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Navigating moral dimensions
and lateral power – The
experiences of men with sexual
convictions and histories of
sexual abuse serving sentences
in a therapeutic community

Anna Kotova1 and Geraldine Akerman2

Abstract
This article examines the moral world of therapeutic penal communities through the lens of the
experiences of men with sexual convictions and histories of sexual victimisation. Drawing on the
concepts of lateral power and stigma, we discuss how Therapeutic Communities (TCs), which are
intensely social communities, operate within three moral dimensions: the institutional set of ther-
apeutic norms, the con code, and the broader sociocultural set of norms that intensely stigmatise
sexual offending. Specifically, the focus of this article is how these norms shape the manner in
which lateral power is used, navigated and resisted within TCs. We explore the manner in
which TC processes are used as tools to enact lateral power over men with sexual offences,
and how the three moral dimensions create a messy moral environment within the TC.
Importantly, we explore how the residents navigate the morally complex dual identity of offender
and victim. We also note that the moral messiness, and the conflicts between the moral dimen-
sions, also raise challenges for how vertical institutional power is exercised. Finally, we point out
that the neoliberal individualism inherent in today’s sociocultural moral dimension further shapes
how men with sexual offences experience the moral community of the TC.

Keywords
Lateral power, penal power, prisons, sexual offending, stigma, therapeutic community

1Sociology, Social Policy and Criminology, University of Birmingham, Birmingham, UK
2Collaborator and Forensic Psychologist

Corresponding author:
Anna Kotova, Sociology, Social Policy and Criminology, University of Birmingham, Muirhead Tower,
Birmingham B15 2TT, UK.
Email: a.kotova@bham.ac.uk

Original Manuscript

Incarceration
Volume 3: 1–17

© The Author(s) 2022

DOI: 10.1177/26326663221074263
journals.sagepub.com/home/icn

mailto:a.kotova@bham.ac.uk
https://journals.sagepub.com/home/icn
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F26326663221074263&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2022-02-19


Introduction
Therapeutic Communities (TCs) within penal settings usually comprise of small, regular psychother-
apy groups of offenders (who are called residents), and a facilitator. TCs can either be mixed, holding
people convicted of different types of offences, or those with only one type of conviction, for instance
for sexual offences. As stated within the goals of TCs, residents are encouraged to discuss their
offending histories and locate them within their life histories, within a positive social environment
(Stevens, 2013). TCs are thus explicitly moral institutions. A sense of broader community –
beyond the small therapy groups – is a key aspect of TCs (Akerman, 2010), and, thus, the therapeutic
process is intended to enable residents to construct positive self-identities and experience a more posi-
tive life within the penal institution (Akerman, 2010; Ware et al., 2010). Critical to this article are two
features of TCs (Akerman, 2019; Pearce and Haigh, 2017; Genders and Player, 1995). Firstly, TCs
intend to foreground transparency and discuss both the offending itself and the context in which it
took place in order to help residents understand why they offended, which may include histories of
abuse. Secondly, the importance of community and positive interaction with other residents and
with staff is emphasized – relationships are intended to be non-hierarchical and tolerant. We do
not wish to imply that all TCs always operate in the way described above, but it is important to set
out their stated goals before analysing how power dynamics in TCs operate in practice.

TCs thus have a set of institutional moral norms, which include an ethos of community, non-
hierarchical relationships, etc. They intend to function in a way that helps to foster non-hierarchical
interactions between residents but also staff and residents, and, to some degree, have been shown to
succeed in these endeavours (Genders and Player, 1995). In doing so, TCs are intended to be a form
of reinventive institution (Scott, 2010, 2011): an institution designed to empower and enable people
to reinvent and reinterpret their identities. Within such institutions, ‘agency resides in choosing to
adhere to the institutional regime rather than questioning its legitimacy’ (Scott, 2011: 4), but
Waldram (2012) found that this is far from this binary: residents in the Canadian TC he studied
actively negotiated and at times resisted the institutional norms.

The above discussion raises interesting questions about how lateral, informal power operates
within these unusual penal institutions. Rhodes (2010: 460) has argued that TCs involve ‘the
social world unfolding, messily, on the communities’. Social worlds are moral worlds (Waldram,
2012), and in analysing the nuances of power within TCs, we examine how the moral norms of
a TC coexisted with the moral world of outside society and the moral con code of prisons; the
ways in which these norms clashed in some situations, buttressed each other in others, and were
resisted and manipulated. We see power as not a fixed thing possessed by some residents (e.g.,
those with violent offences) and not by others (e.g., those with sexual convictions), but something
that is exercised, reacted to and negotiated within the TC context and shaped by these numerous
moral dimensions.

Literature review
There is a rich and growing body of work on vertical or formal penal power. Penologists such as
Foucault (1977) and Bentham (see Engelman, 2011) highlighted the panoptic nature of penal
power and showed how it can work upon the psyche of the imprisoned person. Crewe (2011a,
2011b) argued that the nature of modern penal power is ‘tight’, with the vast array of prison
rules, individualised conditions and bureaucracy creating a penal power that is psychologically
entrapping rather than physically oppressive. On the other hand, Crewe and Ievins (2020) found
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that indifference and non-use of vertical penal power – described as looseness or ‘nonopticon’ – can
also be experienced as painful when the person in prison feels they would benefit from the use of
penal power.

There has been less research on lateral penal power, though there is a growing recognition that
prisons are social environments with lateral power dynamics. Much of this work has focussed on
how lateral power is used to resist formal power (e.g., Goffman, 1961; Clemmer, 1950). Recent
research on the experiences of lateral penal power that operates within a prison for people with
sexual convictions has highlighted the laterally tight nature of informal penal power. Ievins
(2020) described how men with sexual convictions in a non-TC, single-offence prison engaged
in lateral regulation of each other’s behaviour, calling out and reporting on what they perceived
to be inappropriate behaviour. This, she argues, created a sense that one was constantly watched
by their peers in a ‘tight’, panoptic manner, driven by the salience of sex and morality to issues
of sexual offending. Although Ievins focussed on regulation, she made it clear that she saw informal
social relationships within prisons as rooted in power – the power exercised by people in prison
upon their peers. Considering the dense nature of social relationships within TCs, we develop
her work in this article by exploring in detail how lateral power operates within them and what
shapes how it is utilised by residents.

