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Abstract

Legitimated and thereby dominant knowledges of lyaiblence that aim to explain
its causes and develop ways of responding are phmaformed by a positivist
scientifically-based mainstream psychologyhe purpose of this thesis is to offer
ways of (re)thinking youth violence outside of amjextivist paradigm. By
examining the significant contextual issues and enonrs complexities involved for
young men who have been violent, this researcitaltit analyses normative notions

of youth violence.

The theoretical and methodological foundation fos research employed a critical
psychology framework along with a discourse analyapproach informed by
poststructural concepts derived, primarily, fromchBl Foucault. This research
foundation has enabled the dominant constructiong/ooth violence that are
reflected and (re)produced by mainstream psycholodye disrupted and hence the
modernist assumptions in the positivist scientiésis of mainstream psychology are

questioned.

The participants in this study were seven young XMealand men, aged between 14
and 17, who were incarcerated for violent offenc&spoststructural discourse
analysis of interviews with these young men critjc&xamined the ways they
spoke about their violence, their explanationsifoas well as their ideas about

intervention.

My analysis shows that dominant constructions oftlyoviolence that are
(re)produced in mainstream psychology theoriesafien-for-granted truths, can
position violent young men as ‘abnormal’, ‘deviamaind ‘dangerous’. However,
participants resisted these pathologising and desimgn positions. Instead, they
embraced the rational position of ‘man’. Dominamcdurses around traditional
masculinity were identified as being of paramounpartance to these young men
and showed that successfully performing the subpamdition of ‘man’ took

precedence for them. Being violent acted as a mé&anparticipants to achieve
‘being a man’. Against this, therapeutic interventidesigned to prevent future

violence was viewed as irrelevant to these youeg.nn addition, the ‘therapeutic



subject’ position made available within discoursésntervention did not enable

young men to perform ‘man’ correctly.

Contradictions are highlighted in this thesis, simgathe multiple subjectivities of
the participants, along with various effects of thigering discourses. This was most
pronounced in the differences revealed in partitigaalk of their general violence
compared to their sexual violence. Since gene@énce was constructed as a way
of ‘getting it right as a man’, participants spokeconsiderable detail about their
activities. However, participants were reluctanttatk about their sexual violence
and silences predominated. As an alternative, tbely up an ‘unknowing ‘ position
about why they were sexually violent. Sexual vigkenvas constructed as irrational
and therefore unknowable. In contrast to not wantimtervention for their general
violence, participants talked of a willingness t@age with therapeutic intervention.
They positioned intervention experts as being ablenake rational sense of their
sexual violence and spoke of expectations that wald stop them from being

sexually violent again.

The limitations of traditional approaches to youiblence have been highlighted in
this research. Such approaches are unable to atehd contextual issues presented
here or the complexities of multiple subjectiviti@he construction of violence as a
way to perform ‘man’ contests discourses of ‘abradityl that positions young men
who have been violent as ‘disordered’ and ‘deviatiture theorising about youth
violence and subsequent intervention approachesresgttending to the significance

that normative notions of ‘manhood’ have in thggreduction of violence.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

This thesis interrogates young men’s understandamgisexplanations for their own
violence and explores their experiences of inteiean The philosophical,

theoretical and methodological frameworks | havedu® undertake this exploration
are described. | draw on poststructural conceptdisfourse and employ critical
psychology to attend to contextual issues, andgbancriticalist stance to the
discursive analysis used in this study in ordereteeal the complex, contradictory
effects of discourses (re)produced by psychologilcabrising. That is, theorising
characterised by a positivist scientific view ofniman problems that currently
dominates the field of youth violence.

Critical psychology proposes that its primary pwg@s to offer a critique of what is
generally referred to in the literature rainstreanor traditional psychologyThese

terms can be thought of as referring to:

The psychology most often taught in universitiesl gmacticed by

clinicians, researchers, and consultants. It i€lpsipgy portrayed as a
science, with objective researchers and practittoméno uncover the
truth about human behavior and help individualsistdjo the demands
of modern life. (Prilleltensky & Fox, 1997, p. 4)

From this definition it is apparent that a refereiba mainstream psychology does not
include the entire field of psychology, as there aumerous ways of practising
psychology and of conceptualising psychological jgots. Rather, | read this
definition as referring only to those aspects ofcpslogy that rely on a narrowly
bounded scientific basis. However, identifying thé®undaries is not an easy task,



given the varied ways such boundaries can be eaett. | offer my reading of
these boundaries in Chapter Two when | providehé@rrtdetail about critical

psychology.

Prilleltensky and Fox (1997) go on to say thaticltpsychology, in general, views
mainstream psychology as a social institution, Whie through its values,
assumptions and practices — contributes to sagatice. Poststructural approaches
have been used within critical psychology to quiry modernist assumptions of
traditional psychology (Gergen, 1990). The discipls reliance on positivist science
where ‘truths’ are thought to be discoverable thgfowbservation, is viewed as
limiting because it results in a lack of examinatiof the social and political
implications of its research, theories and prastidénis in turn cannot reveal social
inequalities and oppression. Critical psychologyesiions the relevance that
scientific methods employed to produce knowledgestar real world applications;
for example, laboratory experiments and the usearomals to theorise human
behaviour. The dependence on the concept of theidindl as a rational, cohesive
and unified self has also been problematised tadhat inconsistency and paradox

are more apparent in individuals than is order.

Exploring the issues of youth violence and intetmenfrom such a critical stance
has been a stimulating and challenging journeytishes it has also been highly
controversial and politically sensitive. | haveiaely engaged with these ethical and
political aspects and explored how they have imitgel the nature and direction of

this thesis.

In this chapter, | provide the context within whiths research developed. | situate
myself in this research by drawing on the profasaigractice experiences that led
me to research young men’s explanations of theilexce and outline how | started
on the path of critiquing my own discipline of peptogy. Following this, | provide
a guide map of what will be covered in the thegisobtlining its structure and the

contents of the chapters.



My Professional Practice Experiences

My interest in researching youth violence was atéd by some of the professional
practice experiences | had during the 12 yearsItinairked in the areas of crisis,
trauma and violence as a social welfare wdrlkerd psychologist in Australia. |

began working in the counselling/therapy field wstrvivors of violence, who were
predominantly women and children escaping domestience and surviving sexual
violence? | later worked therapeutically as a specialistrs®lior with young men

who had been convicted of sexual offences againtiren, teenagers and adult
women. | was surprised by the differences betwéensurvivors’ experiences and
accounts and those of the young men; | found thisgortant and jarring. The types

of interventions commonly used were also very déife between the two groups.

Working with survivors of violence

Survivors have always made it very clear to me thair encounter with violence
was experienced by them as a life-threatening teawmith negative impacts in many
areas of their life, some of which are life-longheébe outcomes have been
extensively documented (for example, see Briere ¢&ttS 2006; Courtois, 2004;
Herman, 1992; Putnam, 2003; Salter, 1995) and akjmirrnals have specialised in
the coverage of the impact of violence on survivetgh asTrauma, Violence and
Abuseand Violence and VictimsGiven such trauma, it was no surprise to find
survivors trying to make sense of what happenethéon by searching for some
meaning in the experience and by looking for exgiiemms. This search was often
initiated by the question: “Why me?” followed byAhy did he do it?”

| was troubled by the answers to these questioaisntiost survivors offered when
they came into therapy. Their explanations tendefb¢us on themselves and their
behaviour rather than on the perpetrator of théewime. As a result, survivors often

blamed themselves for the violence that was imftictipon them and unwittingly

"In New Zealand this role is called social worker.

2 All the survivors (including male children) that | worked with across these years were offended against by males,
except one adult male survivor who was sexually abused by a female. This highlighted the prevalence of male
violence to me in my work.



offered justifications for the perpetrator's belwui The following are some very

common examples | came across.

Table 1. Survivors’ explanations

| should have known what he intended. If only | hadn't argued back.

There must be something wrong with me. It's all my fault.

He didn’'t mean to. Why didn’t | stop him/them?

I should have dressed differently. It must be OK, Daddy loves me.

He was drunk/stoned I shouldn’t have been there.

| was stupid to trust him. I must have given the wrong messages.
He's always sorry afterwards. He said he was teaching me about sex.

In therapy | saw that these kinds of explanatiorel Fsignificant negative
consequences on a survivor's healing, and muctheftiherapeutic work revolved
around resolving these deep emotional injuriesseikmed that to develop these
explanations, survivors were drawing on commonligth@eas about men’s violence
that are endemic in Western cultures. These idaas heen described by feminist
analyses of violence as ‘myths’ that justify menwislence against women and
children (Bograd, 1982; Segal, 1996). As a consecgiemany therapists, including
myself, focused on these political aspects of viode utilising a feminist analysis
and empowerment model that placed responsibility ttee violence on the
perpetrator rather than the victim. In this contektwas the survivor who was
considered the expert in knowing what she/he neettetithe professional acted as a
facilitator of the survivors’ recovery journey, effng necessary knowledge and

utilising their skills to assist.

Working with young men who had sexual offences

Working with young men who had been convicted ofusé offences offered a

striking contrast to working with survivors. Theww men did not appear to be
traumatised by behaving violently. Indeed, someciilesd positive outcomes as a
result of their violence, such as feeling powerfaking revenge and gaining sexual



satisfaction. Although a few reported feeling shaurhand guilty about what they
had done immediately afterwards, these negativienfEedid not motivate them to
confess, nor to make restitution to their victim@® prevent them from committing

further sexual violence.

Some trauma and negative impacts were experiencétebe young men in relation
to their sexual violence, but less in response heirtbehaviour than to the
consequences they experienced. These consequeeceshe result of being caught
and the ensuing disruption this had on their liaesl included having family, friends
and strangers find out about what they did; goingcourt; being placed under
community supervision; being mandated to atterehtment’, or being sentenced to

custody.

I was initially shocked by how commonplace and irithe act of being sexually
violent was for a number of these young offendeasticularly for those with a large
number of victims. They would describe their via@enin matter-of-fact ways,
including how it fitted into their daily life.

When asked to explain their violence to me as pathe therapy process (which
always occurred after they were convicted and seet®), the majority of young

men | worked with initially denied they had comraedtthe violent act. This denial

often occurred despite the court evidence suggestiherwise, and at times even
despite their guilty plea. However, once past ttumplete denial, the young men
offered a range of explanations. While many ackeodgéd what they had done was
wrong and that they should not have done it, te&planations appeared largely
designed to justify or excuse their violence. Tkpl@nations they gave to me during
therapy, in my view, often blamed their victim ar iafluence or a substance outside
their control as being responsible for their beiunglent, or they were unable to

explain their violence at all, as the following exgles shown in Table 2 beloiv.

3These explanations are not unique to young men who have been sexually violent. | have heard similar statements
from adult men in therapy. For a discussion of adult men’s accounts of their violence against women in a New
Zealand context, see Adams, Towns and Gavey (1995).



Table 2. Explanations from young men who have beesexually violent

She/he was there. She/he said yes.

It happened to me. | didn't know what | was doing.
| didn’t mean to. She/he asked for it.

She/he wanted it. She/he came on to me.

It just happened. She/he likes it.

| was drunk/stoned. I’'m just loving him/her.

She/he deserved it. | couldn’t control myself.

| was horny. I don’t know how it happened.

The survivors’ search for some kind of meaninghieirt experience of victimisation
cannot be satisfied by the offenders’ explanatisn3able 2. These explanations
suggest that, unlike survivors, these young mereveenotionally distant from the
harm they caused and some of their explanationstibmed to depersonalise the
victim and can be read as supporting their violericevas intrigued by how
entrenched these explanations were and how muestiment the young men had in

maintaining them even while | contested these ewgtians with them in therapy.

Therapeutic intervention with these young men \hasefore focused on challenging
their denial, their minimisation of the harm thegdhcaused their victims and their
general avoidance of responsibility. The interv@mprogramme for young men who
had been sexually violent in which | worked, lik@shsuch programmes available,
was operated by a government department. It wagrts within a psychological
paradigm and encompassed a ‘treatment’ approacichwhcluded the use of
cognitive-behaviour therapy (see for example, Holli990; Hollin & Howells, 1996;
Howell, Reddon, & Enns, 1997; Howells, 2004). Theestist-practitioner type of
approach placed the therapist as the expert whd ceftectively challenge and
confront and who could teach offenders skills witie aim of them changing their
behaviour. This was a significantly different typé therapeutic intervention and

focus to the therapy | provided to survivors.



Survivors’ and offenders’ explanations and this regsarch

Comparing the experiences of survivors and offesiddespite both having been
involved in the same phenomenfhat is, the phenomenon of violence), showed
their experience of it to be markedly different. Indedol;, survivors it was a
devastating and life-changing event that requiredersive reflection and
questioning. Yet for most of the young perpetratorsseemed that their act of
violence was experienced, not as a direct oppositee survivors’ experience (that
is, not as a life-enhancing, emotionally-positivem), but rather, as a short-lived
event to which it seemed they gave little contenigta Clearly, the phenomenon of
violence is neither experienced by survivors arfdrafers as a dichotomy nor as a

continuum where each end is a polar opposite tofiner.

Although difference characterised theixperiencesof violence, theexplanations

given by survivors and those of the young men wherewsexually violent

demonstrate considerable similarity. While it wae fyoung men who chose to be
violent to their victims, it seemed that both suors and offenders agreed on
explanationsthat blamed the victim or an outside event. Sucimmementary

explanations have been well described in the damastl sexual violence literature
as resulting from the specific interactions betwelbe perpetrators and victims
around the time the violence occurred (for exampée Salter, 1995 for how this
occurs with child survivors of sexual assault). leer, this does not explain how
survivors and perpetrators who do not interact \eich other could come up with

similar explanations.

Over the years, | have asked individuals as welva#ous audiences in training
workshops and seminar presentations to brainstbrsily, the types of statements
they would expect survivors of violence to maket thrauld explain what happened
to them; and secondly, the types of statements gyonen would make to explain
their violence. With little effort, audiences haween able to come up with examples
of explanations much like those listed in Tablemndl 2 above. Even acknowledging
that within any audience there will be survivors] @erpetrators of violence, such
responses indicate that there is widespread fawtyliaith these explanations for

violence. They are therefore not unique to eitlwevigors or offenders, but rather are



part of the social world. This research aims tdiaaily examine young men'’s
explanations and understandings of their violemceelation to the social context in
which these explanations have developed. How #m@iounts serve them and with

what consequences is also explored.

An additional feature of my work with survivors antfenders of violence was the
commonly-reported situation of different typesvadlence being perpetrated by the
same man. For example, relationship violence wontdude the entire range of
physical, sexual and emotional abuse. Some men offemded against female
partners also abused their children, either sexuphysically or both. Young men
who were sexually violent were also physically g to their peers. However,
many intervention programmes for men who have héaent tend to be restricted
to one type of violence, such as either sexualkewicé or general physical violence
(most notably domestic violenc&)he purpose of this division into specialty arisas
premised on research that has highlighted the erfiegtures of the different types of
violence (Barnett, Miller-Perrin, & Perrin, 2005tiéze, 2005; Lutzker, 2006; Ward
& Beech, 2006; Ward, Laws, & Hudson, 2003). Whepliad to the intervention

field, men who have been violent are often artdigi categorised as only one
particular type of offender (Johnson, 2007).

Unexpected consequences of such specialist lapelfiniolence within intervention
programmes can occur. For example, in the New Stuttles Department of
Juvenile Justice, those young men in the Sex O#ermtogramme, in which |
worked, described feeling shame and embarrassmantbieing associated with the
programme. Conversely, those in the separate Middfender Programme gained
status and increased respect from their peers ghrdaeing labelled a ‘violent
offender’. This research attempts to probe sudermihces between general violence
and sexual violence and so to offer a perspechaeis specific to young men who

have committed both types of violence.

The topic of youth violence is often discussed urttie broader field of juvenile

delinquency and there is considerable literatureviotence that focuses on adult

4 For example, New Zealand has an array of programmes for men who have committed domestic violence and
specific programmes, such as Wellington STOP, exist for sexually abusive adolescent and adult men.



men. In qualitative work where opinions about vwae were sought from young
men, the accounts tended to focus on their viegardéng the violence adthers or
their experiences as victims rather than any vi®ethey have committed (for
example, Pollack, 2000; Weaver, 2001). In contmastresearch centres specifically
on young men’s explanations for their own violemeg also looks briefly at their
talk about others’ violence.

Epistemological and Theoretical Turning Points

A number of considerations influenced my decisiarmund ways to investigate the
explanations and understandings of young men whoblean violent. Firstly, there
was my interest in undertaking research that erplahe impact of the socio-
political context of youth violence, such as gendsues. Secondly, | also wanted to
find ways to approach some of the complexities bici | had become aware in the
practice setting regarding how these young menepted themselves and their
accounts. | was aware of the differences betweenexiperienceof violence, as
described by survivors, and the offendegport of the experience. For example,
what | saw and heard in therapy was not what thefims saw or heard during their
experience of being assaulted by them.

Discovering what theoretical and methodologicalrapph best suited my research
purposes was a journey that occasioned me to queste production of dominant
knowledges about youth violence and its subsequeset by the profession of
psychology, that is, the application of the scirpiractitioner model. In my view,
the discipline did not adequately address thoseegssf context and complexity that
held an interest for me. It was this loss of coarfice with the discipline’s positivist
research foundations that led me onto an unantezppath towards poststructural
thought. Upon reflection, | now think this sensalsatisfaction with the limitations
of scientific psychology had begun early in my ps#ional career and later became

more prominent.

Growing discontentment

From the beginning of my practice within the therapunselling field, | was aware

that | included what | thought of as additionaly&as’ to my work that many other



psychologists did not. | believed this was becdusas dual-qualified, as a social
welfare worker as well as a psychologist. Thesermyhat | added gave attention to
the socio-political context and encompassed matteeyond the immediate
presenting issue clients brought to therapy. Irofeeind the individualism embedded
in the scientist-practitioner model of practice Ib@ restrictive. In addition, |
considered the pathologisation of people’s ordin@actions to events particularly
incongruous for survivors of violence. My way ofaptising and of interpreting
psychological theory and research were therefomngly influenced by my social
welfare training. Such a background provided mehvat politicised critical and
contextual lens that highlighted the need to p&gnébn to issues of social justice.

