: government and governmentality
(or governmental rationality; Gordon, 1991). Governmentality is how we come to think about
practices (who can govern, what is governing, what or who is governed), and the kinds of action
or practices that are accordingly carried out (Gordon, 1991). It is a way of “problematizing life

and seeking to act upon it” (Rose, 1993, p. 288). Returning to the Foucauldian triangle,
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governmentality is a way to think about power and its circulation between government, whose
object is the population and the economy, sovereign power as exercised through juridical and
executive arms of the state over constitutions, laws, and parliament, and discipline, or the
exercise of power over and through an individual (Dean, 2010; Foucault, 1991).

This conceptualization situates governmentality as an encounter between technologies of
domination as they relate to others as well as the self via disciplinary/sovereign power and
governmental forms of self-regulation (Burchell, 1996; Foucault, 1982). Technologies of
domination are only part of the equation that governs individuals; “government” is where
techniques of domination, or power, and techniques of the self, interact. As Foucault stated in a
1980 lecture, “technologies of domination of individuals over one another have recourse to
processes by which the individual acts upon himself and, conversely, where techniques of the
self are integrated into structures of coercion and repression” (cited in Burchell, 1996, p. 20).
The concept of technologies of the self will be discussed shortly, following an analysis of how
power is constituted in prisons through power/knowledge and normative discourses and an
examination of political rationalities. By inquiring into political rationalities and technologies of
government (Dean, 2010; Rose & Miller, 1992), | am positioned to interrogate and conceptualize
how these intertwined concepts can be employed to examine prison programming. Before
addressing these concepts, a discussion on power relations in prisons is necessary.

Power in Prisons

There are several ways in which (unequal) power relations manifest in a carceral context.
Carrabine (2000) suggests that the penal system can be considered a “composite of diverse
forces, techniques, rationalities and devices which seek to regulate the actions and decisions of

individuals and groups in relation to certain authoritative criteria” (p. 316). Accordingly, we see
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that power relations are constituted through CSC at many levels (both frontline staff and
governmental employees, for example) and as an authority, not through a centralized and
sovereign state (Carrabine, 2000; Garland, 1997). But in a Foucauldian sense, power does not
exist in and of itself — it exists in a dialectic relationship with knowledge and is constituted
through discourse (Foucault, 1977, 1982). By discourse, | mean a system of thought that informs
social practices (Foucault, 1991) or a “framework of belief as a guide for appropriate conduct”
(Carrabine, 2000, p. 216).

One way in which power is discursively constituted is through CSC’s patriarchal,
gendered practices, which seek to subjugate women through normative stereotypes of femininity
(Dell et al., 2009). Dell et al. (2009) argue that imprisoned women who fail to conform to gender
scripts are symbolic of a “resistant figure that challenges the entrenchment of the structure of
patriarchy in correctional institutions” (p. 291). In other words, women who actively display acts
of resistance to their confinement are seen as defying the power hierarchy. Rehabilitation
discourses also demonstrate how power is constituted, exemplified through women’s
correctional programming that emphasizes self-betterment tactics such as improving self-esteem
to become “less criminal”; here we also see the manifestation of technologies of the self, which
will be discussed shortly (Carrabine, 2000).

These examples demonstrate the intentional strategy of governance that aims to minimize
threats to institutional power and to maintain the hierarchical structure where power/knowledge
creates the dominant discourse. Those in positions of power (correctional staff, psy experts, and
other CSC staff members) control what is defined as “Truth”, therefore (re)defining this truth
through knowledge is the product of power, not necessarily of critical thought or consideration of

materiality. “Truths” of how women are expected to behave, especially in a carceral setting,
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pivot on gendered tropes, or the myths that women are inherently passive, docile, caring, and
nurturing, for example. Indeed these tropes become the norm toward which women are expected
to aim and thus operate as a kind of “normalizing judgment” (Foucault,