This article focuses on how lateral power regulation is shaped by the moral nature of TCs (in its
many complex dimensions). Waldram (2012), in his work on a Canadian therapeutic prison, high-
lighted the different moral dimensions at play in these complex, socially and morally messy institu-
tions. He showed that there was a paradigmatic therapeutic model which structured and funnelled
residents’ narratives about their offending behaviour and their treatment progress. These sets of
paradigmatic norms consisted of the institutional expectations, the therapeutic goals, and so
forth. These paradigmatic norms meant that, at times, residents had to speak the language of the
treatment programme and structure their life narratives according to what was expected of them
as opposed to their own subjective narrative as they understood it. These paradigmatic and narrative
models, according to Waldram, influenced each other in a context rife with power relations.
Importantly, the power relations within the TC (e.g., the power to challenge, or to silence peers)
meant that residents dynamically negotiated power in an intensely moral community. Although
Waldram was focussing on residents’ narratives rather than more broadly on social relationships
and power dynamics, he usefully demonstrated that in a TC, power was not fixed, but rather
flowed between people and situations, shaped by different dimensions of norms (institutional
and con code, for example). He found that in order to survive, residents needed to develop a
moral code relevant to their social world: the TC. As a result, the moral code of the TC (in
terms of the stated institutional goals) could at times be at odds with the residents’ own moral
codes because they needed to adapt to and negotiate a complexly morally loaded institution. At
times, for example, the con code, which calls for secrecy around one’s sexual offending and punishing
of those with more disputable offenses, clashed with the transparency and dense sense of community
of the TC. Here, we develop Waldram’s (2012) work to examine how these moral dimensions – insti-
tutional, con code and broader sociocultural norms that stigmatise sexual offending – coexisted in a
tenuous balance and shaped power dynamics in a mixed TC for those with sexual convictions and
histories of abuse.

It is crucial, at this point, to recognise the relationship between stigma and power. Stigmatisation
is inherently morality-driven – to stigmatise someone is to indicate they are someone whose identity
has been morally stained. However, stigmatisation does not happen in a vacuum; ‘it takes power to
stigmatise’ (Link and Phelan, 2001: 375). In other words, ‘stigma functions as a form of power’ and
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operates within a specific setting of culture and power (Tyler and Slater, 2018). In the context of this
paper, this culture includes the con code, which was discussed above, and broader sociocultural
morality that deemes sexual offending to be especially heinous. It is important to unpack each of
these in more detail.

People with sexual offences are often the most stigmatised people in prison, and the lowest
within the offence hierarchy that is integral to the con code (Schwaebe, 2005; Crewe, 2009;
McNaughton and Webster, 2018). They are also often stigmatised by staff in non-TC prisons
(Ricciardelli and Moir, 2013). Lacombe (2008), for example, found that even within a Canadian
penal programme for people convicted of sex offences, everything was ‘consumed with sex’: resi-
dents’ identities were defined entirely by the risk of reoffending. Other features of their identities
became invisible – their offence became their ‘master status’ (Hughes, 1949). Genders and
Player (1995), in their study of a mixed English TC, found that residents with sex offences were
not completely accepted as full members of the mixed TC but did not delve into the detail of the
social relationships and the lateral power dynamics at play. Waldram (2012) found that hierarchies
of sexual offending were integral to the construction and sustenance of the moral community
outside of the paradigmatic moral dimension, since a TC was a moral community well beyond
the narrowly defined therapeutic sessions and their formal institutional norms. Here, we explore
in greater detail how this played out within the therapeutic and everyday social interactions in an
English TC.

Finally, there is the sociocultural dimension – within society too, sexual offending is deemed to
be especially horrific, which likely feeds into the con code stigmatisation of sexual offending.
Society, as well as the penal system, stigmatises those with sexual convictions as mythical monsters
(Petrunik, 2002; Waldram, 2012) who will inevitably reoffend – even though this is not supported
by empirical evidence (Hanson and Morton-Bourgon, 2004). Moreover, men who had been sexu-
ally victimised also experience stigma within society and are often shamed for not protecting them-
selves (Johnson et al., 2007; Hlavka, 2017). People who offend have long been recognised as being
morally non-ideal victims – in the words of Christie (1986: 25): ‘victims that merge with offenders
make for bad victims’. Moreover, there is a broader neoliberal sociocultural tendency to see crime
as an individual ‘choice’ rather than as a social problem that occurs within a context of trauma,
deprivation and other forms of inequality (Beckett and Herbert, 2010). Stigma, as Tyler and
Slater argue (2018) operates as a political apparatus. Stigmatising people who offend serves to
other and demonise them as especially morally tainted individuals. It is important for us that this
broader sociocultural dimension is considered in how power and morality play out in a TC,
since this neoliberal individualism might shape how residents with sex offences and histories of
abuse negotiate and navigate this moral duality.

TCs are not insular utopias (Bennett, 2013) and operate within a society and a penal system
where certain groups of people are disempowered and excluded. At the same time, those
working within TCs explicitly attempt to challenge some of these hierarchical relationships
(Bennett, 2013). Yet the research discussed above has shown that residents with sex offences, by
virtue of having a highly stigmatised offence, often experience intense lateral scrutiny from their
peers – a form of lateral power. In this article, we examine how these forms of lateral power
operate, and how they at times manifest in a clashing or buttressing of institutional, con code
and sociocultural moral dimensions.

A fuller analysis of these dynamics will help not only to further our understanding of penal
power but also inform the socially dense and morally messy work of TCs. Although here we
focus on lateral power, we show that the clashing of moral dimensions can also raise challenges
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for how vertical power is utilised by staff. In examining these relationships between morality, power
and stigma, we not only develop existing work (e.g., Waldram, 2012) but also demonstrate the
manner in which TC processes could be used and abused to exert power, and how this is a
morally loaded practice. We also expand the analysis to show how the moral world of the TC
has multiple dimensions: paradigmatic, con cod and broader, macro-level sociocultural.

Studying penal power dynamics through the experiences of men with sex offences and histories
of abuse serving sentences in a mixed TC provides a unique opportunity to explore lateral power
and the complex, morally loaded ways in which it operates within a TC. They are a niche but by
no means insignificant group, as research has found that a significant minority of men with
sexual offences also had histories of abuse (Jespersen et al., 2009; Seto and Lalumiere, 2010;
Garbutt, 2018). It is worth noting that although this article focuses on a very specific group of resi-
dents, the themes discussed here provide an insight into TC’s moral and power-laden world more
broadly and can also be applied to other groups within penal settings, such as men convicted of
killing children (see Jacobs and Shuker, 2019). Although the fieldwork was conducted in the
UK, penal TCs of the type discussed here exist across the world, making this article of interest
to academics and practitioners in other countries.