After some years of working professionally, | bedanther education in clinical
psychology. | desired the experience of being pamr like-minded community of
lecturers and students to enhance my thinking tiradiscussion and debate. But
this did not turn out as | imagined. Given my sbaielfare background and
extensive practice experience, it was common fortonquestion and critique the
theories, research and intervention approachedopward in the programme. My
comments and thinking generally took the form &fe§, but what about...?”. These
guestions revolved mostly around such issues aticablimplications, identifying
whose interests were being served, the need fotextwal information or the
reliance on limited observations as being the dmnlth. Unfortunately, my questions
resulted not in robust academic debate, but rathsitences and uncertainties about

the relevance of my questions.

Clinical psychology, as a specialisation within gdsglogy, appeared to exemplify
the scientific tradition of the discipline througts focus and emphasis on the
scientist-practitioner model. | found the use dfique in clinical psychology to be

narrowly focused. Since evaluation of research i@den according to precise
standards of ‘good’ science, any critique tendséwely concentrate on the specifics
of the research method itself. Hence, it appeass the means to critique the

discipline cannot be found within the scientifiacg@éigm.

As a clinical psychology student, | also felt coasted by the privileged status
accorded to cognitive-behavioural therapy. My resgons about how this type of
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therapy can be experienced when used in isolataemn & broad context were shared
by some of the other students. For example, theyldvoften complain about how

difficult it was to convince their ‘clients’ to ctinue with cognitive-behavioural

therapy (so the students could complete their assgts) when their clients

expressed their dislike of the approach and reqdest change to a more
relationship-based interaction.

| turned away from pursuing clinical psychology whé realised that clinical
psychology could not meet my needs. This was a tfrgrief for me, having given
up my long-held ambition of being a clinical psyldwst, and a time of shattered
illusions about the discipline in general. Howevay, experience was not an isolated
one: it is not unusual for some students to disonaet with clinical psychology

programmes for similar reasons (Barnett, 2604).

Developing this research

| had left clinical psychology behind me. Yet, illdbelieved | could undertake my
research within the discipline of psychology, etleough | had concluded that much
of the scientific research methods would not enatdeto explore effectively those
issues of youth violence in which | was interestednsequently, | began to explore
what the radical fringes of the discipline couldeofme. | was excited by these
possibilities. For instance, such writers as Herdvand Pidgeon (1992) provided a
critique of positivist scientific research meth@asl argued for a place in psychology
for qualitative methods. Although new to me, qudite research methods were a
useful starting point as | felt such strategiesl@¢amifer a way of investigation that

fitted my research purposes.

Given my extensive enculturation and training inecbvist, quasi-experimental
research methods, my initial quest was to find owbre about qualitative
methodologies and how they differed from those ¢tative methods more familiar
to me. As | delved into the field of qualitativesearch, it became clear that | could

not simply pick up an approach and use it as a odetlFor me to gain an

5 | have presented some aspects of this research at various conferences and have been surprised by the number of
audience members who identified themselves as “recovering psychologists”. It has been interesting to hear they
had similar journeys.
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understanding of what type of qualitative reseaxels the most appropriate for my
purposes, | needed to look at the context of rebeamethods, that is, the
philosophical basis of social science researcht{r@998). While it may not be
unusual for a crisis of confidence in one’s owrcilibne to lead to an examination
of its philosophical roots (Hughes, 1990), this had further away from positivist
psychology.

Exploring the philosophical basis of social scienceesearch

As | explored the philosophical basis of sociakace research, | discovered there
were a variety of ways of viewing reality and knedde, beyond the positivist
scientific approach. Given that such conceptionseafity and knowledge influence
how specific research methods are utilised andnstmted (Christians, 2000; Crotty,
1998; Denzin & Lincoln, 2000), | needed to consideme of the fundamental
questions of philosophy that relate to knowledgeshsquestions as: What is real?
What is the truth? How do we know what we know? Hewnowledge developed?
How do human beings view the world? While thesestjars were complex,
consideration of them was fundamental to my devetppn understanding of social

science research and also the philosophical foiord&dr my research.

The more | explored these philosophical questitms,more discontented | became
with the methods of research used by mainstrearohpsygy and the philosophical
basis. In my previous psychological training, | hread been exposed to the richness
and diversity of alternative ways of interpretiig tworld. Indeed, | recall that rather
than being open to such diversity, any researcldwtted outside the positivist
scientific tradition was generally disparaged amdpeinscientific and was therefore

ignored.

Experiencing the influence of differing paradigms

Grant and Giddings (2002) argue that different ggmas may be useful for
particular types of research questions. But detangithe value of any research
becomes problematic if “we do not understand thragigm in which the research is
located” (p. 12).
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| repeatedly experienced difficulties in communicgt and gaining shared

understanding with my psychologist colleagues altiatnative research paradigms.
While some knew of these ideas and we often usedame words, our meanings
and understandings were very different and we fatijy seemed to be talking past

each other.

One way of conceptualising how confusion can emeavgen looking at research
from different paradigms is to consider how an obje the distance, for example, a
snow-capped mountain, may be perceived and evdldiferently if viewed by two
people using opposite ends of a set of binoculdrs.result is that one person sees a
large mountain in great detail, the other sees ahnamaller mountain and cannot
discern any detail. If these two people were tleediscuss and compare their view
of the mountain, it is likely that they would asseithey had seen exactly what the
other had seen. While it is also likely that theyud even use the same language to
describe the mountain, they would not be able é&hiea shared understanding and
no doubt confusion about their differences woulduen However, if each became
aware of how the other had used the binoculars, tineerstanding of their differing

views would be immediate.

With hindsight, | have come to realise that the camication difficulties | began to
encounter within my profession were the result oflash of paradigms, that is,
seeing different worlds because of using diffetenses. Kuhn (1962) points out that
misunderstandings the only possible outcome when trying to comivate across

different paradigms.

As a consequence of these turning points, my resases a different paradigm to
that offered by a positivist psychology. Using digise analysis that is influenced by
Foucault and other poststructural writers allows tmeconsider the socio-political
context of youth violence. | identify the discumsigffects of the dominant theorising
about youth violence evident in the participanékt| explore the ways participants
both drew on, and resisted these ideas. | embramakpsychology to critique those
ideas that are (re)produced by a positivist psyatfioal paradigm. In addition, the
poststructural ideas of contradictory and multipl#jectivities enable this research

to engage with the complexities in youth violence.
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Structure of Thesis

This thesis is made up of nine chapters. Chapten: TMne Research Scaffolding
provides a detailed exploration of the philosophiteckground, theoretical
perspectives and methodology that inform this mefearhis scaffold presents the
boundaries and lenses through which to view thieafethe thesis. In expounding the
philosophical background of my research, | situhtg work in relation to questions
regarding the production of knowledge alongsideiomst of ontology and

epistemology. | discuss critical psychology and pleststructural ideas that inform
my theoretical perspective, and look at the padiciorm of discourse analysis,

which is heavily influenced by Foucault, that | enok for my methodology.

In Chapter Three: Positioning Through the Ethicppfoval Process, | describe my
experience in gaining ethical approval for condugtithis research. | use
poststructural discourse analysis to look at tixésterovided to me by the various
ethics committees to explore how the power of théharitative discourses around
youth violence influenced this process and how esgarch was viewed as a result. |
examine how young men who have been violent wesgipned in this process as
well as myself, and how my proposed research wasstaated by the ethics

committees.

The specific strategies | employed to interviewrnygumen who have been violent are
described in Chapter Four: The Research Stratéfged. In this chapter, | provide a
picture of the participants and explain the proesedaused for accessing these young
men. | give some context to the interviews | hathwhem by describing how |
structured the interviews and my experiences omthkealso outline how | went
about analysing the transcripts of the interviewstailing a discourse analysis
approach to identifying constructs, examining scibjpositions and considering

implications for subjectivity.

Following this, the next four chapters cover thalgsis of the interview data. These
analysis chapters focus on how youth violence issttacted by the dominant
discourses, most particularly those related to tposti scientific ideas of youth
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violence and intervention. In addition, the pogitigg of these young men is
explored, and the effects of such positioningsod@ime importance in the analysis.

My reading of the texts produced by the intervieave therefore woven into a
critigue of some of the dominant psychological agphes to theorising youth
violence and subsequent intervention approachadsad highlight the unexpected
strength of dominant ideas around masculinity ttaahe through from the young

men and how these ideas influenced them.

In keeping with a discursive focus, all the pagaits’ contributions are organised
collectively and cumulatively in the analysis chapt Therefore individual stories

are not developed, but a general picture emergestal of these young men. In

line with my interest that was sparked by my prei@sal engagement with young
men who had offended sexually, my focus for thseaech was on those who had
been officially adjudicated as having been violant thus labelled an “offender”.

This process has the discursive effect of theseagqgauen knowing how they are

viewed by others, but also creates expectationistefvention. Therefore | was not

interested in talking with young people who hadaagegl in violent behaviour but

who were not “offenders”. However, as | explainGhapter Four, all participants

talked not only about the violence they committeat resulted in their being locked
up, but also spoke of the violence they were in@dlin inside the secure facilities as
well as their historical violence and other criméke analysis has considered all of
this talk.

| have structured the analysis of the interviewthwhe seven participants into four
separate chapters. It became clear to me earheianalysis process that there were
significant differences between how participantketd about their general violence
and how they talked about the sexual violence they committed. (Five out of the
seven participants were convicted of sexual vicdegred three of these had also been
convicted of general violence). This differencetatk necessitated analysing these

two types of violence separately.

In each of the four analysis chapters | explorelg trtose dominant constructions of

youth violence reflected and (re)produced within imaeam psychological
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theorising that were revealed in the participangk. In this way a focus was
maintained on critiquing these constructions imtieh to participants’ subjectivities

and the material effects of the discourses invalved

The first of these analysis chapters is Chaptee:Frasping the Discourses of
Young Men's General Violence, which focuses on nmyerrogation of the
descriptions and explanations the young men gawvehtr general violence. This
covers the following issues: rational violence amdjer, being a man and fighting,
bad families and the cycle of violence, learninggrfds and peer pressure, drugs and
alcohol, and victims and empathy. It also describew the young men compare
themselves to others and how others position them.

This is followed by Chapter Six: Intervention foeeral Violencehat explores the
experiences of the young men and their ideas ainterivention for their general
violence. While | expected participants to be imeal in some type of therapeutic
intervention, such as counselling or therapy; twesre not. Because of this, |
examined their talk about their experiences of §pencarcerated, their experiences
of group programmes, and | analyse their ideasrdeéys the use of talking about

their violence as intervention.

The next two analysis chapters concern the young'sreexual violence. Chapter
Seven: When Violence is Sexual looks at the youmg’'smunderstandings of and
their explanations for their sexual violence. | mxae their talk and their significant
silences about sexual violence and discuss howgyowen who have been sexually

violent are positioned.

Chapter Eight: Intervention for Sexual Violenceuitiises the young men’s ideas
and experiences relating to intervention for theéxual violence. It analyses
participants’ expectations and fears around suténiantions and examines their

own questioning about why they were sexually vitlen

Chapter Nine: Discussion and Conclusions is thal falnapter in the thesis. In this
chapter | offer a discussion of the implicationsrof analysis, including the salience

of theorising youth violence differently. | discudse numerous contradictions that
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are evident. | highlight the differences betweeneggal violence and sexual violence,
| explore rationality and emotions in relation touyh violence, and discuss the
differences between the young men’s subject positand notions of responsibility.
| explore participants’ talk about their violencadathe silences the young men
maintain and | also point to some issues to beidered for future intervention

approaches.

Conclusion

Scientific psychological theorising and interventiapproaches have become the
dominant, legitimised authority on youth violenddiis dominance extends beyond
the discipline of psychology. This dominance can ewed as a process of

colonisation of the practices of other disciplin@sch as social work. As Rose (n.d.)
suggests, the techniques of the administrationregdlation of people have become

“psychologized” (p. 10).

Such dominance in youth violence theorising andrugntion, however, appears to
have contributed little to changing the extent oluth violence in our societies.

Creating a transformative difference in youth vme requires new action and this
can only begin with a new way of investigating gleenomenon, which necessitates

using a different lens to that of positivist scienc
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CHAPTER TwO

THE RESEARCH SCAFFOLDING

During the process of developing this researchshfg from the scientific paradigm
to one informed by poststructural questions anticati psychology was not without
its difficulties. Attempting to understand otherysaof viewing the world showed me
the power of dominant knowledges. | was confronigith the realisation that my
previous ideas about research were based on urapesbtassumptions about the
world. These taken-for-granted ideas were so ingthiand ‘every-day’ that | could
not easily recognise them as assumptions, let atbiadlenge them. Doll (1993)
described this encompassing power as resulting ttmm‘adoration of science, its

deification” (p. 2) and saw science as:

[O]ne of the dominant obsessions we have had aople ... It has
performed the task of control so well and so eiifety that during this
century science has expanded from a discipline roaedure into a
dogma, ... hence creatisgientism (Doll, 1993, p. 2)

Given the impact of such paradigmatic power, itn@ possible to embrace an
alternative such as one encompassing poststrustuteads if the scientific paradigm
did not exist. Instead, it is first necessary tdrads this and to allow its inclusion in
the formation or development of alternatives, ewdnle this inclusion may be
juxtaposed with its rejection as an informative awdherent approach. Guba and
Lincoln (1994) suggest that novice researchersualigtive inquiry “must first be
resocialized from their early and usually intengpasure to the received view of
science.... Students must come to appreciate paradigferences” (p. 115).
However, such a process of resocialisation maypadhe end point. Hughes (1990)
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argues that it is “necessary to respond eithethby tejection of the natural science
model or by embracing it. Neutrality is not, seegtyn an option” (p. 2). My choice

of undertaking a critique of mainstream psychologthis thesis, rather than simply
moving on and leaving the discipline behind, maylikened to this resocialisation
process; and my take-up of another paradigm inelscaty decision to reject natural

science as a useful model for investigating youdence.

The difficulties of understanding research fromfatihg paradigms is highlighted

when comparing positivist and non-positivist reshar

On some understandings of research (and of triltis) will mean that
we are after objective, valid and generalisableckmons as the
outcome of our research. On other understandifgs, i never
realisable. Human knowledge is not like that. Asth@ur outcomes
will be plausible, perhaps even convincing, waysexing the world -
and, to be sure, helpful ways of seeing thingst-deutainly not any
‘one true way’ of seeing things. We may be posts/or non-positivist,
therefore. (Crotty, 1998, p. 13)

Research from one paradigm cannot be successfuljuaed against the same
criteria employed by another. The social sciens®arch literature refers to four
interrelated domains that may be considered to migkthe context of the research
process. These are the philosophical foundatior tiheoretical perspective,
methodology and methods. Hence, appropriate evatuaf research can occur only

against these four specific domains.

My task of disrupting scientifically based psychgptal theories and practices in
relation to youth violence necessitates a critigiithe discipline at the paradigmatic
level, thus incorporating these philosophical, tle&oal and methodological
contexts. Not only is it therefore important for nte articulate clearly the
methodological aspects of my research, it is alssemtial that | foreground the
philosophical and theoretical aspects as well armkemsome comparisons with
mainstream psychology. In doing so, | depart frdme taken-for-grantedness of

scientific methods.
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In this chapter, | examine issues of relativism agdlism when | discuss the
philosophical notion of ontology and look at thestgmology of subjectivism that is
related to poststructuralism. | then provide areesive discussion of the theoretical
perspective | take in this thesis, covering poststralism and critical psychology.
Under the heading of methodology | describe the &spects of poststructural
discourse analysis that have influenced my appraach finally, when | turn to

research methods | discuss the qualitative andtiatwve research divide.

The Philosophical Turn

Ontology

Philosophical questions are about such fundamehiabs as truth, being and
knowledge. Such questions revolve around ontolbgiaad epistemological
considerations, which emerge together. Given théblogy is about what exists in
the world, the nature of existence and reality {tgral998), then epistemological
questions about our knowledge of this world, hows imade known to us and what
counts as knowledge (Grant & Giddings, 2002) aoseally connected. Indeed, some
writers have suggested that they can become “oddhensame” (Merttens, 1998, p.
60).

Philosophical considerations are not open to ecglienquiry nor can any answers
to philosophical questions be verified this way ¢@Has, 1990). Therefore
ontological and epistemological positions may bewad as being chosen on the
basis of what a person believes (Guba & Lincol4)9Hence, any truth claims
made by social science research and the humancsesiemcluding claims about
youth violence made by positivist science, ultihateest on an ontological and
epistemological belief system. Such a system im tsubsequently shapes the
knowledge produced within the chosen paradigm. & betiefs may be theorised as
developing from the various contexts that a gerdlesiad politically-socially-
culturally-and historically-situated researcherahits, but these beliefs are often
neither examined (Grant & Giddings, 2002) nor state contrast, | describe the
ontological and epistemological positions | takehis research and compare them

with those of the scientific paradigm.
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Realism and Relativism

Issues of existence (ontology) and meaning (epistegy) have become part of an

ontological debate between realism and relativison.example:

Realism (an ontological notion asserting that resléxist outside the
mind) is often taken to imply objectivism (an eprablogical notion
asserting that meaning exists in objects indepdhydeof any
consciousness).... The existence of a world withoumiad is

conceivable. Meaning without a mind is not. (Crot998, pp. 10-11)

The key issue in this debate appears to be whabearegarded aseal. Realism
considers that objects within the world constitigality, independent of a conscious
mind. A realist approach is closely associated wgthience, whilst relativism,
frequently allied with poststructuralism, views lieas as “multiple, intangible
mental constructions, socially and experientialasdd, local and specific in nature

. and dependent for their form and content on titBvidual persons or groups
holding the construction” (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, 11). This relativist notion of
realities being constructions is often disputed mfroa realist perspective.
Constructions are considered to be false or asidiuwhen measured against realist
concepts of truth and materiality (Burr, 1998).

The example of a rock has been used to highlightespoints of this realism and
relativist debate (Montero, 1998; Potter, 1998)erEhis no doubting a rock’s
physical existence. It is there. It can be seenalt be touched. It is real. All these
assumptions fit with realism. Yet, what is it thie¢ are seeing? We are not seeing the
frenzied action that occurs at the level of molesult may be that the rock is not
made of earth; it could be plastic. This bringsoimfuestion the rock’s reality.
Regardless of its physical make up, the meaningsasgociate with a rock are
endless: we bring our experiences, history and keaye to this task. A rock may
therefore be considered to be many things, sudiuiégding material, a stage prop or

a weapon, thus showing a multiplicity of possilbdastructions.
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A common criticism levelled at relativism is thas a consequence of multiple
constructions, the perception is formed that alin{o of view, opinion and

experience are equally valid and so all are comsileo be acceptable and
legitimate. However, many writers drawing upon tiglat notions do not share this
view (for example Davies, 1998; Gavey, 1989). Ratt®98) puts it most strongly

when he says:

No! Please! How many times does it have to be teddhat ‘anything
goes’ is a realist slur on relativism, ... Anythingpes is an
extraordinary realist claim, which no relativist has any busses
espousing. It is a fundamental, timeless, contextiatement about the
nature of causal relations, not at all that didsimirom the laws of

physics or psychology. (p. 34)

Potter’s response highlights that relativism isqérently evaluated against realist
concepts. Yet, as Laclau and Mouffe (1987) suggesth criticism is meaningless
because outside a discursive context, objects onhave existence, they cannot

have being.

From a relativist viewpoint, ‘truth’ is variable @nmmultiple, but ‘truths’ do not
necessarily equate to ethical or social justiceiesl For example, the truth for some
can be about how best to inflict the worse paimgdam revenge or to get more than
others. Relativism does not provide the way to rieitge issues of justice, fairness or
usefulness; instead, there is a need to bring ihtigad, values and ethical
frameworks to make these judgements. Such framenmdvide the contexts within
which relativist notions can be considered. To aehithis, some writers speak of the
need for ideological critique as a means of resegFoster, 1998) or a commitment
to a political position (Willig, 1998) or acceptanthat the aim of research is to
provide a possible reading of a topic rather tlmananvince others or provide truths
(Gavey, 1989). In this research, | fully accept thlaysical and social realities exist,
but | take a relativist position when it comes thatv those realties mean and
therefore offer a particular interpretation aroymith violence. In addition, | use

critical psychology as a political and ethical feanork.
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Epistemology
Subjectivism and objectivism

Keeping the above ontological discussion in mindether with an awareness of the
close connection between ontology and epistemolbgyw turn to subjectivism,
which is associated with poststructuralist thougind is the epistemological stance |
take in this research. Subjectivism is the thediynowledge that is embedded in my
theoretical perspective and informs my methodology.

My reading of a subjectivist epistemology considéeg meaning is provided by the
subject (person) and is imposed on an object (JhiBgch meaning comes from
other human experiences, understandings and ideels 8s dreams, previous
experiences or spiritual beliefs. Therefore itamsidered that the object itself does
not contribute towards the development of meaniig meaning of words does not
come from an object’'s being; instead, it is thecudlisive context that provides
meaning and different words can be applied to #meesobject for different purposes
(Willig, 1998). For example, a young man who hagrbeiolent can be known

variously as, ‘a student’, ‘a boyfriend’, ‘a juvémidelinquent’, or ‘an animaf.

In contrast, an objectivist epistemology considérat meaning and truth are
contained within the object itself, independent hmfiman consciousness (Crotty,
1998). Accordingly, it is thought that to discovbrs truth, close observation of the
object is required, and eventually the facts abiwt object’'s meaning will be
revealed by the object itself. This epistemologynfe the basis of mainstream
psychology: those aspects of being human, sucluasiralerstandings, values and
experiences, are objectified and studied in theeb#latthe objective truth will be
discovered (Prilleltensky & Nelson, 2002).

Epistemologies are not necessarily mutually exetisind any distinctions may be
due to the impact of differing ontological positooCrotty, 1998). However, the

differences between subjectivism and objectivise laghly distinctive and inhibit

6 Another epistemology of relevance is constructionism, which is, according to Crotty (1998) sometimes confused
with subjectivism. Constructionism considers that there are no objective facts and, while human beings do give
meaning to objects (like subjectivism), they do so through their interaction with what the object reveals. Thus, the
multiple meanings that are possible are constrained by what the object offers.
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any overlap. It is difficult to imagine how the nm&@g of an object can be both
wholly imposed on it as in subjectivism versus vijyhalvested in the object itself as

in objectivism. Thus | read these as contradicepigtemologies.

Not only does epistemology merge with ontology,sitalso closely aligned to
theoretical perspectives. Crotty (1998) suggestt tinmy research methods or
methodologies can be utilised by any theoreticaspective. However, he cautions
that the choice of epistemology will restrict wiatoice is then possible for the
theoretical perspective because of issues of inatibility. For example, the
epistemology of subjectivism is not congruent witie theoretical perspective of
positivism. Thus “typical strings” (p. 12) of theur research domains (philosophical
foundation, theoretical perspective, methodology amethods) become evident. |
have used one such string in this study that ireduda relativist ontology, a
subjectivist epistemology, a poststructuralist tle@oal perspective, a discourse
analysis methodology and interviews as a researetnod. Another typical string
that is common to a scientifically informed psya®/ includes: an ontology of
realism, an objectivist epistemology, a positivistthodology, and research methods
involving surveys and statistical analyses. Of seuhese typical strings are by no

means the only possible combinations.

Theoretical Perspective

There are many promising theoretical perspectiwesaf researcher. Indeed, it is
possible to combine several complementary ones;hwhhave done for this study.
By drawing on both poststructuralism and criticalghology, | am provided with
sophisticated ways to examine youth violence ad waelto critique dominant

approaches to youth violence.

Poststructuralism

When | first ventured into the world of poststruetism, | found myself floundering
with entirely new ways of thinking that challengey previously-held concepts. It
was a formidable challenge, as Hollway (1989) recsef when she described that
those “schooled in an opposing tradition (as pshadists have) will get irritated

because they cannot understand” (p. 24). Many msribeve described their own
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difficulties and frustrations when engaging withststructural ideas for the first time
(for example, Hollway, 1989; Lather, 1991), andhé&s been recognised that
poststructuralism requires considerable time andysfor the material to become
familiar (Gavey, 1989). This process of discovemsva painful one and highlighted
how strong the influence scientific psychology ladme, but | did not recognise
this until I challenged it. “Many psychologists Méel abused and betrayed. What
promised to be an interesting intellectual advenpoves a lethal assault on all that
is dear and important” (Gergen, 1990, p. 31). HaveV persevered because |
sensed that this new world held numerous potenaal§&ergen goes on to comment:
“postmodernist views, once savoured, can scarcelgdandoned. They are, as one
young scholar put it, like a ‘sweet poison’. Onestéd, the appetite becomes ever

keener” (p. 31).

Definitions and terms

Several issues contribute to the difficulty in depéng an understanding of
poststructuralism, including the obscurity arounsl definition and its contested
relationship to postmodernism. Some writers argbhat tattempts to define
poststructuralism are not only impossible, sinds ftoo new to define itself and too
varied” (Doll, 1993, p. 5), but also that a defioit is not desirable. “An important
part of poststructuralism is its resistance to rdéfin or even identification,
presumably because such practices represent ampatie pin down an essence that
does not exist” (Gavey, 1989, p. 460).

There is also some confusion between the terpwstmodernism and
poststructuralismlt is common to find the terms used synonymoyfly example,
Lather, 1991). Sarup (1993) is one writer who udes terms interchangeably,
claiming that poststructural theories and postmader share so many similarities
that distinguishing between them is difficult.

However, many writers prefer to distinguish betweepnstmodernism and
poststructuralism to some extent by describinggtastturalism as coming from the
broader movement of postmodernism (Cheek, 2000e%al989). Cheek (2000)
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offers a way of understanding this relationshipt thhave found useful when she
describes the specific focus of each approach:

Unlike postmodern analyses which tend to be wideicbpe and which
focus on aspects of culture, society and histoogtgtructural studies
have tended to concentrate of analyses of litesauy culturaltexts
wheretextrefers to a representation of any aspect of ye@it40).

Any type of description of poststructuralism risksing its complexity (Gavey,
1989). Nevertheless, my task here is to attempietcribe the key poststructural
ideas | have engaged with for this research in d&whreness of the plurality of
meanings of poststructuralism (Weedon, 1987). Hehpeovide my current reading

with the expectation that others will have diffedreeadings of the material.

Postmodernism and modernism

To fully appreciate which features of poststrudisra would be of most relevance
to this research, | found it helpful to look at poedernism and particularly those

aspects that represent a departure from the wesldaf a scientific paradigm.

The postmodern world can be conceptualised as l@ingnsformed post-industrial
social world with changes in material conditions argnificant shifts both culturally
and socially (Kenway & Willis, 1995). These changa® relevant primarily in
advanced capitalist societies (Sarup, 1993) anddanetified with a revolution in
information technology and communications (Lati€192), as well as the formation
of a consumer culture (Kenway & Willis, 1995). Add& this are various social
movements, for example, the peace and gay rightements. All of these changes
have impacted on social relationships as well &sdléctual and artistic directions.
Postmodernism, as an intellectual movement, magdmsidered as attempting to

understand this new, radically different socio-picdil reality (Crotty, 1998).

Interpretations of postmodernism are also assatiatth definitions of modernism.
One definition of modernism refers to social coiodis that have sprung from
industrialisation (Crotty, 1998). In this concepis@ation of modernism, rationality is

judged to be its key feature, defining its scientleerefore postmodernism can be
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viewed as a critigue of modernism that calls intoegfion such reliance on

rationalism. Itis:

A thorough rejection of what modernism stands fat an overturning
of the foundations on which it rests. ... Insteadespousing clarity,
certitude, wholeness and continuity, postmoderntemmits itself to
ambiguity, relativity, fragmentation, particularighd discontinuity. ...
[P]ostmodernism typically engages in a radical demeng of the
subject. (Crotty, 1998, p. 185)

Postmodernism can therefore be characterised agtare from modernist forms of
legitimation, which are described as grand naresti{Lather, 1991; Sarup, 1993).
These are modernist ways of viewing the social evdaHat speak of “universal
knowledge” and of the progression of science far thberation of humanity”
(Sarup, 1993, p. 132). Postmodernism “break[s] witkalizing, universalizing
‘metanarratives’ and the humanist view of the scibjleat undergirds them” (Lather,
1991, p. 5).

When it comes to the production of knowledge, paostemnism challenges the
modernist notions of the human sciences, includihgse within mainstream
psychology, in which scientific knowledge is viewad a value-neutral, universal
truth that contributes to the steady progressidrivilization (Danaher, Schirato, &
Webb, 2000). Instead, from a postmodernist persmestich knowledge is perceived
as being highly politicised, full of contradictioramd prejudices; this perspective
emphasises the plurality of meanings and the migities of possible views (Cheek,
2000). Thus the modernist myth of coherency is sgdpincluding the coherence of

the subject.

Poststructuralism encompasses this postmodermuezitof modernism and in turn
offers ways of troubling dominant constructions. kdli postmodernism,

poststructuralism is about disturbing, confrontiagd disrupting what has been
thought to be safe, incontestable knowledge (Latt@92) and “displacing dominant
(oppressive) knowledges” (Gavey, 1989, p. 463).ddeknowledge developed from
traditional science is deemed to be the same athey knowledge, for example,
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people’s opinions, and is not deemed to be the teditimate truth. Unlike the
modernist view, knowledge is posited as “constmicteontested, incessantly

perspectival and polyphonic” (Lather, 1991, p. xx).

Poststructuralism and discourse

Poststructuralism differs from postmodernism infasus on language. The concept
of discourse enables this focus on language and, tamd an analysis of discourse is
the primary vehicle that poststructuralism utiligesexplore meaning, subjectivity,

power and knowledge.

Some aspects of poststructuralism have their arigistructuralism which is a form
of thought that considers the social world to bgireered through broad systematic
systems and structures. Ferdinand de Saussure-{PAB) was one structuralist who
viewed language as the most significant determisiygiem for human beings and
contributed to the ‘linguistic turn’ within the satsciences by developing his theory
of the sign which “expounds it as a union sgnifier (a form, or symbol) with
signified(an idea)” (Crotty, 1998, p. 197). Saussure sawriationship between the
word and the idea that it signified as completehyteary, that is, the signifier did not
represent a real aspect of the world, but ratheridea. It is this aspect of
structuralism, with its subjectivist epistemologlyat poststructuralism has taken up.

Derrida (1976/1997) proposed the idea of signs mesmg completed, but as always
signifying something else. Signifiers thus becongnifieds and these become
signifiers in a never-ending circular movement. Example, the word ‘Ferrari’

signifies a make of car but also signifies manyeothings as well, such as status in
relation to power and money, the type of person whwes a Ferrari and even

possible motivations for buying this particular éypf car.

If linguistic signs do not represent reality, blaé tmeaning of words comes from the
relation of meaning to other words, then languzggebe understood as constructing
reality. Consequently, ‘truths’ may be viewed asediiect of discourse (Merttens,
1998), and “all meaning and knowledge is discutgigenstituted through language

and other signifying practices” (Gavey, 1989, p3¥4&uch a view of language is
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strikingly different to that of the dominant psydbgical one, which relies on “the
liberal humanist view of language as transpareunt expressive, merely reflecting
and describing (pre-existing) subjectivity and hamexperience of the world”
(Gavey, 1989, p. 463).

Towards a discursive approach

In developing an understanding of discourse frgmoststructural perspective, | have
found it useful to study the writings of some authas they attempted to bridge the

paradigm gap between poststructuralism and maarstpsychology.

The termdiscourseis commonly used interchangeably with the témmguage and
regarded merely as what is said or written on daiquéar topic. However, a
poststructural approach argues that “language wsaya located in discourse”
(Gavey, 1989, p. 463). Therefore discourse is auadeof as a broader concept that
goes beyond the modernist concept that languageesems reality. Instead,
discourse constructs the objects and subjectstthames (Foucault, 1969/1972) so
that it is possible to view such objects not aspehdent realities, but rather as
discursive formations (Davies, 1994). Discoursestherefore considered to be the
way meaning and knowledge are constructed and ngtesl through culture
(Parker, 1992).

From a poststructural perspective, discoutserminewhat can be said and written,
as well as what can be done in particular contexid by whom (Willig, 2000).
Discourses make possible, but also restrict oursvedyhinking, speaking and being.
By focusing on what participants say and what tbaynot say in relation to their
violence in this study, it is possible to identihe dominant constructions of youth
violence that are reflected and (re)produced innsteeam psychological theories
and explore their effects. Foucault (1966/1970) tevrof the ‘order of things’ in
which he described the organisation, categorisaimhrelationships between things
that form the basis of our knowledge. But such atenis mostly outside our

awareness. Consequently, discourses often falideutsir critical judgment.
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Discourses are considered to form our current Byst& meaning and thus construct
the social world, but they are also products ot swrial world so they cannot be
considered as objects that are separate. This maifodiscourse being both
productive and reflective makes the concept a cexphe to engage with. Some
clarity is offered by Henriques, Hollway, Urwin, We, and Walkerdine (1984) who
suggested that discourse is a production of matani@ discursive practices within
the social world, rather than originating from ieas of individuals as a traditional

approach to psychology views the process.

Discourses are historically and socially situatétiey are specific to particular
groups and cultures at specific time periods amy @re always changing (Gavey,
1989). Discourses are therefore neither staticumorersal. They are also viewed as
discontinuous, but because they overlap with othecourses (McHoul & Grace,
1998), a complex discursive web results, makinglifticult to isolate a single
discourse. Added to this complexity is the arguntbiat “discourses are multiple,
and they offer competing, potentially contradictevgys of giving meaning to the
world” (Gavey, 1989, p. 464). Such contradictionsalde the recognition that
multiple truths are legitimate and that contradie$ in relation to subjectivity can be
considered a function of the discourses rather #garesiding within the individual
(Davies, 1994).

Although multiple discourses exist and some ardradictory, not all are considered

equal (Merttens, 1998); some are marginalised #mer® are excluded altogether:

Dominant discourses privilege those versions ofasaeality which
legitimate existing power relations and social dtites. Some
discourses are so entrenched that it is very dlffto see how we may
challenge them. They have become ‘common senselig\ 2000, p.
107)

Discourses are described as being made up of satenthat link with other
statements, and although few in number, they degresl to constantly (Danaher et
al., 2000). Analysis of the statements of a disseunakes visible the discursive

formations of dominant discourses that were onkertdor granted as Davies (1994)
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pointed out: “by making hegemonic sets of assumptiagisible, the nature of what
we take to be factual or real is profoundly shiftgal 20). A discourse is a body of
knowledge, and knowledge is made up of the sodiaiorical and political

conditions that enable truth claims to be made (MdH Grace, 1998). A counter-
reading of these conditions offers an avenue tdque dominant notions and

practices of social regulation and control in rielato youth violence.

Power/knowledge

Foucault (1980) introduced an account of power thas different to a modernist
version, which holds that power resides with pe@piéd is held by those at the top of
a hierarchy. Instead, Foucault saw power as befmgaion of discourse, that it was
“capillary: operating in all levels and directiooksociety in an extensive network of
power relations” (Cheek, 2000, p. 26) and, impdiyathat it was inseparable from
knowledge. “Knowledge from within one discourse™ised toexcludeknowledge
from other discourses” (Cheek, 2000, p. 24). Tlweethose discourses whose truth
claims become legitimated, that is, the dominastalirses, are a result of power
relations. Hence, as Foucault emphasised in hitsngs, our current knowledge and

social practices could have been different.
Subjectivity

From the point of view of poststructuralism, sulipty describes the experience of
being a person, our emotions and our understanafifigpw we relate to the social
world (Weedon, 1987). Poststructuralism offers gy wbfferent conceptualisation of
what a person is and how they become who theycampared to the humanist
individual, who is characterised as having an dsseself that is stable and fixed,
being made up of static factors, for example, sekrace (Lather, 1991). This self is
rational and conscious as well as unified and aatigiGavey, 1989), free to decide
their own actions (Sarup, 1993) as well as beirg dbent of change for society
(Weedon, 1987).

Poststructuralism aims to deconstruct or de-cetiteesubject (Lather, 1991) and
show the humanist subject to be a myth (Sarup, 199% classic text o€hanging
the subject: Psychology, social regulation and eatwyity (Henriques et al., 1984)

31



has influenced much of the writing and thinking aibthis shift away from the
coherent, unitary individual of mainstream psychgldowards a more complex
poststructural subjectivity. The poststructural jeab instead is revealed as
“fragmented, inconsistent, and contradictory” (Ggve989, p. 465), it is a
constantly shifting, multifaceted site of confltb&t is continually in process (Davies,
1994; Sarup, 1993; Weedon, 1987). The poststraicipproach to the subject
expects and indeed celebrates complexity and afotien in its concept of
subjectivity. Subjectivity is argued as being comsted through language, discourses
and discursive practices, which “makes social agrdgnal being possible but it also
limits the available forms of being to those whictake sense within the terms

provided by language” (Davies, 1989b, p. 1).