Methodology
This article draws on seven interviews with residents and seven interviews with staff living or
working in a TC in England. This was a mixed TC, where men were not segregated from each
other by offence type. Only one wing housed men with sexual offences exclusively, but they
were still free to attend gym, education, work, social events and religious services, and otherwise
interact with other residents. Other wings also held men with sexual offences, among those with
other types of offences (e.g., violent offences, drug offences). Although this was a small sample,
the data were rich and detailed, and the fact that staff (who work with large numbers of men
with sexual offences and histories of abuse) and resident interviews yielded very similar results sug-
gests a good degree of generalisability. This should not be taken to imply that further research into
different groups of men and women in TCs is not needed. Exploring the overarching themes of
power and morality within the TCs is likely to yield further interesting findings in these contexts.

The research aimed to explore the lived experiences of the residents, and the subjective views
staff members had of the experiences of this group of residents. This required a qualitative
approach, since it allows for in-depth exploration of individual subjective experiences. Staff inter-
views were included because not only do they provide additional perspectives on the social lives of
these residents but could also be used to triangulate data gathered from the residents themselves.
Both uniformed and non-uniformed staff, such as therapy staff, were interviewed. All the men
were convicted of sexual offences, and all had self-disclosed previous experiences of sexual vio-
lence in the TC setting.

The first author conducted the data collection. The second author, who works in the TC as a non-
uniformed member of staff, assisted on the project and was named on the participant information
sheet as the project contact within the prison. Her involvement allows for intriguing ethical
issues to be discussed. Firstly, in order to ensure that what participants said during the interview
remained confidential, it was not appropriate for the second author to conduct the interviews.
There was also the risk that her direct involvement in the research process would inhibit participant
candidness and openness if they were to be critical of the TC. Moreover, we wanted to ensure that
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participants did not feel that taking part or not taking part would affect their living or employment
conditions in prison in any way.

In order to address these concerns, the first author conducted and transcribed all the interviews.
The second author did not have access to the raw data or any personal data such as signed consent
forms. The information sheet named the second author as a contact for all participants but stressed
the research was not conducted for or funded by the Prison Service. It also stressed the voluntary
nature of the research and that there would be no consequences for anyone whether they decided to
take part or not. The legal limits of confidentiality were set out – for example, it was made clear that
the researcher would need to report any risk of harm to the participant or anyone else. The second
author only had access to fully and thoroughly anonymised transcripts, stripped of direct identifiers
but also indirect ones such as the wing they were on, the number of years they lived/worked in the
TC, their exact roles on the wing, and so on. The transcripts were organised numerically, with the
order scrambled so that the interviews were not labelled according to the order in which they were
conducted.

The second author’s help, in hindsight, was useful as it ensured that the call for research volun-
teers went out widely and because there was a nominated and trusted person within the prison who
was very familiar with the project. It perhaps also helped that she was a non-uniformed staff
member, but it is not possible to know whether her involvement specifically hindered anyone
from taking part. We were reassured that two men who initially expressed interest decided to not
take part – this was interpreted by us as them feeling no pressure to participate.

The first author attended wing meetings to introduce herself and explain the purpose of the
research and answer any questions. Prison staff then liaised with her via the second author to
inform her when participants offered to take part in the research and when they were available to
be interviewed. Although this meant residents’ participation was known to some prison staff,
staff involvement was unavoidable because of the impossibility of direct contact with the partici-
pants. There was little risk of ‘outing’ resident participants as men with sexual offences and histories
of abuse as these facts would have already been known to the staff and communities, as the TC
setting meant the men had already discussed their offending and context of offending within
their groups. Staff interviewees were recruited via an email shared within the TC.

The interviews themselves were conducted on the participants’ wings (offices or meeting
rooms), with only the first author and the participant in the room. They lasted between 30 and
60 minutes. All participants were asked to sign consent forms informing them of the purpose of
the research and their right to withdraw from the research after the interview. Some interviews
were audio-recorded with participants’ consent, and detailed handwritten notes were taken
during others if the participant was uncomfortable with their voice being recorded. After the inter-
view, the researcher checked up on the participants’ well-being, and the information sheet sign-
posted them to support networks.

Ethical approval for the research was given by the first author’s institutional ethics committee
(University of Birmingham), and approval was also given by the TC’s own research committee,
which included academics, staff and residents. All wings where interviews took place also had
to approve the research. There were thus numerous layers of scrutiny, and no specific concerns
were raised. The wings were very much used in research processes as the TC habitually hosts
numerous research projects at any one time.

Data were analysed thematically, using NViVo. Some themes, such as offence hierarchies,
stigma and lateral power inequalities, were drawn from the existing literature. Other themes
emerged organically from the interview data, such as that of TC processes being used to stigmatise
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residents and the negotiation and rebalancing of penal power. Thus, although some overarching
themes were identified from the existing literature, the under-researched nature of this group –
this is the first study focussing on men with sexual offences and histories of abuse in the
TC – lent itself to a more organic and explorative analytical approach.

Discussion
Lateral regulation via TC processes
One of the most notable themes to emerge out of both staff and resident interviews was the manner
in which power was laterally exercised over men with sexual offences by residents with other types
of offences. The TC was described by all as a relatively safe place where residents with sexual con-
victions were not habitually physically assaulted. However, they were still low within the prison
hierarchy, with interviewees reporting hearing derogatory terms such as ‘nonce’, ‘rapist’ and
‘child molester’. One staff interviewee recalled that a resident had ‘rapist’ scrawled on his cell
door. This was a clear example of lateral power being weaponised to stigmatise; residents with
other types of offences were higher up on the offence hierarchy and therefore used stigmatising lan-
guage to belittle residents with sexual offences.