Dominant discourses tend to have legitimated aiith@nd therefore have the
greatest influence on constituting the subjectiatymost people most of the time”
(Gavey, 1989, p. 464). However, since there aretiphell and contradictory

discourses, then multiple and contradictory subjiiets are produced. A rather
disturbing example of multiple subjectivities isvgn by Steiner (1972, as cited in
Merttens, 1998) of an SS guard at Auschwitz dumdgrld War Two who was

presumably involved in killing of thousands of pkxppout who also practised the
beautiful music of Bach each evening.

The idea that our desires, generated through seoulise, may be in conflict with
our ideas of who we are in another discourse fiss that such desires are
constructed rather than being a part of who we laiis.also clear that they can be
changed (Henriques et al., 1984). Such change raagchieved by actively using
discourses, which offers powerful possibilities reproducing one’s subjectivity
(Davies, 1998). Subjectivity is in a state of flaxoment by moment: “we are
continually constituting and reconstituting ourgshand the social world through the
various discourses in which we participate” (DayiE389b, p. xi). Subjectivity that
is multiple, never fixed and often in conflict higihts complexity. This idea of
multiple subjectivities offers considerable potahfor examining the complexities

of young men who have been violent.
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Positioning

The notion ofsubject positionss how poststructuralism describes and explores th
connection between discourse and subjectivity. @isges construct these subject
positions and “make available certain ways-of-sgéie world and certain ways-of-
being in the world” (Willig, 2000, p. 107). It ivough analysing such positioning
that power relations can be made visible (Merttdr®98). Thereby, the effects of
dominant discourses are revealed. In this way, @dagthe positioning of young
men who have been violent enables me in this stodyouble the discourses that

construct their violence.

Subjects are positioned through a complex mix @f bthers position them and what
they do themselves. Using the example of hailingabgolice officer, “Hey, you
there!”, Althusser (1971, p. 163) shows how thigkgo The person being hailed is
immediately positioned as a suspect. Since disesurgeract, and because subjects
are positioned within numerous discourses, a mosivithin one discourse has an
impact on a position in another discourse. Thus gbssibilities for subjectivity
become multiple and of course contradictory (DaviE394). The police officer’s
“Hey, you there!” is more likely to be addressecatgoung man on the street rather
than to a well-dressed elderly man because the gyonan is already positioned
within the adolescent discourse as a trouble malcet,hence as a target for police

attention.

Subject positions are constructed in relation teerst (Davies, 1989b). Thus others
are needed to maintain a particular subject positio a specific discourse. For
example, psychologists working in the clinical diekquire ‘clients’; police officers
require ‘offenders’. Other people assist the maiatee of subject positions by
providing information on whether a person is perfmg the position correctly.
However, whether such a performance is deemedatam# differ depending on the
situational context and who else is present (LawsD&vies, 2000). What is
considered correct performance is determined byimgmh discourses in which such
performance has become ‘normative’. For examplewkng how to correctly
perform the subject position of ‘man’ relies on tdeminant discourses around

masculinity, which are easily recognisable and libhaviours consistent with this
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position are taken up and performed. Any transgyassf normative behaviour will
be quickly criticised by others.

This idea of correct performance of normative scigp@sitions raises the question of
the extent to which people have agency in ‘takipgaubject positions. There has
been some debate around this issue (see Davieg; I68es, 1997 for a useful
discussion). Jones argues that references to agertbyn some poststructural
writing risks introducing a prediscursive, humansstbject. However, as Gavey
(1989) points out it is important to read such ayemot as the rational choice of an
essentialist humanist subject, but rather as tbdymt of the discursive practices that
people engage in. Discourses constitute subjegtiand that “very shaping” is
considered to be the process by which power andcgge gained. “The dual nature
of subjectification is hard to grasp: one is simn#ously subjected and at the same
time can become an agentic, speaking subject” (L&wWwgvies, 2000, p. 206). This
notion makes it possible to accept that resistémeeibject positions is feasible, as is
actively taking up particular positions. But thesa only be positions available from
discourses people have learnt via discursive mest(Davies, 1994) and thus any
taking up or resistance to subject positions regugngagement with subjective as
well as social constraints (Davies, 1989b). It asgible to consider agency as an
effectof discursive practices and technologies, thustasce to any regulation of

conduct is an act of judgement between availaldeadirses.

Surveillance

The concept of surveillance demonstrates how stibiigas shaped and how people
work to perform subject positions ‘correctly’. Fawdt (1975/1977) described this
process eloquently when he outlined the effectthef'gaze’ using the metaphor of
the ‘panopticon’. The panopticon was a prison desigat enabled only one guard,
who was centrally located but unseen by the prison® be able to see all the
prisoners, all of the time. Being under constaniitsty, and being punished severely
for any misbehaviour but never knowing when theyenbeing watched, led the

prisoners to discipline themselves to avoid punishim
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It is this process of disciplining subjects thabwhk the power of discourses. Such
power is exercised without the need for force bseagach person turns this gaze
upon themselves and becomes a compliant docile, hbdysubject of regulatory
practices (Foucault, 1975/1977). In this way, tbeia regulation and disciplining of
subjects by the human sciences is achieved:

Modern societies control and discipline their pagpiohs by

sanctioning the knowledge claims and practiceb®human sciences:
medicine, psychiatry, psychology, criminology anocislogy. The

human sciences have established certain norms haede tare
reproduced and legitimized through the practiceseathers, social
workers, doctors, judges, policemen and admin@satSarup, 1993,
p. 72)

Being subjected to and by such knowledge claims @adtices that control and
regulate, thereby produces our subijectivity (Davi&®4). Hence, discourses are not
only oppressive but they are also productive anduzh are readily accepted by
people, but this acceptance is, most often witlaaudreness. Subjects become the
vehicle of the power that constituted them and scome part of the relations of
power (McHoul & Grace, 1998). From this notion dfet subject being both
constituted by and constitutive of power/knowledggations, it is possible to
consider the effect of discourses as occurrindghatlével of the individual subject.
By focusing at this level, the broader discursivatext and the operations of power
can be revealed. Therefore interrogating the tdllyaung men who have been
violent will show how they are positioned and hdwit violence is constructed.

Critical psychology

Another important part of the theoretical perspexctitake in this research is critical
psychology. Critical psychology can be thought ®faaframework from which it is
possible to critigue mainstream psychology. Thelsex critical psychology appear
to have begun in the 1960s and 1970s within a leroaahtext of social change when
much about the industrialised social world was ¢pejnestioned and concerns were

raised about oppression and inequalities (Henrigties, 1984).
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Critical psychology is concerned with issues ofi@lgastice and human welfare and
argues that a modernist psychology contributes tusti social conditions,
hampering social justice and maintaining the stgus of unequal power relations.
This critique is directed toward its scientific lsass well as the specific theories and

practices that are produced (Prilleltensky & FEB9Q12).
Positivism and postpositivism

The discipline of psychology is often describednasdelling itself on the physical
sciences in its efforts to achieve the status te#géimate science (Prilleltensky &
Fox, 1997). Critical psychology questions the giBoe’s positivist theoretical
perspective that is based on the objectivist epistegy of modernist thought and
critiques its use of experimental methods, viewitsgfindings as maintaining the

social status quo of inequality and injustice.

Positivism can be defined as viewing knowledge hfeative ‘truths’ that are
discoverable through direct experience of the phwmwmn (Crotty, 1998). Direct
experience is what can be observed via the fivesesemhilst using the scientific
method. Objective, verified knowledge discovers echye meaning through
empirical study and differs from opinion, reasonidgeliefs or feelings. This
knowledge becomes established as ‘fact’, makingimsla of validity and

generalisability.

It has been suggested that the dominant psychaloggzadigm is noypostpositivist
rather tharpositivist but this depends on the definition given to thiesens. Some
writers (such as Lather, 1992; Ussher, 1992) ifiemostpositivist approaches as
challenging positivism and so are fundamentallyfedént, as Lather (1992)

describes:

Postpositivismrefers to the great ferment over what is seen as
appropriate within the boundaries of the humanneas. Postpositivist
philosophies of science turn more and more to pnégive social

theory, where the focus is eonstructedrersufoundworlds. (p. 89)
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However, the above definition of postpositivism slagot describe scientifically
based psychological approaches. For other writpostpositivism refers to a
development within positivism that simply makesslesdringent truth claims (for
example, Crotty, 1998; Guba & Lincoln, 1994). Howgvsuch an advancement is
little different to positivism, as the underlyingellef systems (philosophical
foundation) remain the same (Grant & Giddings, 300fherefore mainstream

psychology can still be considered to hold a pasititheoretical perspective.

There is a recognised dominance of positivism iociadoscience inquiry (Lather,

1992), yet such dominance is seen to be weakeilimg.is perceived as occurring
mostly across specific disciplines, such as sogwldHughes, 1990) and the
theoretical arena of education (Lather, 1991). Hmrethis weakening does not
seem to be the case for a modernist psychologyseathe orthodoxy of positivism is

still thought to hold sway (Grant & Giddings, 2003uch dominance continues to
exert powerful effects, “as anyone knows who tteeget published in most journals,
obtain grants from most funding agencies, or hasearch projects accepted by

dissertation committees” (Lather, 1992, p. 90).

The commitment to positivism seems unusual givenetktent to which criticism is
levelled at positivism. For example, the physicaesces themselves are changing
because of the challenges that “the indeterminamy relativism of quantum
physics” (Doll, 1993, p. 2) and chaos theory haraught. Instead, “the mainstream
marches blithely on, relatively undisturbed. Thee$ of debate are confusing with
criss-crossing alliances and numerous border-grgsssome counter raids” (Foster,

1998, p. 108), but the positivist basis remainaadnt

The critique of mainstream psychology

For those new to the discipline of psychology, mahits aspects can appear to have
a rather unexpected focus, for example, statisacsl animals, rather than
explanations of how and why human beings are the thvay are. It has also been
critiqued on the basis of its relevance and useidrfrom outside the discipline, as

an introductory mental health nursing text explains
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Overall, mainstream psychology has reduced peapkeparate bits,
such as cognition, perception and behaviour. Afpanh consisting of
disconnected areas of knowledge, psychology todsothe political,
economic and social environment of the people wioagmition (for
example) is studied or treated. The experientipeets of being a
person with a particular sex, class, ethnicity, age sexual orientation
is also ignored. Similarly, the qualities that welmably do not share
with animals ... such as spirituality, soul, emotionamplexity and
unconscious processes, fall outside present-daystineam knowledge
development in psychology. (Horsfall & Stuhimill@00, pp. 59-60)

A recognition of the limitations of positivist pdyalogy has also been evident inside
the discipline, with some efforts for improvemeriny attempted. Indeed, Rennie,
Phillips, and Quartaro (1988) suggested some tige #hat consideration of
gualitative methods was a way to overcome the “grgundications that psychology
as a discipline is undergoing a crisis of conficdeabout its research methods” (p.
139). Yet simply adding qualitative methods to eesiific modernist paradigm can
not challenge the discipline’s philosophical foutnola, theoretical perspectives or
methodologies.

Psychology is not necessarily always practiced iwithe confines of a scientific

paradigm with its objectivist epistemology and pissitivist theoretical perspective.
Within the broader field of psychology there aresistances to the dominant
disciplinary discourses, and there are various wayshich people associate with
mainstream psychology. Foucault, for example, egpeed dissatisfaction with the
discipline and it became one of the human scietitas he aimed to disrupt and
challenge (Sheridan, 1980). Those who position #edwes as critical psychologists
draw upon a wide collection of philosophical, tretaral and methodological

possibilities, thus in no way do they represenhied group, instead, such diversity

is welcomed.

The critique of traditional modernist approachegpsychology has a multitude of

focus areas. Gergen (1990) provides a feel fordivsrsity:
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Critical psychologists question the individualistand exploitative
ideology underlying such inquiry; feminists questithe androcentric
biases inherent in theory and method. There iseasing talk of
epistemology [and] alternative methodologies. ... r€his increasing

concern with theoretical as opposed to empiricalas (pp. 23-24).
The ‘psy’ complex

The role of scientific knowledge in the lives ofrhan beings has been questioned by
critical psychologists working from a poststructuparspective. "Science is treated
as a set of social practices, of organized proeedand ways of talking - that is,
science is a 'discursive enterprise™ (Morss, 1986) is constituted by human
interest (Rose, n.d.). Positivist psychology haguaed a status as an effective
scientific endeavour, but the constitutive force tbé discipline and its role in
regulating the population is deemed as problematicome critical psychologists
(Davies, 1998).

Rose (1985) offers a comprehensive critique of lpskgy and the related
“psychosciences” in his history of the ‘psy’ complehat is, “all those disciplines
which, ... have designated themselves with thebppdy - psychology, psychiatry,
psychotherapy, psychoanalysis" (Rose, 1996, p.@Dprimary significance in this
history is to point out that objectivist psychologgs not simply an academic pursuit

but played an active role in the regulation of stci

The psychology of the individual existed as mom@ntimerely a set of
arguments and explanations of problems embodidzbaks, articles,
reports of experiments and so forth. It also ctedisf a set of practical
instruments and techniques which embodied the eafms proposed
and deployed them in relation to the practical [gois which had
occasioned them. A whole technology was constryatedsisting in
manuals of instruction, testing and assessmenteguves, rules of
diagnostic practice and classification, techniquds therapy and
reformation.... These new practices were carried loy agents

designated competent to pronounce the explanatibtie psychology
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of the individual and to utilise its practical $&jl by virtue of their
training, qualifications and experience. (Rose 51$p. 8-9)

The construction of the normal/abnormal dualismsdk@1985) argues, has not
developed from psychology’s study of ‘normal’ humfamctioning, which is then
applied to problems of ‘abnormality’. Instead, floeus was on the deployment of
psychological expertise to those problems of abadityn that individuals’
experienced. It is from this basis that "psycholagyented the normal individual®
and invented "therapies of normality or the psyobms of everyday life” (p. 17).
This normality was constructed as that which laclksatially disturbing symptoms,
an absence of social inefficiency: that which did meed to be regulated” (p. 6).

The regulation of individuals was described as “t@nduct of conduct” by Rose
(n.d., p. 9), drawing on the Foucauldian concepg@fernmentality, in which the
beliefs and conduct of the population is shapedseRdescribed this as being
achieved through numerous programmes, techniqodésigs and practices not only
to “control, subdue, discipline, normalize, or mafothem, but also to make them
more intelligent, wise, happy, virtuous, healthypguctive, docile, enterprising,
fulfilled, self-esteeming, empowered” (Rose, 1986.12). In this way, all human
activities and subjectivity have “become psychatalfi (Rose, n.d., p. 8) and
historically psychology gained its authority ang liégitimacy in the institutions of
the day, such as, schools, prisons, the militadytha factory (Rose, 1996).

Gergen (1990) proposes a postmodern psychologythatecritiques the modernist
assumptions of traditional psychology and offerstead “the vanishing subject
matter” as a suitable target for study. He recomdeemoving “from universal

properties to contextual reflection”, and suggétts marginalization of method”; he
also challenges the modernist scientific notiorftbé grand narrative of progress”
(pp- 29-30). In keeping with this view, a poststwal discourse analysis offers a
way to challenge the taken-for-granted dominanstrotions of the discipline, such

as the humanist subject.
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Constructions of masculinities

Science, and therefore psychological approachesdbi@sthe positivist paradigm,
have been described as being highly masculine gndesa with an anti-feminine
stance and a focus on rationality, prediction awodtol (Ussher, 1992). Such
masculinisation may appear to be ‘natural’, ancetafor-granted, having the effect
of being hidden and untroubled. This embeddednkssasculinity within scientific
projects may help explain the objectivist psychalabconceptions of gender that
have been widely criticised. The notion of essdistd and fixed sex-roles that are a
natural consequence of a biological category isgeed as limiting (Connell, 1995).
Much of the positivist research based on this psemevolves around the simple idea
of sex differences, including concepts of masctyiand femininity (Constantinople,
2005).

In contrast, discursive notions of gender emphagg&@roductive aspects, that is,
how doing gender or enacting gender is practiced s is viewed as being
dependent on historical and social contexts (E&§l66). The male/female dualism
has been extensively investigated by feminist pastiiralist writers (for example,
Burman, 2005; Davies, 1989a; Walkerdine, 1988).hSwork has detailed how
subjectivity is gendered and Davies (1989b) hasvahibat performing one’s gender
is a complex undertaking even during early childhoét school, despite girls
learning mathematics as competently as boys, treeyudged by teachers as having
less understanding of the field than boys (WalkexdiLl989). Rose (1996) speaks of
‘gendering’ as being:

A matter of a meticulous and continually repeategsgription of the
deportment, appearance, speech, thought, passibnintellectual in
which persons are assembled by being connectedoupnty with
vocabularies but also with regimes of comportmeralKing, looking,
gesturing), with artefacts (clothes, shoes, makeaptomobiles,
cooking pots, writing implements, books), with smcand places
(classrooms, libraries, railway stations, museu@sg, the objects that
inhabit them (desks, chairs, books, platforms,ldispabinets). (p. 186)
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Outside a psychological view of gender, considerdidérature has been produced
from a range of perspectives that put forward weriavays of conceptualising
gender. In looking at ideas about being a man,rdoog to Eagle (2006), there are a
“variety of interpretive forms that masculinity caake” (p. 51) and there are
equally, “a number of intersecting parameters, aghace, class, sexual orientation
and feminist consciousness, [that] influence theysvan which masculinity is
interpreted and played out” (p. 52). There are nooeapproaches to understanding
issues of masculinity within the burgeoning fiefdheen’s studies (see Phillips, 2006
for a review of some of these approaches). Despitediversity in masculinities,
Eagle goes on to say there is “considerable agnettingt some forms of masculinity
can be identified as common, dominant or hegemadkigariety of terms such as
conventional masculinity, traditional masculinitthe masculine mystique,
masculinism and hegemonic masculinity, have beed ue describe this central
thread” (p. 52).

The work of Robert Connell, in particular, offersway of looking at such a
hegemonic masculinity that | have found useful thuis research. Connell (1995)
describes this dominant form of masculinity astlagating patriarchy in which men
dominate and women are subordinated. Such madgubniiewed as a cultural ideal
and is portrayed in the media and social instingias the ‘natural’ or ‘normal’ way
to perform the subject position of man. Connell gagis that alternative
performances of masculinity are considered as iorfeand positioned as
subordinated, complicit or marginalised when coragaio hegemonic masculinity.
This hegemonic construction of masculinity was segdiently implicated in the
young men’s understandings and explanations of thelence in this study that |

have paid particular attention to this in my distve analysis.

Debates, however, are evident in relation to thecept of hegemonic masculinity
(for example, Wetherell & Edley, 1999). One aspettthese debates coalesces
around how particular authors consider the téegemonic masculinityas it was
developed by Connell (1995, 2000, 2001). For Cdnimegemonic masculinity is
considered as an ideal, never to be achieved byraary as he argues hegemonic
masculinity is never fixed but is “historically midé¥, it is multiple and contestable.

42



This concept links well with Foucauldian conceptgpower being everywhere and
always present. Hence it provides the means foramglysis to focus on how
participants have attempted to “get it right” asman (the hegemonic ideal).
Complexity is highlighted in the poststructural cept of multiple subjectivities in
which subject positions are made available in diffg discourses moment by
moment. Therefore understanding hegemonic mastulias an ideal that is
contestable and situated, rather than a typologgaxfculinity or a rigid hierarchy of

individual power, links well with multiple subjeutties

Tensions in theoretical perspective

Potential tensions exist in my theoretical pergpect A critical psychology
framework aims to critigue what is labelled maiaatn psychology (Prilleltensky &
Fox, 1997). From a poststructural perspective, sulebel and focused critique risks
producing a coherent object, which in turn suggésas a preferred ‘other’ to this
form of psychology exists. Hence, this may be readcreating a dualism. In
comparison, poststructuralism queries dichotomies$ @dualisms that suggest clear,
separate boundaries, and instead, views multiplanid fluidity as constituting the
postmodern world (Weedon, 1987).

Whilst such tensions do not need to be resolvegmioved, since contradiction and
multiplicity are acceptable within poststructurglpeoaches, they do need to be
acknowledged. As outlined above, my reading ofiaaitpsychology is that it calls
into question the relevance and usefulness of dggltal practices that originate
from a paradigm of a realist, objectivist, posgiviscience. However, the
philosophical and theoretical basis of this paradigre not inflexible and can
incorporate other perspectives, thus, inconsisésncmay arise. Therefore,
mainstream psychological approaches to youth vogeare multiple and varied and

cannot be considered to represent a stable orstensbbject.

Poststructural discursive analyses can reveal\vthg things are’, and at times this
may, in itself, offer a critique. Employing a pdststural discursive approach
reveals the various constructions of youth violente subject positions made

available and the material effects these have. ugirothis process | show that
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alternative ways of thinking about young men’s emie are possible beyond that

which is currently dominant.

The addition of a critical psychology critique pides a specific focus on dominant
ideas that are (re)produced by a scientificallyritbpsychology. For the purposes of
this thesis, this critique is necessary for pomtia the limitations these ideas offer
young men who have been violent. However, it isartgnt to refer back to my
earlier discussion around the clash of paradigmsy Attempt to understand one
paradigm from the viewpoint of a different paradiggnnot possible and can only
result in misunderstanding (Kuhn, 1962). Mainstre@sychological texts are
developed within a positivist scientific paradigmhilst this study is being
approached from a subjectivist, poststructural gigra. Therefore the critique of the
dominant constructions of youth violence that ammbedded in mainstream
psychological theories must be done within the gigra of this research. Since
subjectivity and the effects of discourses is amgr interest in this study, this

critique occurs in relation to what is revealediy participants’ talk.

Methodology

For much of the social science research that isrteg, the theoretical background to
the study is generally outlined or at the very teagplied within the methodology

section (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). At times, methodpias inclusive of the methods
used. However, a distinction between methodologg arethods is often made,
where methodology is viewed as establishing thiemale of the study, while the

methods section gives the precise detail on hoswtfil be done (Cheek, 2000). This
is the approach | have taken here. Hence, thisadetbgy section outlines features
of the poststructural discourse analysis that |lemywhile the specific strategies of

the fieldwork are detailed in Chapter Four.

| have separated, somewhat artificially, this mdtlogy section on poststructural
discourse analysis from the theoretical perspecting from the study’s specific
research strategies to highlight these variouscisé this research process and as a
device to offer some comparisons to the experinheata quasi-experimental

methodology of an objectivist psychology. For ex@éampn these methodologies
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anything that does not conform to the concept @f thtional, coherent, unified
individual is systematically dealt with as bias aathoved so that only the elements
of interest from the ‘true humanistic subject’ aneasured. Questionnaires are often
designed to detect inconsistencies in answers,hylifiover a specified level, will
influence how all the responses are analysed. Ehigeported under a method
section. The complexity of how people actually megp to phenomena is not
investigated and cannot be considered. An explamati this view of the humanist

subject is not given; rather, this view is takentesreceived ‘truth’ about people.

Texts and intertextuality

Texts are the materials used for poststructuratodisse analysis. However, texts
from this perspective are not only words or writgeticles, but can also be symbols,
for example, menus or pictures. Even actions amdamubeings can be read as texts
because we interpret the behaviour of others (MontE998). Texts are anything
that provides meaning. They are embedded withicudsive frameworks. Being
constructed by discourses, texts construct undeistgs that reflect those discursive
frames (Cheek, 2000). In addition, any text is agred to be an interlinking of
various texts (Davies, 1994). Thisigertextuality where texts can only ever refer to
other texts (Sarup, 1993). Derrida’s (1976/19973ed®n that nothing is ever
outside a text because there can be nothing outsideiage, can therefore be read as
referring to all things that involve meaning. Inddthn, any reading of a text,
produces another, different text (Cheek, 2000).

Focus areas for discourse analysis

From this description of texts, the actions, bebars or words of research
participants should be considered as discursivedymtions rather than any
representation of a ‘truth’ or an indication of ithitrue essence’ as positivist science
would interpret them to be (Gavey, 1989). Our pcast that is, our ways of
speaking and acting, reproduce and reflect theodrses that constitute our
subjectivity. These become seen as ‘natural’ anceriglay’ (Merttens, 1998),
making the ability to see such detail differenttywhat appears to be accepted as a
common ‘truth’, very difficult (Davies, 1994). Tovercome these difficulties of

‘seeing differently’, texts are actively interrogdt in poststructural discourse
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analysis to reveal their hidden assumptions (Ch&&K0) and to identify and
examine the constitutive effects discourse hasutaestivity and people’s practices
(Willig, 2000).

The focus of poststructural discourse analysisisnach on the social, political and
historical contexts in which the text was constedctas it is on the actual content of
the text. Discourses construct meaning and subjgctand have material effects.

They constitute the social context, which means tinalerstandings cannot develop
in isolation. The context in which a particular teas produced also has an impact,
as people perform the subject position within pattr discourses. For example,
how a young man talks about a topic with his motkdikely to be different to how

he talks to his mates about it. An objectivist ajggh would consider such an
account to be either ‘factual’ or mistaken, regesdlof context. That is, an account
from this perspective will be regarded either daciual rendition of what happened

or as a person’s opinion; a change in the situatioontext does not alter this.

Research also occurs in a specific context and aso anly ever offer partial
interpretations and understandings. How these mineed at is influenced by what
the researcher brings to and uses in this prodéssefore the research process is a
text that is discursively constructed and so is algarget for reflection and analysis
(Cheek, 2000).

A critical analysis of texts from a poststructuparspective often makes use of the
process of deconstruction. This process is oftena@ated with the view that western
thought is organised into pairs of polarities andries (Sarup, 1993), for example,
normal/abnormal. These dualisms are based on pdymamics in which the second
word of the pair is usually subordinated to thestfi(Bird, 2004). The aim of
deconstruction is to break apart these binaries discupt them, thus viewing
categories as always fluid (Lather, 1992). One whyleconstructing a text is to
“read it against the grain”. Davies (1994) provideseloguent explanation of what

this entails:

Instead of achieving the reading the author imapioe intended,

reading against the grain involves disrupting tframe through a
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deconstructive examination of the detail. Readiity thhe author is like
planing with the grain of wood. The feeling is @eaable, the wood is
unified and whole and smooth as are the curledspfelvood that are
planed off. Planing against the grain, in contréstunpleasant, the
shoulder jars, the unity of oneself with the wosdlast. The gritty,

sharp, detailed, complexity of the wood stands mpdisorganised
spikes. It is not possible to see the wood in Hraesway any longer.
But one’s understanding of the wood is much riclaed the

smoothness is seen as an achieved relation witivoloel rather than

the essence of the wood itself. (p. 40)

Davies (1998) goes on to inform us that “deconstracwork does not make a
category useless” (p. 139). Derrida’s (1976/199t)am of erasuremakes this issue
clearer, that is, crossing out the word in a wagt tstill made it readable, thus

indicating that the word is still necessary, buiomger adequate.

Discourse analysis and action

Like the criticism of a relativist ontology that ngthing goes’, poststructural

discourse analysis has been criticised as notrigddiaction:

It still seems to be the case that constructiomists discourse analysts,
afraid of reifying any particular constructionsym&n ‘observers and
commentators’ leaving the action to others. ..ytheem particularly
wary of following this through in terms of recomnaatons for
change. (Burr, 1998, p. 25)

However, such a claim has been debated. Some svhigare suggested that the act of
disrupting what is, deconstructing meaning, recsiggi the effects of various subject
positions and refusing dominant discourses all haarg powerful effects (Davies,

1989b) from which specific recommendations for gertan be made (Parker,

Georgaca, Harper, McLaughlin, & Stowell-Smith, 1295

Willig (1998) suggests that a clear political pmsitis required to ground such
recommendations. Therefore acknowledging the palitand/or values base to one’s
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research is considered important (Gergen, 199@&jcé&rpsychology provides such a
base for me and enables me to challenge the dooenawsitivist, scientific
approaches to psychology have in interpreting, tstdeding and dealing with youth

violence.

Forms of discourse analysis

There are various forms of discourse analysis ditferent theoretical perspectives
and epistemologies, including forms which appea&csigally to critique dominant
psychological approaches, suchdascursive psycholog@willig, 2000) and dtical
discourse analysigStubbe et al., 2003). Different forms of discauranalysis
address different research questions. Even witbstspructural discourse analysis,
there are differences in the way particular writarse the ideas. However,
poststructural discourse analysis utilises a et epistemology and the
poststructural theoretical perspective in relatioianguage and discourse, outlined
earlier. This makes its focus a broad one, payttepgon to context and the impact

on subjectivity.

In terms of how to undertake discourse analysiskd?g1992) as well as Potter and
Wetherell (1987), are among the significant writerghis area who first provided
ways of undertaking the task. Parker, for examgdeje up with a range of criteria to
identify a discourse, including several designedassess the political and power
issues of most concern to poststructuralism andritacal psychology. Potter and
Wetherell outlined ten stages in their approactisoourse analysis that focused on
what the talk was doing and how people achieved thigectives. More recently,
Willig (2000) offers six stages to what she hasmeat Foucauldian discourse

analysis

While all of these writers have been influential dieveloping my approach to

poststructural discourse analysis, | have foundligiél six stages most helpful. In

Chapter Four, | provide more detail and how | dimwthese six stages to explore
young men’s understandings of their violence and $lubject positions made
available to them and to identify the constructiand discourses involved.
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Research Strategies

Often called research methods in positivist researesearch strategies refer to the
particular techniques | used, firstly, to gathesel@ch data and secondly, to analyse
that data. Great attention is given to researcthoust as evidenced by the multitude
of texts available on the subject, many of whiclmate a dichotomy between

qualitative and quantitative research methods.

It is at the level of method that the qualitativedgtitative divide is argued by some
writers (for example, Crotty, 1998; Grant & Gidd#g2002; Lather, 1992) to
actually occur. However, other writers (for exampl2enzin & Lincoln, 2000)

embed theoretical, methodological as well as epistegical aspects when they
define qualitative research as interpretive anticati Quantitative research is often
linked to positivist scientific methods. Conductiegrveys, applying psychometric
testing, holding structured interviews and utilgsirstatistical analyses for the
numerical data generated are common examples withgitional psychological

research. Equally, many qualitative techniqueshsag interviews and discourse

analysis can and do get used within a positivisagigm.

Whilst the choice of research strategies is notdgieymined by the chosen
epistemology, theoretical perspective or methodglapere is usually a strong
connection (Grant & Giddings, 2002). How thesetstyees are applied is dependent
on the methodological and theoretical perspectisesi, as well as being influenced
by an awareness of the principles derived from temislogical and ontological
concerns. In this way, the entire research process) the development of the
research questions to the writing-up of the reseaas much as entry into the field

and analysis of the data, must be aligned.

Research informed by poststructural thought offensay to disrupt the dominant
psychological knowledge about youth violence, big tannot be done by critiquing
the discipline’s research methods (Hughes, 199@}e&d, critique must occur at the
level of epistemology, theoretical perspective amethodology. Research based on
positivist science does not report the philosogheesis, theoretical perspective or

the methodology of its research. It no longer hay aeed to articulate its
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foundations because positivist science has becbeneaegemonic form of knowledge
production (Hughes, 1990). Instead, only the spemikearch methods employed are
reported and it is at this level that researctvauated within traditional psychology.
This evaluation is generally restricted to an afgataof whether the research is valid
scientifically. Such evaluation does not aim torgp@or improve the discipline, but
rather to contribute to the modernist ideal of phegress of scientific knowledge.

In contrast, this thesis is centred on the broadogdphical and theoretical
foundations of mainstream psychology’s knowledgedpction and its particular
dominance. For constructions of youth violence égdme dominant they must be
widely known and legitimated. In addition, thesenstouctions must influence the
practices of social institutions, for example, withprisons. Whilst considerable
specialisation occurs within psychological theagsimuch of this knowledge is not
yet widely known nor accepted as dominant acroskipteisocial sites. Therefore,
the critique offered here covers broad and commmerstandings regarding the
theories of youth violence, albeit the boundariésvbat is common are always

shifting and not fixed.

The knowledge produced from different paradigmddiigerent and is used for
different purposes. It is used to make significadifferent claims. When it comes to
youth violence, there has been extensive knowlegigeerated by psychology
informed by positivism, which has become dominalttis knowledge has been
produced using a reductionist and context-free @ggr that is based on the
humanist individual that has been stripped of angpmlexity. Critical psychology
together with poststructuralist discourse analgsigbles me to trouble this humanist
subject. In the next chapter on research ethicgploee the way in which dominant
discourses position young men who have been viaedtalso how research that is

critical and outside the positivist science paradig viewed.
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CHAPTER THREE

POSITIONING THROUGH THE
ETHICAL APPROVAL PROCESS

This chapter discusses the material effects tlattiminant discourses around youth
violence had on the process of gaining ethical @augr for my research. This
discussion discloses a paradigm clash in undegakipoststructural research study

within a field claimed by the positivist scientifi@adition of mainstream psychology.

Like all research, research that aims to talk taungp people about their
understandings of their own violence brings with fange of ethical issues that must
be considered and managed to minimise any potensikl to participants, the
researcher and others. It is my responsibility assaarcher to ensure that my study
is conducted in an ethical manner. However, whabeieved to be ethical is

contestable.

In general terms, my initial plan was to interviefivstly individually and then in
groups, up to 36 young people, aged between 10 l&hgears old who had
committed serious violent acts. | planned to udlexable, recursive, conversational
style of interviewing to explore participants’ umsandings of and ascriptions of
meaning to their own violence. While the specifiategies | planned to use are
common in social science research, they were dmkeBy institutional ethics
committees on various grounds as being inappr@pfiat use with young people
who had been violent. It seemed to me that my chag®gproach challenged the
authoritative, dominant discourses around youttenice on which the institutional

bodies that needed to approve my research reliechugh the process of applying
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for ethical approval, | experienced how the powedaminant discourses regulates
and positions subjects.

| offer my reading of the various texts (lettersrbal exchanges, memos and emails)
that | received from the institutional bodies dgrithe process of obtaining ethical
approval. In this exploration, | specifically focus how the participants, the
research and the researcher were positioned byotitménant discourses drawn on by

these gatekeepers of research.

Ethical Approval Process

There were two main institutional bodies from whiageeded to obtain approval for
my research to proceédlhe first was the Department of Child, Youth arairily
Services (Child, Youth and Family), which is the WNe&ealand government
department responsible for young people who havenutied violent offences (as
well as those requiring care and protection ses)iceThe second was the Victoria
University of Wellington Human Ethics Committee (B

My applications to these institutions identifiedrange of ethical issues that |
considered to be pertinent to researching youtHemé® using my particular
approach and | developed strategies for managiegethl considered that such
ethical issues revolved around two key aspectstlfiparticipants were potentially
vulnerable due to their age and client status (thabeing a client of Child, Youth
and Family). Such status may be thought to redbe& tevel of autonomy and
choice as research participants. Secondly, thec tapbi violence is generally
considered to be a sensitive one as it often gwwera large amount of fear.
Furthermore, discussion of violence tends to predwtrong opinions about
explanatory theories and proposed solutions. Fopgbetors of violence, talking
about what they had done could therefore be ditffou them.

71 later applied to the New Zealand Department of Corrections for additional participants when numbers from Child,
Youth and Family were low, as explained in Chapter Four.

8 The Research and Access Committee (RAC) of Child, Youth and Family is an access committee and not
specifically an ethics committee. Although ethical issues are considered, the RAC is focused on client and
operational issues rather than researcher issues.
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| undertook extensive consultation and negotiatuath Child, Youth and Family to
obtain their approval and develop my specific sfyas for accessing their clients in
a way that best suited the organisation and th8cgmnts. It took approximately
three months to obtain their approval. This waslatively straightforward process
that involved acceptance of my application aftee oavision, which incorporated

several negotiated changes.

However, it took a considerably longer time (16 mhash to gain ethical approval
from the Victoria University of Wellington for myesearch. Due to the
organisational structure of the Human Ethics Coneeg (HEC), | effectively
applied to three different University HEGsand in response to various concerns

raised by these HECs several revised applicatiars submitted.

My first application went to the School of PsychpjoHEC. Due to changing my
enrolment to education, my second application wenthe School of Education
HEC. After deciding that the issues involved regdimore expertise, the School of
Education HEC then referred my application to thairmUniversity HEC. Each
change in the university applications requiredHertconsultation and negotiation
with Child, Youth and Family to ensure their agreaito these changes. There were
some distinct differences as well as important lsinties in the issues of concern
identified by the different University HECs and wiChild, Youth and Family that |

have highlighted here from a poststructural disgerperspective.