Ievins (2020) described vividly how the behaviours of men with sexual offences were tightly
scrutinised by their peers. Violence was not condoned and if a resident was violent to a peer or
staff member, they risked losing their place in the TC, and thus their actions were constrained by
the penal power of the institution to expunge them. TCs are socially ‘dense’ and involve regular
and structured social interactions such as small therapy groups, and wing meetings. As a result,
lateral regulation might take very specific forms – those of the TC processes. As a result, institu-
tional TC processes themselves were being hijacked to enact lateral regulation and exercise
power over men with sexual convictions in a formal therapy setting. This issue was something
Ievins touched upon, but since her study was not conducted in a TC, the lateral scrutiny was
more informal in process (e.g., reporting inappropriate behaviour to an officer). In this study,
it became clear that formal TC processes became tools for enacting power over men with sex
offences – for example, when residents with sexual convictions were not given community
backing for a job, when other residents targeted them with especially difficult and/or numerous
questions during therapy, or when other residents did not engage with their concerns during a
wing meeting. Resident 5 recalled challenging the presence of ‘hooch’ – illegal alcohol – on the
wing and other residents turning on him, and he felt this was in part because of his offence.
‘I think what you’re in for has a lot to do with how you’re treated’, he concluded. These sorts of
subtle, non-physically violent targeting practices were briefly mentioned by Jacobs and Shuker
(2019) in their study on men convicted of killing children but were a key theme to come out of
the interviews conducted as part of this research. In a mixed TC, therefore, lateral power was
uniquely funnelled via TC processes, which is a key difference to lateral power described by
Ievins (2020) in a single-offence penal setting.

Additionally, it is also important to understand how the TCmorality, as opposed to purely the TC
processes, can be exaggerated by the con code and used to exercise lateral power over residents in a
particular manner. The TC placed an enormous emphasis on accountability and challenging, and
residents could use these to target residents with sex offences. This could be done by asking difficult
questions and subjecting residents with sexual offences to greater scrutiny over their actions, and/or
during the whole-wing meetings, where decisions about residents’ jobs and other community
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involvement were taken. For instance, having a role of responsibility –which had to be approved by
all the residents on the wing –was a key and expected aspect of TC norms, and as Staff 4 noted, this
meant that ‘if you want to make someone feel like shit, you will not back them for a job’.

Sometimes, therefore, men with sexual offences felt they were not backed specifically because of
their offence rather than because of a lack of suitability for a job; not backing someone for a job was
thus a morally loaded way of enacting power over someone. This morally loaded manner in which
men with sexual offences were targeted via questioning was echoed by Staff 3:

…bandwagoning, you’d see. Sex offenders’ minutes [discussions about their progress] would come up
and lots of people on the wing asking questions, and someone else [with a non-sexual offence] – there’s
nothing. You ask the question, ‘what’s going on?’. I think there’s that… It [the offence hierarchy] does
play out.

Ievins (2020) argued that morality was especially salient in non-TC prisons holding men of sex
offences; this research shows that morality is also especially salient in TCs but existed across
several dimensions. TCs are reinventive institutions where residents embark on moral trajectories
of reinventing themselves (Scott, 2010) and are also moral in that they are imbued with goals
such as acceptance, community, etc. However, residents also acted in accordance with the con
code and sociocultural moralities, which stigmatise sexual offending especially harshly. All of
this meant that small actions such as voting for someone to undertake a job or not were experienced
as morally layered and laden with lateral power. In this way, the moral norms of the TC and the con
code and outside morality (which deems sexual offending as being especially repugnant and deserv-
ing of punishment) simultaneously clashed and buttressed each other. Residents used the TC pro-
cesses, thus adhering superficially to the TC ethos of challenging and community, but on a deeper
level, those with sexual offending were at times subject to disproportionately intense lateral scrutiny
and belittlement.

Relatedly, the residents and staff interviewed as part of this study highlighted the pain of the
‘nonopticon’ described by Crewe and Ievins (2020) – which was entwined with the moral norms
of the institution. Where TC processes were abused in order to subtly exercise power over residents
with sex convictions, the residents concerned wanted staff to step in and challenge this behaviour
because they felt that is what institutional norms demanded. They were acutely aware that the TC
was intended to be a place of acceptance and non-hierarchical relationships, as described by
Resident 7, who said he had expected the place to be ‘this perfect paradise, hippy commune.
Loving, and everyone was gonna be helping each other’. Although formal penal power in the
TC was much ‘looser’ than mainstream prisons, since it allowed residents comparatively more
freedom to engage in activities such as jobs, organising social events as well as looking after
fish and plants, in this instance the use of formal penal power was desired. When staff did not inter-
vene during instances of belittling or targeting, some residents felt let down, as evidenced in the
disappointed tone of the quote of Resident 7.

The discussion above highlights how lateral power dynamics within this TC did not simply
involve residents internalising penal rules and operating as agents of the penal state to regulate
the behaviours of other residents and/or being incentivised by their own morality to collectively reg-
ulate other residents’ behaviours (see Ievins, 2020). This is not to deny these dynamics did play out;
some residents certainly discussed self-regulating their own and others’ behaviours, including
calling out inappropriate behaviours. There was, however, an interesting separate but connected
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power dynamic; hijacking formal therapeutic processes and/or ethos to engage in behaviours that
were contrary to institutional goals but very much in line with the con code. This was illustrated
in the example of ‘bandwagoning’. Asking difficult questions was a process that all residents
were encouraged to engage in, but the TC ethos did not intend it to be weaponised against
certain residents on moral grounds, such as those with sexual offences. Hence, in such situations
the institutional moral code and the con code were at odds.

Notable here is that although Scott (2011: 50) sees people within reinventive institutions such as
TCs internalising the values and reinforcing them via ‘mutual surveillance in an inmate culture’, this
happened imperfectly within the TC. Residents with non-sexual offences had to be seen as adhering
to the TC values of non-violence and the importance of communication. Just as in Waldram’s
(2012) study, they had to survive within the institutional moral code. However, the con code
also manifested when they targeted residents with sexual offences. The con code and the institu-
tional morality coexisted in this messy, to an extent contradictory manner.

The effect of this lateral regulation on residents with sexual convictions was that some reported
stepping back, emotionally, from the therapeutic process. Resident 7, for example, said that while
he ‘did not mind’ speaking of his sexual offence, he did not speak about the ‘detail’ of his offending
within the group, out of feelings of shame and embarrassment. This highlighted how having a
sexual conviction placed residents in a precarious state within the TC; a state that was further high-
lighted when they were belittled within the TC. Other participants also reported feeling a sense of
distance or otherness from residents with non-sexual offences, a suspicion that was also deeply
rooted in the stigma they experienced in mainstream prisons and within society. One discussed
at length how people would show him kindness, like ask him how he is doing after a difficult
therapy session, but still expressed suspicion about whether they meant it or not. To him, this
was ‘the done thing’ in the TC, and it is difficult to know whether he was interpreting them
through the lens of shame and stigma, but also the con code, which emphasized not trusting
fellow prisoners. It may well be that his peers truly cared for his well-being. What is important
is that the stigma and the con code limited the extent to which residents with sexual offences
could meaningfully engage in the therapeutic process. They were part of the institutional commu-
nity but did not truly feel part of the social community of the TC in a full moral sense. This was
echoed by staff, who noted that residents with sex offences tended to exist on the periphery of
the broader TC community.