Constructions of Youth and Their Influence

Prior to looking at how the participants of my rasd were positioned by the ethics
committees, it is important to consider the broackemtext within which youth is

constructed generally. Adolescence is a term tloajuces up images of youth,
vitality, adventure, excitement, carefree times #mel beginnings of intimate peer
relationships as well as images of puberty probleand hormonal imbalances,

trouble with parents, being disaffected with schaold the use of drugs and alcohol

9 A main University Human Ethics Committee provides oversight to the research of the university, and separate
Human Ethics Committees (effectively sub-committees of the main one) exist for those Schools that have a
sufficient volume of research projects.
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as well as alternative clothing and music. Westeggemonic discourses of youth
mark young people as different to adults and dgffiéto children, and there is also
an expectation of some type of ‘trouble’ associatéti being a teenager. However,
these concepts of adolescence or youth are spciafistructed and have relevance
primarily for current westernised societies whehese subject positions are
available. Within some cultures, the concept of lesttence does not hold any
meaning, and therefore the subject position ofest@nt does not exist, for example,

young Samoan women (Tupuola, 1998).

Developmentalism in an objectivist psychology, tisatthe assumption of regulated
natural change, has been heavily criticised (Burm&f@94) and an anti-
developmental approach has been developed byatnitsychology (Burman, 1994;
Morss, 1996). If the construct of youth was a ursady accepted, objective
category that was a naturally occurring developalestage, as the construct of
developmentalism proposes, then it would be redden@ expect a clear, well-
defined categorisation. But the ways of categddsasre not at all clear cut, and

thus the labelling of anyone as a youth is not $bmg that encapsulates meaning.

Various social institutions that regulate and giboe the populace are primarily
designed around chronological age to determineséinéices they provide and when
to confer social rights and responsibilities (M@rs396). Thus age becomes a strong
determinant of what is possible and when, althotlgh differs across different
arenas, for example, when someone can drive éeeae school, drink alcohol, or be
considered either a juvenile or adult offender. &lieione day (one’s birthday) can
make a difference between being a juvenile or autt.ad

Prior to the mid-nineteenth century, children weated the same as adults in the
justice system. The construct of juvenile delinguedid not emerge until this time,
when the juvenile delinquent became an object $gchpological technologies (Rose,
1985). Disorders of behaviour within school chilurgere regularly associated with
later criminality in the young, which was viewed“t#se symptom of a psychological
problem” (p. 174). Hence, mainstream psychologytdsthed its authority over

juvenile offending.
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When it comes to determining the age at which so@ean be held responsible for
their criminal activity, there are several aspectsbe considered (Urbas, 2000).
Firstly, the age at which a child is deemed ablknow right from wrong is 10 years
in New Zealand, Australia and the UK. Thereforenddcunder 10 years old cannot
be held criminally responsible. Secondly, the ledgfinition of doli incapax states
that, a child is incapable of committing a crimilaat between the ages of 10 and 14
years. Children of this age who have engaged iivigcthat could be read as
criminal are therefore often dealt with by the cangl protection system rather than
the justice system. Finally, after the age of 1drgea young person is deemed to be
fully responsible for their criminal acts (except fnurder and manslaughter in New
Zealand, where the age limit is 10 years) and &adtdvith by the youth court.
However, it is possible to have a young persontéckdy the justice system as an
adult if the crime is considered by the courtséghrticularly serious (Urbas, 2000).
Therefore age is not always the determinant optbeess.

Although young people are often viewed as vulneralpld as requiring protection by
social systems of regulation, they are also pastibas highly troublesome and
prone to violence. Media reports highlight incideof serious violence committed
by youth and statistics that record violent crimme aften used to show that young
people under 18 years of age are frequently thegpetors (Newbold, 2000).

Paradoxically, despite anticipating trouble or gimde from young people, primarily
young men, there also appears to be an expectairsuch violence will not be
serious, at least in modern times and in peacefuhities. An idealised version of
youth violence exists that seems to reflect theitiposng of young people as
innocents, having some misguided fun but needingn@aries and protection.
Disbelief and shock are generally expressed whamgomen commit violent

atrocities, for example, the high-profile schoolssecre in the USA at Columbine
High School (Pollack, 2000).

Young people can thus be seen as being positionearious dualisms. First there is
the adult/child dualism. Young people are viewed having adult needs but
occupying a child status. For example, some arenpsyyet are unable to vote until
they are 18 years old. Second, there is a prot&discipline dualism. Young people
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are seen to be in need of protection as well adimgé¢o be disciplined. Then there is
a good/bad dualism. They are viewed as having patdor good but are also seen
as being essentially bad. For example, young peagdeseen as the hope for the
future and given support to develop to their fulltgmtial. Yet, there is also an
expectation that young people will often behaveways that do not support the
social good and so they are restricted by schdadips and social rules based on this
assumption. Additionally, there is a loved/fearelém in which they are viewed
as needing to be loved but they are also seen iag bhacontrollable and so are
feared. Therefore the provision of a nurturing emwmnent is seen as an essential
component to the development of ‘good’ characteit. &lolescence is also seen as a
time of stress, and the hormonal changes that odaung this time are often

regarded as contributing to this notion of uncdretmlity.

Given these dualisms, the subject positions auaildior young people are
contradictory and for those who have been viol&wetytare particularly negative.
These dominant views of youth are what are avaldbl ethics committees that

inform part of the basis from which they make ttuscisions.

As an ethical researcher, | believed it was nesgsso cover in my ethics
application any potential distress or other adversmtuality | could envisage based
on my previous experience of working with traumal anisis, with both mandated
and voluntary clients of all age groups. To thigl,eh ensured | addressed the
possibility of negative reactions, such as feetinghe level of unease. | also included
the most extreme, but in my view (based on my ptmal experience), the most
unlikely reaction, that is, that participants macbme violent during the interview.
Given that ethical approval is predominantly abamuielioration of risk, | provided a

range of specific strategies to manage the rigngfnegative reaction.

When research participants are constructed ashyatdtisk’ by institutional ethics

committees they are pathologised and become tanfptternalistic approaches (see
Cumiskey’s contribution in Weis & Fine, 2000). Thesearch can be refused on this
basis of protection if considered necessary. lteapgd that the participants in my

research were positioned as ‘youth-at-risk’, ondhe hand, but also as dangerous,
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violent and ‘abnormal’ on the other. This was a anajbstacle that | needed to

overcome to gain approval for my research.

In discussing my experience of the ethics apprgualcess as an example of
discursive effects, | refer to the various textsrirthe ethics committees to show how
the research participants were positioned by ekmjothe concerns raised by the

ethics committees.

Positioning Participants

Participants as dangerousness

The young people | wanted to talk to were those héb been convicted of a violent
offence and therefore took up the subject posiiotyoung violent offender” within

discourses of youth violence. They were clearlyitmmwed as dangerous and
impulsively volatile, which was the prime concerhtibe University HECs. There
was an expectation that participants were mordylikean not to be violent during
the interview or afterwards. It seemed that thergs va general belief, or an
uncertainty for the University HECs that talkingoab their own acts of violence
would create immediate violence. This was reflected instance in the following

comments:

Research with participants in these kinds of sgdtwhere there is an
individual working with individuals who have a hosy of violent
behaviour can carry substantial risk to both psrt@ad others working
or living in the setting (University HEC, Memo Org8 June, 2001).

The researcher will have no control over the stdtemind of the
participants during the interview. This can affélee safety of the
researcher (School of Education HEC, as cited iveéssity HEC,
Memo One, 29 June, 2001).

Such a view of young people who have been violesttjpns them as being so out-
of-control that they are considered likely to elttanyone at any time and talking

about their violence is regarded as enough of avqumation to cause this.
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Furthermore, the young people were viewed as people would attack without

considering the consequences and without the n@ed Mmotive. Such violence is
seen as irrational and therefore these young pewplalso positioned as irrational. It
appeared that their dangerousness was being médiat only one factor, their past

violence.

In contrast, the dangerousness of these partigpeas not the main issue of concern
for Child, Youth and Family. This lower level ofmcern with dangerousness may be
due to the organisation’s familiarity with such wgupeople and an intimate
knowledge of the context and how situations maynienaged as well as the
associated risks. Instead, their primary concers tha potential stress participants

would experience, not in the interview but latehen listening to their tapes:

The proposal requires young people to review thamtio tapes and
transcripts. The Committee thinks that they needddothis in a
supervised setting because of the potential hartinetm of reliving the
material to which they will be listening (Child, Mth and Family,
Research Access Committee, Letter, 14 Novembef])200

Participants as ‘abnormal’
Communications to me from the School of PsycholétiyC used language that
positioned young people who had been violent asdahal’, applying diagnostic

labels, and suggesting that it was a grave errogdard participants as ‘normal’:

The population targeted in your research is notoamal' adolescent
one. Instead, it is children who are [a] engagimdabnormal’ violent
behaviour (and may well be classified as havingrdact disorder);
and [b] most likely to have very troubled psychabad histories
(School of Psychology HEC, Email, 5 February, 2001)
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The title of your proposal suggests that your nesees with a 'normal’
group of adolescents, when it is clearly i¢School of Psychology
HEC, Email, 5 February, 2001).

From the above comments from the committee, it assiple to see that an
normal/abnormal dualism is posited. This languaggtipns young people who have
been violent as ‘abnormal’, rather than allowing tiscription to be associated with
many possible positions. In addition, these statésnact to position the writer (me)
as being ignorant of who these young people ‘reallg and hence | am positioned

as naive.

Further comments also conveyed an assumption onpé#ne of the School of
Education HEC that participants, because of théiemce, would already be

subject/ed to therapeutic intervention:

Additionally, the research situation is one withieththe participants
are likely to be less familiar than the therapeuime (School of
Education HEC, as cited in University HEC, Memo ©O88 June,
2001).

Placing the participants within a setting of thenafc intervention positions
participants within the domain of abnormal psyclglo

Participant positioning and limitations to my reseach

The subject positions made available — by the Usityeethics committees outlined
here — for young people who have been violent n@yonly demonise (mark them
as evil) (Staub, 2003) but also pathologise therarknthem as ‘abnormal’). The
committees’ language was couched within a particplaradigm: the dominant
‘authority’ of mainstream psychology, which prigles scientific knowledge,
positioning offenders as ‘abnormal’ and therefohe therapeutic subjects of a
clinical gaze, with little opportunity for their awvoice. This raises a difficult

paradox: an ethics committee cannot deal adequaittyother knowledge than that

10 At that point, the title of the research was “Adolescent talk on adolescent violence”.
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offered by dominant discourses around youth viadhthis other knowledge is seen
as intelligible within those discourses that itwisaupon.

Neither Child, Youth and Family nor the Universi§ECs would approve my
proposal to talk to young people who were in thenewnity. Instead, these
organisations required me to talk only to partiofgavho were supervised full time
in a secure residential facility. Again the issdie@ncern was the dangerousness of
participants. Despite the fact that the young peaplquestion had been through a
legal process (either court or a youth justice Ban@roup Conference) that
considered them safe enough to remain in the contynuirwas not deemed safe for
me to talk to them about their violence. Containtnainthe young person was the
only acceptable strategy for mitigating such ri€lonsequently, this study was

restricted to interviewing those young people wlesenincarcerated.

A further restriction was placed on my researchtstyy by the approval process. |
planned to hold group discussions with participdali®wing individual interviews.

Child, Youth and Family explained their reasoniagrefusing these focus groups:

The group process is of concern to the Committes=se research
indicates that peer relationships are [@ng a significant contributor to
on-going violence. Group work is not recommendetth wiolent young
people (Child, Youth and Family, Research Access@itee, Letter,
14 November, 2000).

Such reasoning may be read as reflecting the utadeliag that peer group influence
is a primary and known cause of youth violence #mat talking together will
reinforce or result in violence. This line of argemb is surprising given that
authorities, such as Child, Youth and Family, haihese young people together and
many therapeutic intervention programmes use gweoni- with young people who
have been violent. Indeed, much of my professigmattice with young offenders
involved working in groups. | was interested in maing the discussion between
participants in a group setting. Refusal to apprtve aspect of my research on
youth violence unfortunately meant that the outc®rok such a research strategy

could not be explored, leaving a smaller knowletdgse for future research and
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maintaining a significant methodological and pholpkical limitation on the
decision-making processes of ethics and access itteam

| propose that there are alternatives to the nadiseursive positioning suggested by
the language of the committees’ documents abowernatives that are open to the
possibility that these young people occupy multiptesitionings in a variety of

discourses. For example, there is the young mansatiagely raped his girlfriend. A

dominant discourse around youth violence positlinsas a savage rapist, therefore
dangerous at all times. However, this young man alan be humorous with his

friends, a caring brother or son, and passiveenrterview situation, suggesting that
as well as being violent, young people take up roffusitions in other discourses.
For example, some years ago in New Zealand, seyeualg men sexually assaulted
their male mate with a broom-handle (Hay-McKenZ@02). The media accounts
positioned these young men as sex offenders wattdiscourse of ‘abnormal’ youth

violence (Taylor, 2002). However, these same yoonaym were also positioned as
leaders in their school and considered high achsewe another discourse that
constructs pro-social behaviour. This contradictioh multiple positions helps

explain the shock, confusion and disbelief of pedpkat was reported in the media,
because these young men did not fit the singullajestiposition of being dangerous
that is created by dominant discourses of youtkemite and the humanist subject of

a modernist psychology.

Positioning the Research as Clinical

In addition to positioning the participants as therapeutic subjects of traditional
psychological approaches, the research itself wased as beinglinical research.

Comments from the School of Psychology HEC makeipe&eference to this:

Although we understand you are not a New Zealagtexed clinical
psychologist, your application contains materiait thuggests you are
approaching the research from a clinical perspecti8chool of
Psychology HEC, Email, 5 February, 2001).

61



It is SOPHEC'’s [School of Psychology HEC] underdtag that CYFS

[Child, Youth and Family] was more interested itharapeutic story-

telling approach, which would again give the reslkeahe appearance
of clinical research which it cannot be (SchoolRsychology HEC,

Email, 5 February, 2001).

Although 1 did not use clinical language in my ethapplication or suggest | would
be using a clinical approach, if a dominant psyogiglal viewpoint considers the
topic of youth violence and those who commit vigkeras ‘abnormal’, then this
could lead to viewing any research in the areaalis:id within the clinical domain.

In addition, my written strategy to assist part@ifs to monitor and manage their

own stress levels could also be read as clinical.

In the paradigm of clinical research, the questmn appropriate knowledge,
experience and training becomes pertinent. Thappeared that for the School of
Psychology HEC, only a registered clinical psychab was viewed as an
appropriate person to undertake the research tipgbgosed. However, marking
research as clinical with such requirements cant@axclude exploration of the

phenomena by other disciplines and by other rekesgproaches.

The power of this claim and the discursive positigrof the research as clinical and
the participants as therapeutic subjects are teflem subsequent comments from

the University HECs. For example:

The Committee believes that for the safety of altips this proposed
research must be supported by appropriate climedationships with
the offenders and that such clinical support shdaddquite clearly
separate from the researcher (University HEC, Mé&mo, 14 August,
2001).

Related to the positioning of the research asadinivas concern that the research
would become confused with therapy in the mindshef participants, which was

viewed as potentially harmful, regarding the isase
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At present, the proposal seems to show inadequetecaess of the
potential for research and therapy in this casbetimme confused, and
thus exacerbate risk (University HEC, Memo OneJ@%, 2001).

Yet, at the same time, there were concerns that thas a need for a clinical aspect

to the research process:

The applicant proposes to go into the researcht®tuas a researcher
not as a therapist. The committee is concernedhkatesearch process
might raise issues that would disturb the partitipa Since the
researcher will not be in an ongoing therapeutiatimship with the
participants, she will not be involved in a follaye- if this were
necessary. These disturbances may also not be iiatelgdclear
(School of Education HEC, as cited in UniversityGEBemo One, 29
June, 2001).

While the University HECs viewed the approach armshtent of my proposed
interviews as therapy and saw this as problem@tidd, Youth and Family saw the
potential for my approach to the interviews as gehealing’ for the young people

and associated healing with safety. They suggesttdrytelling approach:

The data collecting process would be safer becafishe healing
characteristics in the storytelling process and there equal
relationship between the researcher and the yoerspp (Child, Youth
and Family, Research Access Committee, Letter,dveMber, 2000).

The comments by Child, Youth and Family highlightnamber of issues. It is
possible to read an assumption that these younpgleoe®ed healing and that it is
possible and desirable that this occurs within seaech process, there is also an
apparent assumption that healing occurs from tleegss of telling. This offers a
contrasting approach to the concerns of the UnityeHECs regarding the fusion of
research and therapy.

A critique of these contrasting perspectives suiggésat what is considered to

constitute human kindness or ethical human intenacand what is viewed as
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therapy or therapeutic outcomes depends on theetesl perspective being used.
From a positivist psychological perspective, ipassible that positive outcomes for
people resulting from respectful interactions wétother may become labelled as
therapeutic. However, such therapeutic outcomeviawed as being the exclusive
domain of clinical professionals. Therefore suctoacept of therapy can lead to a
view that a conversation about a particular tofhattalso covers a person’s
understandings and emotions is therapy. Unfortiymati@s means that the value of
friendships, social networks, supportive familyateinships as well as considerate
interaction within a research process are at riskeing diminished in particular

contexts.

The University HECs’ concern regarding the confosibetween research and
therapy had an unfortunate impact on me during fiblelwork. The first two
participants referred to their fathers’ violencetie interview and my anxiety of
moving the interview into territory that could halvecome highly emotional led me
to choose not to follow up on their comments. 1 ¥&ry dissatisfied with this choice

I made. | felt that | was disrespectful to the ggpants in not exploring what they
had offered me. In later discussions with my suigery | learnt that researchers
without ‘clinical’ experience would have followegutheir comments. Upon
reflection, this suggested that | had experienbedhaterial effects of the discourses

around positivist research and therapy as consgtrain

Positioning the Researcher’s Clinical Competence

The discursive framework of clinical research ud®d the ethics committees
operated to position myself, as the researcheruyrapialified and ill-informed.
Coming from a theoretical perspective informed kgstptructural thought and
critical psychology, | chose my language carefuify writing up my ethics
applications, for example, referring to particiga@ais young people rather than as
offenders, and | did not position the research lescal. Additionally, since | was
doing the research as a postgraduate studeni® dalsnot refer to my professional
experience. Yet, it seemed that by taking this epg, | found myself positioned as

naive, and as not knowing the area, the issuethagotential risks involved:

64



It would be undesirable and inappropriate for esperwithout proven
clinical skills to be conducting this research (&mhof Psychology
HEC, Email, 5 February, 2001).

Unless you can satisfy the committee that you teagethe experience
and registered qualification to undertake the me$eproposed here, the
committee is of the view that very substantial gemnto the project
would be necessary before the proposed researchsafasfor all
participants, and the University’s potential ligtyilwas adequately
protected (University HEC, Memo One, 29 June, 2001)

Within the dominant discourses around youth viodgriowas initially positioned as
having “inadequate awareness” (University HEC, Mef@aoe, 29 June, 2001)
because | did not speak of diagnostic labels ohot that are associated with a
positivist psychological approach to clinical resbawith a so-called ‘abnormal’
population. Despite their concerns regarding trstofu of research and therapy, one
consequence of constructing the proposed researcimaal was that the University
HECs considered research that talked to young peabbut their own violence
required the clinical skills and qualification obraseone experienced in working
therapeutically with such a group. Consequentlytilised the same discursive

framework to provide a detailed professional pdidfo

The language used for job titles, descriptions,lifications and so on contained
within the portfolio employed highly ‘clinical’ layuage, such as assessment,
treatment, psychological reports, clients, clinisapervision, specialist programmes
and juvenile offenders. While the University HEC snvien satisfied that | had
“substantial professional experience” (UniversitffE] Memo Two, 14 August,
2001), the discursive effect of my response wag i@ language in our
correspondence became increasingly clinical anceroffender-focused. Rather than
continuing to talk about young people as “partiofga and “individuals” (University
HEC, Memo Two, 29 June, 2001), the University HE@wvnreferred to “violent
young offenders” (University HEC, Memo Two, 14 Asgu2001).
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Professional experience and knowledge alone, hawesxse not sufficient for me to
gain approval, but a revised ethics application gusitioned the research as clinical
and participants as therapeutic subjects corresithin the expected discursive
framework did. In this application | used the saatieical discourse in which |
described how | would utilise my ‘clinical’ skill® assess, monitor and manage risk
in the interviews and provided my rationale for @pe strategies using a clinical

discourse. This application was given approval éggeendix A).

It would appear that having specific psychologigahlifications and clinical skills
offered some type of guarantee of safety to thevéisity HECs, since only those
with such skills are considered as being able ltodafely to these particular youth
about their violence. This ignores that others,éoample, police, teachers, parents
and caregivers can and do safely talk to young lpaeho have been violent about
their violence. However, from a dominant psychatag)i perspective, clinical

authority is thought to be the legitimate power.

Concerns regarding power and authority within #&earch setting were also raised.
The School of Education HEC considered that | hatctatken a position of authority

in the research interviews that | proposed:

The committee is concerned that participants (whwehcommitted

violent actions) may not distinguish between a asgeer's non-

judgemental response and the response of a therpisther words

they may perceive the researcher as “not fussedutathe violent

behaviour. If so, we are concerned about the patenessage that the
participant/s might get about the desirability diheswise of violent

behaviour (School of Education HEC, as cited invdrsity HEC,

Memo 1, 29 June, 2001).

“Non-judgemental” seemed to equate with ‘permissess’ in this context, and the
HEC can be read as viewing the role of the researal authoritarian parent, to
emphasise the ‘wrongness’ of their violence togh#icipants. While this could be

seen to be outside the responsibilities of a rebear taking such a patronising and
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protective role towards young people can be comstte valid one from the
perspective of the dominant discourses around ydisttussed earlier.

Conclusion

Alternative views of young people who have beenevib are subjugated by the
dominant discourses used by the various committegsplied to. The subsequent
constraints on what is permitted as research haeffiect of silencing the voices of
many young people who have been violent. By exolydiertain kinds of studies, it

is possible that only the discourses around abndymnfar example, can be heard.

As the government department that works with argldtatutory authority for these
young people, Child, Youth and Family clearly hadiféerent view on aspects of the
research process to the university HECs, incluaduhgt they labelled as risks and
how to manage these risks. Such a difference stgted Child, Youth and Family
was informed by a different discursive frameworkdded, the organisation appears
to operate from a predominantly social work pertpec with many of their
principles and workforce based within that diseipliHowever, this perspective was
not legitimated as the authority by the ethics cattems for my research. Instead, it
was considered to fall within the boundaries ofrsiteam psychology.

An interest in youth violence is shared by manyigisnes and professions, so that
making such research the sole province of scieniiychology is very limiting,
given the restrictions that are inherent in itsifpast approach. However, science is
considered the legitimated authority on which ffutlaims are made, as Sarup
(1993) describes:

The state spends large amounts of money to enaldace to pass
itself off as an epic. The state’s own credibiigybased on that epic,
which it uses to obtain the public consent its slearmakers need.
Science, in other words, is governed by the denwnégitimation.
The two myths which have acted as justifications ifestitutional
scientific research — that of the liberation of lamity and that of the

speculative unity of all knowledge — are also matlanyths. (p. 137)
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My experience of the ethical approval process destnates the difficulties of
conducting critical research generally, but moretipalarly for research that
investigates socially sensitive phenomena (Birdin@oth, Duncan, & Roberson,
2005). In reflecting on this journey, | have poretepon how my proposed research
would have been received if | had changed onlyaspect, for example, if | wanted
to talk with adults or examine school bullying, ibrl had proposed a structured
interview or survey approach. | question whether shme discourses would have
prevailed. | expect the research would have be@stoacted as less sensitive and

therefore fewer restrictions would have applied.

Several significant questions are raised by my eepee and my exploration of the

texts from the ethics committees.

* How do we resolve the challenge of how dominantalisses can position

research participants?

* How can critical research take place in areas dddmbe ‘clinical’ when the
discipline of ‘clinical’ psychology is scientificra by its very nature

uncritical?
* Finally, how can ethics committees operate outdmainant discourses?

Ethics committees appear to have a dilemma. Thest m&lly on current, dominant
authority on which to base their decisions, ye$ thilimiting as it encompasses the
privileged scientific knowledge of the dominant atiarses. Therefore critical

research is constrained.
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE RESEARCH STRATEGIES
USED

In response to the high level of risk perceivedls various ethics committees that
my proposed research initially generated, | maderaber of changes to my ethics
application. This revised application was approvAd. well as using a clinical
discursive framework and outlining how | would amoedte risk through clinical
expertise, | reduced the number of participants ltead originally put forward. To
achieve the research purposes with this smallerbeurof participants, | needed to
focus the research more tightly. To do this, | @ased the lower age limit of
participants from 10 years to 13 years, as it wddde been difficult to access the
younger aged participants, and | chose to intengaly males, which allowed me to

concentrate on their specific gender issues.

After receiving approval from the Victoria Univesf Wellington’s Human Ethics
Committee; Child, Youth and Family then gave tligal approval. These approvals
were for me to interview between 5 and 8 young mafeEuropean descefitaged
between 13 and 16 years who resided in a Childflyaod Family secure residential

facility for having committed one or more violerftemces (see Appendix B).

" Interviewing participants with a similar cultural background to my own was a mandatory requirement specified by
Child, Youth and Family. This requirement was premised on the view that cultural safety would be maintained by
reducing what was seen as a risk that indigenous Maori would be objectified by white European research. This
was described as having occurred in the past.
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In addition to discussing the relevant ethical éssand how | addressed them, this
chapter also provides the detail of how | went alvesearching youth violence, the
way in which | interviewed the participants and ragproach to analysing the
information | gathered. | describe the young merowkere involved and how |
accessed them in the facilities that held themisd @utline how | structured the
interview and include something of my experiencéhminterviews. This is followed
by a brief explanation of how | managed the intexwiranscripts. Finally, | outline
the procedures | employed to organise the infoionafor the analysis and the types

of questions that | used to interrogate the intaniexts.

Recruiting Participants

My expectation of the fieldwork component of myeasch was that | would be able
to choose who to interview from a list of possipteing men, and | anticipated that
this would allow me to select from a range of aged types of violence. | also
expected to undertake an intensive period of fielthvio complete all the interviews
within a relatively short space of time. Intereghn despite the political rhetoric of
the New Zealand elections at that time, which wascerned with plans to ‘crack
down’ on increasing youth violence ("Time to actymuth," 2002), there were very

few incarcerated young men who met the selectiiterizr?

| interviewed seven participants for this studyeThst two participants who were
eligible were identified and then interviewed in rAp2002. However, after six
months there were no further potential participadéntified. As a consequence of
the small numbers of eligible young men availalleChild, Youth and Family, |
approached the New Zealand Department of Corrextionaccess young men of
European descent, aged under 18 years who weheimRublic Prison youth units
for violent offences. After some negotiations, ¢ewed approval from Corrections
(see Appendix C) and the Victoria University of Weajton Human Ethics
Committee approved an extension to include thescipants. Corrections did not

require any additional changes to my approach,upnebly because by that stage |

12There were Maori and Pacific Island young men who had committed violent offences in the secure facilities, but
they were outside the approved selection criteria for this study.
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already had University and Child, Youth and Fanapproval, and two interviews
had been completed without problems.

Six young men were identified by Corrections asmgetligible to participate. Of
these, four were interviewed in November 2002.dditon, another two from Child,
Youth and Family were identified and of these temoe participant was interviewed.
Making a total of seven participants with the twberviewed earlier. However, at
this time no more young men were considered likelge available before the end of
the year, as there were none on remand in eithpafaent. Hence, between April
and November 2002 | accessed the entire populéti@nof young men who met the
selection criteria. The specific number of resegratticipants was not a theoretical
or a methodological concern for this research. rpmadive research using a
subjectivist epistemology and a poststructural @ghn considers even one
participant to be a legitimate research target seat does not attempt to provide
generalisable findings as would be the case irtipissiresearch (Crotty, 1998).

All potential participants were approached abouhdpenvolved in the study and |
interviewed seven of these young men. Of the thrtee were not interviewed, only
one potential participant was not interested inlifig out more about the study. One
other chose not to participate after | had desdrtbe study in detail to him. Another
participant who was interested in being intervieweds not seen as he was
transferred to the community on the day we hadddee to meet and therefore no

longer met the selection criteria.

The seven young men who participated in this stadye from five secure facilities,
three from Child, Youth and Family and four fromr@ations. These facilities are
located in both the North and South Island of Neealand. To protect the
participants’ identities | will not specify whichesure facilities participants came
from. Out of five national Child, Youth and Familgsidences, there are four that
house young people aged 10 to 16 who have youtitgussues. Within the Public
Prison System of Corrections, there are four youltlits that are designed to

accommodate all male inmates aged 14 to 17 anerabfe inmates aged 18 to 19.
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Accessing participants

The process agreed upon by Child, Youth and Farailg, Corrections for recruiting
individual participants involved working through antact person. The practice
manager for the Child, Youth and Family residenu@ the managers for each of the
youth units in Corrections were identified by tlespective organisations as the most

appropriate people to act in this role for eacteptal participant in their facility.

My purpose in using a contact person was to remmeefrom the initial phases
aimed at informing potential participants about shedy. In this way, the identity of
those who did not want to be involved would be @cted. In addition, this process
was used so that participants first heard aboutrésearch through someone they
already knew, which aimed to reduce the risk ofirtlieeling pressured to be

involved.

In this role, the contact person identified thoseeptial participants in their unit who
met the selection criteria. When potential pgoaats were identified, each contact
person provided me with anonymous demographic mmédion, a brief description of
the young person’s offences and their sentencihgrrration. | accepted all the
participants that were suggested as being apptegaathe study.

The contact person then met with each young maxpain the study, provide the
Invitation To Participate(see Appendix D) and to answer any questions. Mbst
those approached were very keen to be involvedpahdone chose not to go ahead
at this early stage. It was interesting for me @éarithat one of the younger ones was
initially puzzled as to why he was invited to bpaaticipant as he viewed neither his
assault convictions nor his sexual offences asemipl nevertheless, after some
explanation by the contact person, he wanted tmym@ved. For those participants
who were interested in taking part, | made arrareggmwith the contact person for
me to meet with each young man in order to prowidee specific information about

the study, to gain his consent and to organiséntieeview.

To prepare the contact people for their role, vpted documentation and discussed
the nature and purpose of the study, the proceksaes$ would use and their specific

role in the study. | was in close contact with eank by email and telephone during
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the process of identifying potential participantsldo make arrangements for my
visit to meet with the young men and undertakerterviews.

The contact person also had another role. They wele the person to whom |
reported any concerns | had regarding the safepadfcipants or others or myself.

Ultimately, there was no need to use this precautio

Doing research in secure facilities

My dealings with each facility also included makiagangements that took account
of their security issues and procedures. Thesegeraents related to the timing of
the interview and its location; arranging for pagants to be able to contact me;
gaining permission for me to bring in taping equgnt) refreshments and materials
to participants; the availability of an adult supperson for participants to bring to
the interview if they wished; and arranging for t#pants to access staff for

debriefing after their interview if necessary.

Prior to meeting potential participants, | met waidich contact person on my arrival
at their facility. | was provided with a tour of éhfacility, discussed security
procedures and arrangements, and in most casesd/ibw interview rooms | would
be using. | familiarised myself with safety ands#ly protocols in each location so
that in the event of any emergency, or any probtemaehaviour by the young
person or in the general population, | would bedblact swiftly and appropriately. |
also carried a personal alarm. As | was familiathwsimilar facilities and their
procedures through my professional experience istrlia, this was not an unusual
process for me and | appreciated the importanaiisforientation for both myself
and the staff of the facility. The process of gaihgugh a series of locked doors and
security procedures (for example, having my bagched), although not new to me,
reminded me of the type of environment these yomegp were in. During one of
these tours, a young person whom | did not inteanbecame agitated by something
| was not aware of and started swearing and kickomge furniture. Staff responded
immediately to calm him down. This incident wasoaésreminder of what it can be
like for those who live and work in these secureirmmments and reminded me of

the pervasiveness of the institutional context.
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| also provided information about my research bfttmally and informally to
facility staff. | felt it was important to informsamany staff as possible about my
presence in their usually restricted workspace.ifgumy breaks or while | was
waiting to see a young man, | was fortunate to lble &0 ask questions of staff
members regarding the unit and discuss issues|®famce to my research. This
information helped provide me with the larger cant® which these young men

were held.

Information and consent

The contact person was available to introduce pacticipant to me. | met with each
participant privately to explain the nature andpmse of the study as detailed in the
tri-fold Information Brochure(see Appendix E), and answered any questions. This
process generally took between 10 and 15 minuf@vided each young man with
both an audio and written copy of th&ormation Brochure | considered that the
audio tape would enable those who preferred heamnfogmation rather than reading

it (whether because of literacy issues or as abéitt with the youth culture) to
access this information more easily again afterioitial meeting. Participants were
very happy to receive the tape; some mentionedliegtplanned to tape over it with

music.

It was in this meeting that we also discussed wiatld occur in the interview, why
| wanted to talk to them and what would happerh#&ibformation they provided. In
addition, we covered what it might be like for thémrtalk about their own violence,
and if they thought it might be uncomfortable | gagted they may wish to have an
adult come to the interview with them or talk tafstabout it afterwards. We also
discussed the issues around the limited confidégtiaf the interview. Such
limitations involved me informing staff about angks to the participant’s safety or
that of others, any specific detail of unreportedais crime that would lead to a
conviction and my use of a clinical supervisor. Sddimitations did not elicit any
concern from participants and in fact were acceptethem as if it was a taken-for-

granted process.
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| also gave them a copy of theterview Topics(Appendix F) and we discussed
these. | considered that awareness of the intere@mvtent would enhance informed
decision-making about their involvement. A furthadvantage of providing
participants with the topics ahead of time wasltownathem time to consider how
they wished to respond to the topics before therwgw. Thus, | hoped to increase
participants’ preparedness for the interview andesluce any anxiety they may have
had about it and ensure their voluntarism. | alggianed and provided théonsent

Form (Appendix G), which allowed me to document infod®nsent.

It was not necessary for potential participantsnike a decision about participating
immediately. | encouraged them to take some timediesider their decision, to
reread or listen to the information about the stadgin and to let me know later
whether they wished to participate. Most of thetipgrants expressed that they did
not wish to take extra time to decide, and all pkame agreed to be involved. It
seemed to me that most had already decided to emda¢gven before they met me.
Five participants chose to sign the consent forminguhis first meeting, followed

by the interview the next day, while two signed tt@nsent form and had the

interview immediately.

For those aged under 16 years (in Child, Youth Banhily care only), the legal
authority to provide consent rested with the CHirécutive Officer of Child, Youth
and Family and in turn was delegated to each faaiianager under the Children,
Young Person’s and Their Families Act (1989). Thaesent process for these young
people was that if they consented after a firsttmgewith me, then their specific
current situation was evaluated before consenhbyrtanager was provided.

Introducing the Participants

Anonymity and privacy

New Zealand is a small country and violent youimes attract some notoriety and
are extensively reported in the media. Additionalharticipants mentioned their
friends, family and victims in the interviews. Théoare, with as little information as
age and a description of the crime, the chancesoofieone being recognised
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increases. To protect anonymity, | used pseudorfgmzarticipants and disguised or
omitted potentially identifying information fromeéhtranscripts.

To further protect the participants’ privacy, | leaghosen to provide a collective
description of the group of seven young men whdi@pated in this study rather
than describe each individually. Although | considkat individual profiles of
participants provide a rich source of informatiom dirmly place them in the study,
the need for anonymity is the overriding concerowidver, | believe the reader will
still be able adequately to form an impressiorhefyoung men as their stories come

through strongly in the analysis chapters.

Description of participants

The seven participants: Anthony, Drew, Kelly, QuenRick, Sean and Wade were
aged between 14 and 17 years at the time | inteedethem. The type of violent

offences for which these young men were incarcérateluded assault, aggravated
robbery, robbery with assault and sexual offentlsse particular acts did not result

in retaliation from their victims, such as gettingp a fight.

Two participants had current convictions only fengral violence. Five of the seven
participants were sentenced for having committedideoffences. Three of these
five were also convicted of general violence. Tlegusl offences included both
‘hands-off’ offences, such as exposing genitals madturbating in public as well as

‘hands-on’ offences, such as fondling, forced s, and anal and vaginal rape.

Participants were also serving time for other nament offences including burglary,
car theft, ram raids, drunk driving, dishonestyeaffes and escaping custody. Some
also committed further crimes whilst inside thad @ additional charges, such as
using drugs and fighting. The number of chargesedatbut one participant had up
to 45.