As a result, although TCs aim to be reinventive institutions (Scott, 2010), disempowerment
meant that men with sexual convictions found it more difficult to reinvent themselves. Scott
(2010) described reinventive institutions as greedy places that allow residents to discard their pre-
vious identity; yet residents with sex offence histories found it difficult to discard the ‘sex offender’
label due to its intense ‘stickiness’. Scott (2010) also argued that even though reinventive institu-
tions have a great degree of voluntarism, residents’ ability to reinvent themselves is constrained
by lateral surveillance – a subtler form of control. This was highlighted for residents with sexual
offences, since the comparatively low place assigned to them by the con code and the sociocultural
stigma associated with the offending meant they were subject to more lateral surveillance than other
residents.

Negotiating power and rebalancing power dynamics within TC processes
Although residents with sexual offences were subject to intense and often painful lateral scrutiny, it
became evident that the TC environment, to some degree, relied on these morally loaded power
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dynamics manifesting in order for therapeutic work to be done. Hijacking of therapeutic processes
allowed for the con code and social stigmas to be brought to the surface, and therefore to be chal-
lenged. Thus, the TC did offer an opportunity to dismantle some of the stigma and unpack the power
dynamics at play in a given situation (as argued by Bennett, 2013, in the context of racialised power
in TCs). Therapy staff, especially, discussed using such situations as a chance to address and chal-
lenge the con code and the offence hierarchies integral to it, and thus to reinforce the need to treat
and respect everyone equally. Contrasting this with mainstream prisons, where there were few
formal opportunities to do so, one staff member said – ‘at least it [the hierarchy] was being
spoken about’. Both staff and resident participants noted that this challenging did not happen con-
sistently within the TC and required staff experience and training, but as one staff member lamen-
ted, ‘we try, we try, we try’. This highlights the need for staff working within mixed TCs to be
carefully trained in identifying and challenging instances where the therapeutic process is being
misused in the manner discussed above, and to ensure that any such misuse can be redirected
towards challenging such stigma.

Despite the offence hierarchies not being completely flattened within the TC, attempts to belittle
residents with sex offences allowed for therapeutic discussion and moral reflection to take place
(including explicit discussions of the conflicts between the con code and the TC norms). This
resulted in moral conversations to take place in a manner not often discussed by Waldram
(2012). He focussed primarily on the detail of cognitive behavioral therapy processes and narratives
in an individual sense, but within the TC studied here, staff often raised broader questions about
sociocultural and con code hierarchies and stigmas. A therapy staff member discussed challenging
stigmatising terms like ‘nonce’. She recalled asking the person using such terms – ‘well, what does
this mean?’, thereby using the incident as a gateway into reflecting on labels and hierarchies pre-
valent within mainstream prisons and society. To give due credit to the staff and the residents, at
times the process worked well, as discussed by Staff 2 –

Because they’re straight out of mainstream, they come in with these anti-sex offender, hierarchy views,
they’re dropped at the door and they’ve got to get on with people. And to be fair to them, it’s amazing,
how well they do work together. In the therapy spaces. Because they do. They speak about how difficult
it is [to share a space with someone who committed a sexual offence], but they try and look beyond it.

Interestingly, the rebalancing work described above also created power-related challenges for
staff. As representatives of the penal institution, staff members were tasked with ensuring that
the TC processes ran smoothly. However, the hijacking of these processes in order to exert
power over men with sexual offences meant that staff who facilitated therapy groups were
forced to tackle some difficult questions about how and when to utilise their own (formal, institu-
tional) power. They were not simply agents of the penal state unquestioningly exercising vertical
power in order to enforce institutional norms – this was not the ethos of the TC. The staff-resident
hierarchy was thus, to some degree, flattened, albeit imperfectly and not consistently. One therapy
staff member lamented that challenging belittling behaviours could pitch the other residents against
the person with the sex offence and damage the dynamic of the group. This helps further understand
the moral nature of the TC small group community, one that goes beyond the narrow TC norms. The
men needed to coexist outside of the session, and what staff did or said in the session could affect
the community as a whole. Staff could be seen as ‘siding with’ and ‘protecting’ these residents
unfairly, which reflects the offence hierarchies inherent in the con code (Schwaebe, 2005;
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Crewe, 2009). Some resident interviewees corroborated her discussion in their interviews, noting
that from their points of view, staff members did not consistently challenge bullying behaviours
in groups. This also highlights how the non-use of vertical penal power can be experienced as
painful (Crewe and Ievins, 2020). However, it also shows that staff in TCs are moral agents
wary of putting particular residents at risk of retaliation or further exclusion.

It is also important to note that none of the residents spoke about staff engaging in disempower-
ing behaviour. None of the staff members interviewed expressed overt disgust or hated, unlike in
Spencer and Ricciardelli’s (2016) study, in which some staff called men with sex offences
‘sick’, for example. This was likely because to express such strong feelings would be very much
contrary to the TC ethos. Some staff, however, did note it was especially difficult – emotionally
– to work with residents with sexual convictions. One staff member noted that ‘most people
never have sex with a child’ (Staff 5). A sex offence against a child was, to him, something so
alien and difficult to understand that he said he struggled with those who committed such offences,
which reflects the prevalent social attitudes to sexual offending. He then noted that, in his mind, it
was not out of the realm of possibility to hit a woman if one was very angry – this, according to him,
would be bad, but not impossible to comprehend. Another one discussed struggling emotionally to
facilitate therapy groups with men convicted of child sex offences because he himself had young
children. Although the TC ethos of inclusion and acceptance appeared to moderate the stronger feel-
ings of hatred and revulsion, TC staff also existed within the moral dimension of outside society –
the two dimensions thus clashed. The TC ethos of acceptance, however, appeared to moderate the
more intense staff reactions to men with particular sexual offences. Since sexual offending carries
strong stigma within both mainstream and prison societies, it would have been unrealistic to expect
staff (and residents) to shed such views completely, which echoes Bennett’s (2013) work on racial
power inequalities within TCs.

The above discussion shows that within TCs, power can be fluid and negotiated. It was not
simply a case of residents with non-sexual offending disempowering residents with sex offences.
Rather, the power dynamics were negotiated using the ethos and the processes of the TC, with facil-
itators challenging belittling behaviours, and, when the process worked well, some offender hier-
archies indeed being flattened within some groups (as discussed above). This was especially the
case within the small therapy groups, where, both according to the residents and the staff, there
was a greater degree of acceptance, perhaps because they provided more opportunities to do the
difficult work of rebalancing power inequalities compared to the whole-wing meetings. This was
made clear by Staff 2, quoted on page 10, and by the residents who said that their small groups
were supportive to the degree that they would sometimes ‘cry together’ when the resident was
talking about his sexual abuse histories.

Finally, some residents with sex offences themselves used the TC processes to reclaim power
and reinvent themselves, though this appeared to be difficult and happened infrequently. TC
ethos puts much emphasis on resident involvement and taking on roles of responsibility. This
allowed some residents with the sex of offences to break through the strong master status of ‘sex
offender’. Violence within the TC was unaccepted, so one way of exerting power was verbal belit-
tling, as discussed earlier. Some residents with sexual offences used this ‘gift of the gab’ to break
through the con code and place themselves at the centre of the moral TC community. As one resi-
dent discussed in his interview, if someone was exceptionally eloquent and confident, the TC
allowed them to gain more power within the community, more so than physical power or violence
could. In fact, one resident with a sex offence had a role of significant responsibility on his wing and
was very much liked and respected by the other residents, according to staff. This again highlights
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how lateral power within TCs is indeed complex and fluid, and subject to some negotiation – even if
that negotiation might be especially difficult for residents with sex offences.

The disempowering effect of a dual identity
Despite sexual victimisation, especially male sexual victimisation, being stigmatised within society,
none of the residents discussed being overtly stigmatised or shamed (by peers or staff) for being
victims of sexual abuse. However, many still reported feeling ashamed of and uncomfortable
about being victims of sexual abuse, which did reflect the social taboos surrounding male sexual
victimisation (Hlavka, 2017). As one resident noted, when explaining his reluctance to discuss
his history of abuse in small group settings, ‘no-one wants to hear about kids being abused’.
There was a degree of self-stigmatisation here, imported from a society that shames men who
have been sexually abused.

The dual identity further highlighted how the institutional moral norms clashed with the con code
and sociocultural codes that view sexual offending as especially heinous. This dual identity resulted
in the offenders having to navigate a nuanced, and often narrow moral ‘tightrope’, in the words of
one resident. They were faced with the need to engage with the context of their offending, as per the
moral norms of the TC, which included their histories of abuse, and which were difficult and painful
to talk about. At the same time, all the residents interviewed expressed an intense desire to not be
seen as minimising their offending behaviour and were concerned about what other residents would
think of them if they were seen to be minimising. Some reported feeling caught in-between, in a
precarious, liminal moral space where they were both offender and victim, but not quite
knowing how to negotiate this identity. This metaphor of walking a tightrope between offender
and victim, used by one resident, highlights the complex ways in which the moral dimensions of
TCs intersect and clash.

The TC ethos, thus, pulled these residents in two directions. On the one hand, they were expected
to discuss their offending openly and take responsibility for it. On the other hand, they were
expected to also engage with the context of their offending behaviour, which would make them vul-
nerable to the accusation that they were ‘making excuses’ for their offending. All of the residents
and staff interviewed pointed out that most of the men in this group tried to frame their past abuse as
providing the context, but not an excuse or cause, for their offending behaviours. For example,
Resident 2 was explicit that his history of abuse did not make him commit his offence:

For me, it’s not a case of using it as an excuse. For me, it’s about learning how it shaped my mind to…
How I then distorted what was going on for me when I was younger. To put me in the state where I was,
when I offended. […] I understand that there are people who can be quite sceptical towards that.

His conclusion that people ‘can be quite sceptical’ about him not using his history of abuse as an
excuse is significant. It indicates that the TC norms – of transparency, engaging with histories of
offending – clashed with the con code that stigmatised sexual offending and emphasized hiding
one’s history of sexual offending. To some extent, it could be that this was also exacerbated by
the stickiness of the sex offender label. Residents with sex offences (who were used to being stig-
matised within mainstream prisons) had perhaps also internalised the ‘trust no one’ part of the con
code and were thus sceptical of others’ motives. This was a problem for the interviewees when it
came to reinventing their identities and re/interpreting their life histories – prevalent social stigmas
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and the con code constrained their engagement in the TC. Resident 6 also discussed the lateral
power other men exercised to challenge him even when he, apparently, simply mentioned being
a victim of a sexual offence.

I don’t want to just paint myself as victim, because I know I’ve made victims. So, there’s always this
strange tightrope between understanding being a victim, but understanding the pain we’ve caused as
well. […] Some of the lads here who haven’t had that experience [of abuse] do sometimes challenge
us. ‘Oooh, you’re always playing the victim’. Now, I am quite happy… Well, not happy, but prepared
to talk about my offending as well.

The dual identity appeared to give residents with non-sexual offences further ammunition with
which to exercise power over the residents this study focussed on. One question to ask is whether
the residents with sexual convictions had internalised the stigma of sexual offending and were inter-
preting all social interactions through the lens of their internalised ‘master status’, and whether their
struggle to navigate the dual identity was unique to them. It is well known that many people in
prison are drawn from underprivileged/challenging backgrounds, characterised by histories of
poor mental health, histories of physical and sexual abuse, drug and alcohol addiction, exclusion
from education and homelessness (Social Exclusion Unit, 2002; Ministry of Justice, 2012). The par-
ticipants all recognised that all residents in the TC often shared such histories during therapy, so it
was by no means unusual for a TC resident to explore how adverse histories shaped their later beha-
viours. The interviews conducted for this research suggested that there was something unique about
having a sexual conviction; it was so stigmatised that mentioning histories of abuse was especially
sensitive and more likely to be interpreted as ‘making excuses’, thus activating lateral power driven
by this stigma. It is therefore significant that it seemed especially difficult for men with sexual con-
victions to discuss their histories of abuse, as highlighted by Resident 5:

…they’d [other residents] say, ‘yeah but you’d gone through all this abuse, and you grow up and you’re
committing the same sort of abuse on other people. How could you do that? You know what it’s done to
you, so you know what it’s done to other people?’ […] I’m sat there and I’m thinking – ‘you talk about
the violence that has been committed against you, and you grow up and you’ve done the same thing to
other people. But, because it’s not a sexual offence, it doesn’t matter, it doesn’t count.’

Even though the TC was intended to be a reinventive institution, the extent to which the residents
interviewed for this study felt they were able to reinvent themselves fully was constrained by this
conflict between the TC norms and the con-code and sociocultural stigma surrounding their type of
offending. This, once again, shows how the paradigmatic moral dimension clashed with the moral
community of the TC and broader sociocultural views of sex offending. As Bennett (2013) argued,
TCs operate within a social context characterised by power inequalities and therefore cannot col-
lapse them entirely. Residents with sex offence histories found it difficult to shed the identity of
‘sex offender’, which in turn made their status as a victim more tenuous and made it difficult to
talk about their victimisation in therapy. This was even the case within a setting explicitly designed
to help convicted men to address the context of their offending. Their already tenuous (due to their
later offending) victim status was apparently further damaged by the nature of their offence, which,
as discussed earlier, is highly stigmatising.
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On the other hand, there was once again the opportunity for the TC to rebalance the flow of
power in the context of the dual identity. As discussed earlier, both sexual offending and sexual
victimisation of men are highly stigmatised – and the residents this article focuses on were espe-
cially exposed to lateral scrutiny in numerous ways within the prison society. The TC, however,
offered the first opportunity for the residents to fully engage with the context of their offending,
and to actually discuss how their abuse affected them and their later behaviours. Although
talking about abuse was complex, as evidenced above, they still had a formal forum within
which to tackle this within a discussion facilitated by trained therapy staff and although imperfectly,
inappropriate uses of TC processes were at times challenged. Most of the interviewees acknowl-
edged that until the residents entered the TC process, very few had engaged with this aspect of
their life experiences.

There is also the broader overarching social moral dimension to be considered. The modern neo-
liberal criminal justice system stigmatises people who offend as individuals who made the (moral)
choice to commit that offence (Beckett and Herbert, 2010) and sees offenders as imperfect victims
(Christie, 1986). In this way, the moral world of the TC (and specifically its value of engagement
with the full context of offending) clashed with society’s view of individual morality in the context
of offending. This tension between individualistic and contextual understanding of offending and
individual work and group/community therapy work is recognised in the context of TCs by
Pearce and Haigh (2017). In this study, residents were at pains to describe their offending as a
‘choice’ and were worried about being seen, by other residents and perhaps by the researcher, as
‘playing the victim’ if they were to speak about their histories of abuse in what might be interpreted
by others as too much detail. This was likely especially difficult because of the highly sticky nature
of the sex offender label; other residents seemed to be able to discuss their adverse experiences
without the same degree of concern or challenging. Some of this was to do with the stigmatising
reactions of other residents, described above. However, it was also evident that residents had inter-
nalised the notion that they were entirely responsible for their offending and that it would be espe-
cially morally wrong to discuss their status as victims beyond some ill-defined level of acceptability.
The highly stigmatised nature of their offence made it especially difficult to locate their offending
within their broader life histories in ways that seemed not to be the case for residents with other
types of offences. It is suggested that further research on TCs and how the neoliberal individualistic
perceptions of offending conflict with the TC norms is needed.

Conclusion
TCs operate within several moral planes. Firstly, there is the TC moral dimension that emphasises
acceptance, community and transparency. Secondly, there is the ‘con code’ –within this dimension,
sexual offending is deemed to be especially horrific and those with sexual offending are seen to be
as more morally tainted than men with other types of convictions. Moreover, a key feature of the
con code is low levels of trust when it comes to other men in prisons. This con code is, in turn,
to a degree buttressed by social morality which also sees people who commit sexual offences as
unambiguously morally repugnant and all offenders as individually and thus morally responsible
for offending regardless of the context within which this offending takes place (including histories
of abuse). These moralities often play out in TC communities in ways that result in residents with
sexual offences being subjected to intense lateral scrutiny.

These findings indicate that TCs ought to ensure staff are adequately trained to navigate these
moral dimensions, which play out not only during therapeutic sessions but during everyday
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interactions within the TC. They also suggest that TC work might be naturally limited by socio-
cultural stigmas and, perhaps, ought to recognise and debate these constraints both at a policy
and at a practitioner level more explicitly. More awareness of these complexities could ensure
that TCs are able to tackle some of the limitations discussed in this research, especially in relation
to disempowering behaviours targeting men with sexual offences. Moreover, this research indicates
we need to have a broader discussion within the criminal justice system, one about individualism
and the role adverse histories play in people’s offending. If TCs are to work well, we need to recog-
nise and be frank about the fact that most people in these TCs have complex and adverse back-
grounds – a culture of neoliberal individualism appears to inhibit the degree to which TCs are
able to help residents engage with their offending histories fully.

Although earlier research (Crewe, 2011a, 2011b; Crewe and Ievins, 2020) has indicated that
penal power is in itself complex, this research shows that TC processes and ethos add an additional
layer of complexity to both lateral and vertical penal powers. Power can be funnelled via these pro-
cesses to target certain residents (in this study –men with sexual offences, though this might also be
the case for men who killed children and other groups of people in prison). It is important to con-
tinue exploring these unusual penal institutions, since they offer a useful lens for understanding
penal power, the manner in which it flows within TCs, and the ways in which it can be used, nego-
tiated and reclaimed.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to thank all of the participants for sharing their stories. They also extend
their thanks to Simon Pemberton, Mark Monaghan, Alice Ievins, Jamie Bennett and the anonymous
reviewers for their useful feedback on earlier drafts of this article. Finally, they are indebted to
Samuel Agini and Nicholas Reed Langen for their proofreading of the manuscript.

Declaration of conflicting interests

The author(s) declared the following potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research,
authorship, and/or publication of this article: Author 2 works in the fieldwork site, and was
named as a collaborator on the relevant paperwork. Staff and residents in the TC knew that she
was involved in the project. However, she was not involved in the data collection process, and
did not have access to any identifying personal information pertaining to the participants (staff
and residents).

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial support for the research, authorship, and/
or publication of this article: This research was funded via a grant from the National Organisation
for the Treatment of Abuse.

References

Akerman G (2019) Communal living as the agent of change. In Polaschek D, Day A and Hollin C (Eds.),
(Chapter 37) The Wiley International Handbook of Correctional Psychology. New Jersey: Wiley
Blackwell, pp. 590–602.

Beckett K and Herbert S (2010) Banished – The New Social Control in Urban America. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.Akerman G (2010) Undertaking therapy at HMP Grendon with men who have committed

Kotova and Akerman 15



sexual offences. In Shuker R and Sullivan E (Eds.), Grendon and the Emergence of Forensic Therapeutic
Communities: Developments in Research and Practice. Chichester: John Wiley and Sons, Ltd,
pp. 172–182.

Bennett J and Herbert S (2010) Banished - The New Social Control in Urban America. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Bennett J (2013) Race and power: The potential and limitations of prison-based democratic therapeutic com-
munities. Race and Justice 3(2): 130–143.

Christie N (1986) The ideal victim. In Fattah EA (Ed.), From Crime Policy to Victim Policy. Basingstoke:
MacMillan, pp. 17–30.

Clemmer D (1950) Observations on imprisonment as a source of criminality. Journal of Criminal Law and
Criminology 43(3): 311–319.

Crewe B (2009) The Prisoner Society: Power, Adaptation and Social Life in an English Prison. Oxford: OUP,
Clarendon.

Crewe B. (2011a) Depth, weight, tightness: Revisiting the pains of imprisonment. Punishment and Society
13(5): 509–529.

Crewe B (2011b) Soft power in prison: Implications for staff-prisoner relationships, liberty and legitimacy.
European Journal of Criminology 8(6): 455–468.

Crewe B and Ievins A (2020) ‘Tightness’, recognition, and penal power. Punishment and Society 23(1): 47–68.
Engelman SG (2011) Social science against democracy. History of Human Sciences 24(5): 167–179.
Foucault M (1977) Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison. A. Sheridan (trans.). London: Penguin.
Garbutt K (2018) Trauma Informed Care: Childhood Adversity, Shame, Self-Compassion and Harm.

Vancouver, Canada: ATSA Conference, 2018.
Genders E and Player E (1995) Grendon: A Study of a Therapeutic Prison. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Goffman E (1961) Asylums: Essays on the Social Situation of Mental Patients and Other Inmates. New York:

Anchor Books.
Hanson RK and Morton-Bourgon KE (2004) Predictors of Sexual Recidivism: An Updated Meta-Analysis.

(Research Rep. No. 2004-02). Ottawa, Canada: Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada.
Hlavka HR (2017) Speaking of stigma and the silence of shame: Young men and sexual victimization.Men and

Masculinities 20: 428–505.
Hughes EC (1949) Social change and status protest: An essay on the marginal man. Phylon (1960) 10(1):

58–65.
Ievins A (2020) ‘Perfectly individualised and constantly visible?’ lateral tightness in a prison holding men con-

victed of sex offences. Incarceration 1(1): 1–18.
Jacobs L and Shuker R (2019) The experiences of perpetrators of filicide participating in treatment within a

prison therapeutic community. Therapeutic Communities: The International Journal of Therapeutic
Communities 40(1), 66–76.

Jespersen AF, Lalumiere ML and Seto MC (2009) Sexual abuse history among adult sex offenders and
non-sex-offenders. A meta-analysis. Child Abuse and Neglect: The International Journal 33: 179–192.

Johnson H, Hughes GJ and Ireland JL (2007) Attitudes towards sex offenders and the role of empathy, locus of
control and training: A comparison between a probationer police and general public sample. The Police
Journal 80(1): 28–54.

Lacombe D (2008) Consumed with sex: The treatment of sex offenders in risk society. British Journal of
Criminology 48: 55–74.

Link B and Phelan J (2001) Conceptualising stigma. Annual Review of Sociology 27: 363–365.
McNaughton Nicholls C and Webster S (2018) The separate location of prisoners with sexual convictions:

Research on the benefits and risks. HM Prison & Probation Service. Retrieved from https://assets.

16 Incarceration

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/749149/separated-location-prisoners-with-sexual-convictions-report.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/749149/separated-location-prisoners-with-sexual-convictions-report.pdf


publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/749149/separated-
location-prisoners-with-sexual-convictions-report.pdf (accessed 20 November 2021).

Ministry of Justice (2012) Prisoners’ Childhood and Family Backgrounds. London: Ministry of Justice.
Pearce S and Haigh R (2017) The Theory and Practice and Democratic Therapeutic Community Treatment.

Londom: Jessica Kingsley Publishers.
Petrunik MG (2002) Managing unacceptable risk: Sex offenders, community response, and social policy in the

United States and Canada. International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology 46(4):
483–511.

Rhodes LA (2010). Risking therapy. The Howard Journal 49: 451–462.
Ricciardelli R and Moir M (2013) Stigmatized among the stigmatized: Sex offenders in Canadian penitenti-

aries. Canadian Journal of Criminology and Criminal Justice 55: 353–386.
Schwaebe C (2005) Learning to pass: Sex offenders’ strategies for establishing a viable identity in the prison

general population. International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology 49:
614–625.

Scott S (2010) Revisiting the total institution: Performative regulation in the reinventive institution. Sociology
44(2): 213–231.

Scott S (2011) Total Institutions and Reinvented Identities. London: Palgrave Macmillan.
Seto MC and Lalumiere ML (2010) What is so special about male adolescent sexual offending? A review and

test of explanations through meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin 136: 526–575.
Social Exclusion Unit (2002) Reducing reoffending by ex-prisoners. Report by the Social Exclusion Unit.

Retrieved from https://www.prisonstudies.org/sites/default/files/resources/downloads/reducing_report20pdf.
pdf (accessed 01 October 2020).

Spencer D and Ricciardelli R (2016) ‘They’re a very sick group of individuals’: Correctional officers, emo-
tions, and sex offenders. Theoretical Criminology 21(3): 380–394.

Stevens A (2013) Prisoners’ motivations for therapeutic community treatment: In search of a “different”
approach to offender rehabilitation. Probation Journal, 60: 152–167.

Tyler I and Slater T (2018) Rethinking the sociology of stigma. The Sociological Review 66(4): 721–743.
Waldram JB (2012) Hound Pound Narrative: Sexual Offender Habilitation and the Anthropology of

Therapeutic Intervention. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Ware J, Frost A and Hoy A (2010) A review of the use of therapeutic communities with sexual offenders.

International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology 54: 721–742.

Kotova and Akerman 17

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/749149/separated-location-prisoners-with-sexual-convictions-report.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/749149/separated-location-prisoners-with-sexual-convictions-report.pdf
https://www.prisonstudies.org/sites/default/files/resources/downloads/reducing_report20pdf.pdf
https://www.prisonstudies.org/sites/default/files/resources/downloads/reducing_report20pdf.pdf
https://www.prisonstudies.org/sites/default/files/resources/downloads/reducing_report20pdf.pdf

	 Introduction
	 Literature review
	 Methodology
	 Discussion
	 Lateral regulation via TC processes
	 Negotiating power and rebalancing power dynamics within TC processes
	 The disempowering effect of a dual identity

	 Conclusion
	 Acknowledgements
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