13 The terms, *hands-on” and *hands-off” are frequently used in the sexual violence intervention field to distinguish
between these specific types of offences.
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Previous violence and crime

As | was interested in talking with these young nadout their violence, | did not
restrict our conversation to the violent offencaswhich they were incarcerated. We
also discussed their other experiences of beingntio- all described perpetrating
some type of violence in the past. This coveredjuasit past convictions, such as
other robberies, but forms of violence that did leaid to charges, such as fighting,
including gang-related fighting and sexual assa@isen my previous professional
experience, | was specifically interested in explprthe effects and practices
surrounding the subject position of “young violenffender”. However, in
recognising that youth violence is not confineatdmvictions, this broader coverage
of their violence enabled me to explore other gmessubject positions embedded in

discourses around youth violence.

Context of violence

The acts of violence that were discussed in thervigws occurred both in the day-
time and at night; in the city and in rural areiasboth the North and South Islands
of New Zealand. The locations of the violence wereeither the victim’'s or

offender’'s home, in a public place such as a parktreet, or in some type of shop,

most often a dairy (corner store) or petrol sergizdion.

Whilst all the sexual offences were committed aJoseme of the assaults and
robberies involved at least one other co-offen@ércourse, the young man’s body
was the primary means of inflicting or threatenungjence (for example, fists), but a
variety of weapons was also used such as screwrdribottles, baseball bats and

knives.

The victims of the young men’s violence coverednbgénders and the entire age
range from young children, same-aged peers, tdsadnll older adults. Victims were
both known and unknown to participants. The nundbesictims of each young man
was difficult to judge when all their violence igken into account, particularly if

their fighting is included.
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Sentencing

As a group, the participants had been sentencepeind from between three months
to five years in custody. With good behaviour, theypected to serve from two
months to a little over three years. At the timetlod interviews, participants had
served from three weeks to 11 months of their s®ete and were being released

within three days of the interview or up to thresass later.

For all the participants in Corrections, it wasithHest time in an adult prison, but
some had been in a secure residence for youtltguisisues previously. In contrast,
those in Child, Youth and Family had not previousgen held in a secure facility.
Some participants also had involvement with altiwveacare arrangements in the
past, for example, foster families for either camed protection issues or for

offending.

Interviewing Participants

Although | met with almost all the participants ttmo occasions (the first meeting
was to provide them with information about the sgtughd to gain consent), |
interviewed each one only once. Methodologicallyisinot possible to exhaust all
meanings of words using a discourse analysis approdormed by poststructural
thought. One interview with each participant therefyielded a considerable amount
of material for analysis. The high level of comptgxand detail involved in the
analysis also required me to consider issues afsf@nd space in the thesis. On a
practical level, several of the participants wenee dfor release soon after |
interviewed them, making them no longer eligibleparticipate and so a further

interview was not feasible.

The duration of these interviews ranged betweeartb90 minutes. There are many
ways to approach research interviews and consildegabdance is available from
different traditions (Geanellos, 1999; Janesick98 9Kvale, 1996; Minichiello,
Aroni, Timewell, & Alexander, 1990; Wengraf, 2001). developing my approach,

there were several other key influences.
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Firstly, my professional experience in the coumsgitherapy field has provided me
with a practice-base from which | can ascertain twharks practically to achieve

engagement and gain information. Additionally, mgckground (described in

Chapter One) and my personal attributes influeheer¢search interviews as well as
my interpretations of the interview data. Suchaakground is also what | bring to

contexts of working therapeutically with young meho have been violent.

Secondly, | was interested in particular in thesming men’s understandings,
specifically their understandings of their own eiote. | wanted to explore their
explanations, their accounts of what they did awdv lthey talked about their
violence, focusing on their own language and thise of language. In addition, |
was also interested in their experiences and ideaand intervention for their
violence. Therefore, | chose an approach that askech directly about their

understandings and experiences and used a recstgigdo extend the detail.

Thirdly, my approach was informed by my theoretipatspective. A poststructural
approach recognises participants as co-producerknoiledge in the research
context and what a researcher brings to the comseaf importance, it cannot be
separated out and is not viewed as bias or asitatiom. A recursive interview style
stands in stark contrast to the structured intensgyle commonly used in clinical
assessments and objectivist research. Such highigtwred interviews focus on the
interviewer asking specific questions, often usiegy precise wording, mostly with
closed questions that require a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ resm (Rogers, 2001). These
interview scripts are often referred to as an finsient’ within empirical
psychology. The purpose of a highly structured aagh is to eliminate bias — the
personal opinions and beliefs of the human beimgslved. Instead, the present
research actually seeks to explore the subje@svigxpressed discursively as its

central focus.

The process | used for the interviews was an indbm@cursive, conversational style,
informed partly by Hollway and Jefferson’s (19963sdription of interviewing.
Opening statements were used to initiate a contensd engagement into the
interview topic, with open-ended questions desigieetbllow up on the content of
the participants’ talk in order to gain depth andreased clarity and encourage the
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expression of the participants’ viewpoint. From astgtructural discursive
perspective, | am as much interested in what tgeaag merdo notor cannot say
as | am about what they are saying. Subjectivitylmaeloquently expressed by what
is not said (Noble, 1999).

As the conversation proceeded in the interviewsmployed the language of the
participant and the context of the dialogue to esel further, check their

understandings and elicit greater contextual ddtall example:

e Can you tell me what ... means?
* How does ... influence you?
*  Where does ... come from?

« What happens when ..}*

Interview structure

In my experience in working with young offenderfialve found that some structure
is useful to reduce the occurrence of the ubigsitbulunno” response to questions.
Besides the usually successful tactic of respondiitly, “Yes, but if you did know
what do you imagine your answer would be?”, | alsiped that knowing the
interview topics beforehand may help. Of coursesréhare numerous possible
interpretations that could be made of the “dunneSponse, including: it is very
difficult to talk about; it is hard to think aboute is unable to make sense of the
guestion; can not apply the question to themselhesyoung man doesn’t know the
answer; or they do know the answer but do not vigslsay. Another frequent
response | anticipated was: “What do you want towk?' It seemed that if some
structure was not imposed, then the participantsildva@reate it by limiting the
discussion to specifics only and would not provigley additional information
beyond what was requested.

| therefore structured the interviews with partasips in two ways. Firstly, | used a
global three-phased sequence that | developed basedny knowledge and

experience with therapy/counselling interactioneede phases were tl@@pening

14 Where (...) represents a term or comment made by the participant.
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Phase the Interview Proper Phasand theClosing PhaseSecondly, thdnterview
Topicsthemselves within thénterview Proper Phaserovided additional structure,

along similar lines.
Opening phase

The purpose of this phase was to develop a commeuwtith the young person and
prepare them for thinterview Proper PhaseThis included briefly reviewing key
points in the information brochure such as theghtito withdraw at any time, to only
talk about what they wanted to and | reminded tloéme limits of confidentiality. |
also ensured the young man still wanted to go ahgiddthe interview and assessed
the appropriateness of doing so. | often endedph&se by asking what it was like
for them to be inside to initiate talking about riieelves in terms of their own

experience.

Interview proper phase

In this phase, thdnterview Topics which participants had already seen, were
discussed in depth. These are described more bellyw. Like the three phases of
the interview, the order of the interview topicseniselves was also designed to
provide some structure. | began with introductapyi¢s about violence in general,
followed by more personal topics related to thewnoviolence, including some
reflection on the experience of talking about thesgics, and finally ended with
topics that were once again more general and furdmoved from the specifics of
their violence, but included what help they hadereed. Such a movement from
general to specific then back to general again designed to ease them into
discussing personal experience and then to leavehind. Towards the end of this

phase, | invited participants to add anything ét&y wanted.
Closing phase

To re-connect the young person to their daily lvesd to leave behind the
potentially difficult issues raised in thimterview Proper Phase] moved the
conversation away from thiaterview Topicsand into more pragmatic areas. This

was achieved by asking them how they had foundnieeview and discussing the
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immediate plans the participant had following th®erview. | also ensured
participants were aware that they could debriehwat staff member after the

interview if they wished.

Interview topics

The interview topics covered six areas of inteegst were ordered in such a way as
to move the participant gently into talking abchgit own violence. While this order
was generally followed, in practice, at times tbewersation jumped backwards and
forwards between the different topics. The six ¢epareas were as follows: defining
violence, description of their violence, impactlo¢ir violence, explanations for their
violence, talking about their violence, reflectiafdelp and anything else the young

person wanted to add.

Defining violence

The focus of this topic was getting to know whattipgpants considered to be

violent and what they did not. Their general expega violence was also explored.

Description of their violence

For this topic, participants described the violetieey had committed that led to their
incarceration as well as other violence they hadmdted. This included the context
of their act(s), and their awareness of the petspeof others.

Impact of their violence

This topic explored their awareness of the persandlsocial consequences of their
violence, for themselves as well as others, indgdheir victims, their family and
their friends.

Explanations for their violence

The reasons and explanations the young men gaveefog violent in the various
contexts they described were the focal point of tbpic. It also covered what they
considered were other people’s ideas about andaeapbns of why they were

violent.
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Talking about their violence

The main points covered under this topic were tagperience of talking about their
violence. This covered the reasons that made yt @ad hard for them to talk about
their violence, and their experience of talkingdifferent contexts, for example, in

groups versus one-to-one.

Reflections on help

This topic on help was included to obtain partioga description of any
intervention they had received for their violencel avhether they found it useful.

Their views on why they thought others try to higlpm were also canvassed.

Anything else the young person wanted to add

Most participants did not have anything else to. &lime asked me a few questions,
such as how many | was interviewing for my studg about the other places | had

been.

The interview context

Security measures varied at the different sitesid®ivs offered a view into the room
except in one case where non-audio camera sumnvedllavas used instead. In all
locations, staff were close by and at times statied the room during the interview
as a security check. Outside distractions werenavitable part of the process.
General noises of other staff and residents andyn@noccasion, a lawnmower just

outside the window, also intruded.

Prior to their interview, some participants volwered to help me in preparing the
room, for example, shifting furniture or setting tige recording equipment. These
activities also assisted in developing rapport Whth young man and reducing any
anxiety they may have been feeling. For those wtiondt have this opportunity, we

often started by discussing the recording equipnoerdther general topics such as

my travel arrangements or the weather.

All participants appeared interested, and wereewfy and attentive. They also

seemed to enjoy the interview process and many @nted that they found it useful
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to have discussed the issues. However, one chosmdahe interview before |
wanted to, saying that he was bored.

Throughout the interviews, participants ate anchkirdoe refreshments | provided.
The chocolate biscuits were particularly populaneTuice | provided came in a
cardboard container with a hole for a straw. Dmgkthrough the straw sometimes
added background noise to the tape. One young mpaisthe end of the interview
was excited that | allowed him to record the nasedrink container made when he
jumped on it. He was disappointed to find thattdpe-recorder was unable to record

such sudden loudness.

| brought in two soft neoprene balls to each ing®win response to an unexpected
outcome of pilot interviews | had conducted in @negpion for going into the field.
One of the pilot interviewees’ was very restlesd aften used a piece of paper to
occupy his hands. This was very noisy on the aagatConsequently, | decided to
bring along soft balls to provide an object for t#pants to handle during the
interview that did not make a noise. These wereeatgsuccess. Most participants
simply picked them up and started to play with thethers were more cautious and
only did so after | had. Some participants usedithjeite energetically, while others
simply held them or moved them from one hand toother.

The participants’ level of movement and activityrigd minimally during the
interviews, making the technical task of taping oconversation easy. Most appeared
very comfortable to sit quietly the entire time.wver, one young man was very
active and enjoyed throwing the balls high into éireand moving in his seat most of
the time. | felt fortunate that none | intervieweeleded to walk around the room as
they talked.

| became aware of some of the potential problemsomducting research in secure
residential facilities when, on one occasion, savgrotential participants were
grouped outside together and introduced to me. dldvbave preferred that other
residents or inmates did not become aware of we® whs involved in the study. |
assumed this example of a group introduction redtiethe practice and protocols of

how young people are managed in these settings.ré&hldy of these confined
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settings is that what other residents or inmatesdaing becomes well known in a
short time. For example, at another location | gidwnly staff would know which
residents or inmates | would be talking to, buhatend of my first meeting with one
participant he asked if | wanted him to send innk&t participant and named him.
Despite the challenge these facilities created,cthr&identiality of the content of
participants’ contributions has been clearly prddy the use of pseudonyms and

by changing identifying information in the trangts.

Professional supervision

At the conclusion of each interview, | had supeaorswith a professional

experienced in the provision of therapeutic intatian to young men who had been
violent. This occurred in person after the firsbtmterviews, then via email and
phone for the remaining five interviews. The pugosas to discuss my reactions to
the interviews and to debrief on any issues thageafor me. Supervision was also a
mechanism to protect participants as it offeredrecgss for me to discuss my
observations of how participants had respondedha ihterview. The detailed

content of what participants shared with me was distussed, nor were the

transcripts or tapes made available to the prajassisupervisor.

The Interview Texts

In order for participants to have some control otlegir research data, it was
important that they had an opportunity to revieeitinterview tapes and transcripts.
However, this could only be offered in a limitedyuaecause of the need for close
security in these facilities. There were also patér risks in adequately protecting
participants’ privacy and the anonymity of theitalabecause of the reduced level of
individual privacy in these settings. It was nosgible to ensure the material would
not be checked by staff, nor could participantsiligbto access the tapes and
transcripts in complete privacy be assured, andllfinthe ability to store them

securely when not in use was problematic.

In response to these difficulties, the audiotape aanscripts of the interview were
not sent to participants. Instead, | offered to tmegh participants in person to

review them. This review was designed to give pigdints the opportunity to
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highlight any material they did not want to haveedily quoted, to withdraw any
data from the study or to add comments. Howevererad the participants chose to

take up this option of review.

| used the services of professional transcribersafoseven interview tapes. The
transcriber signed an agreement to keep the intowmaonfidential (see Appendix
H). At the completion of the transcribing processdebriefed the transcriber,

discussing the impact the content of the tapes had.

Responding to the transcripts

| listened to each audiotape several times asiéwad the transcripts, filled in any
gaps, for example, where the transcriber could detipher the contents, and
corrected any errors. All that was said by both eifyand the participant was

transcribed as close to verbatim as possible.

My first reading of the transcripts surprised méeTresponses by the young men
came across as very heavy, serious and somewhangty. However, that was not
my experience of the interview. | found the papasits friendly, interested, more
tentative in their responses than the transcriggested and quite ready to laugh. |
felt that the transcripts as they were, while asoeably accurate portrayal of the
verbal content of the interviews, were missing Ivitantextual information that |

thought would provide a better indication of whetwarred.

This showed the limitations of focusing solely dwe tcontent of the talk abstracted
from the context. Within the interview situation,was responding to more than
content. | was responding to body language, inolyidacial expressions and tone of
voice; and to the young man’s movements and hisragtas well as the physical

environment.

Inclusion of context

As a consequence of the disparity between thedrgts and my experience of the
interviews, | went through the audiotapes and aduwdextual information to the

transcripts where | could. | attempted to captime atmosphere that existed in our
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exchange by adding descriptive information, suchth&stone of voice used; the
noises that were made, for example, banging objants enthusiastic drinking
through a straw. | inserted where the laughter simple chuckles occurred. | also
included the use of “ah”, “mmm” “eh” and the repshtwords to demonstrate the
general hesitancy, and the level of fluency antt@gteness of participants. | also
added brief descriptions of movement and actiay,example, when the balls were

thrown out of reach.

| timed the pauses in participants’ talk that wiergger than just a few moments and
recorded them in parenthesis within the transcriptonsidered pauses important
because they offered further contextual informatimat described the interview. The
reasons for the pauses were not of interest siteedould have related to anything.
For example, at times, the participant was eatinglrmmking and so chose not to
respond immediately. Indeed, one participant way s&ict about not eating with
his mouth open, which of course precluded talkifgievhe ate the biscuits.

| have often been disappointed when reading acsoohtyoung people’s talk
because the text seemed to have been ‘cleaned-spth an extent that the accounts
have appeared inauthentic and somewhat disconndoteithe youth involved,
portraying the youth as more articulate than thetyally are (for example, Pollack,
2000; Weaver, 2001). Therefore | have kept as nodidhe participants’ slang and
grammar as possible, while balancing this agaiesiping the transcripts easy to
read. | did not want to approach the text in tlygesdf conversation analysis and for
this reason avoided the phonetic approach. For plearmhave included the “g” on
such words as “morning” when it is in fact ofterssing in their talk; | used “cause”
instead of “because” and “na” instead of “no” tpae the quality of their talk. For
similar reasons, | have also kept participants’aving intact. Swearing within the
interview context may be interpreted a number oysv&or example, it can be read
as demonstrating that the young people were coaiflertvith me and so did not find
it necessary to monitor their language. Conversélyay be that swearing is so
‘everyday’ for the participants that they do notnitor this aspect of their language

at all, in any context. Alternatively, they may lawanted to shock me, an adult,
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with their swearing. Hence, swearing is more thanpk/ adding ‘colour’, it
highlights aspects of the participants’ talk thavé some meaning to them.

By adding this contextual information to the iniew texts, | am presenting my
interpretation of what happened in the interviewhwhe additions that | made to the
transcripts. Such additions cannot stand as a g@eproxy for what actually

occurred. Hence, the transcripts are texts thawvelcreated, albeit with a link to the

actual event and how | experienced it.

Analytical Approach

While the data for this study were primarily ob&inas the transcripts of the seven
interviews, | also made use of field-notes thatet¢arded after conducting each
interview. These covered specific observations aleach young man, including
their behaviour, speech intonations, appearance paesentation. | also included
descriptions of my interactions with staff and d@&ppenings within the unit while |
was there. These field-notes provided a rich reeritd me of the situational context
of the interviews as | listened to each tape aad each transcript, which was useful

in the analysis.

The analysis followed a process of identifying d¢angions of interest in the text
and interrogating that text with various questiofisis draws on Wolcott's (1994)
trio of description analysisandinterpretation in which description is the process of
identifying what is happening in the data, analysisocusing on the features and
relationships, and interpretation emphasises mgaiiim achieve this, | have utilised
some of the ideas from Willig's (2000) six stagés-oucauldian discourse analysis
to inform my analysis of what the young men hadsay to me during our time

together. The six stages are:

Stage 1: Discursive constructionsThe focus of this stage is on examining the ways
in which the discursive objects of interest arestaucted. Even if the text does not
specifically refer to the discursive object, thizsance provides information about

how it is constructed.
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Stage 2: DiscoursesThis stage entails locating these discursive caostns of the
object within wider discourses. This is achieved fbgusing on the differences
between the constructions, that is, how the sarseudsive object is constructed

differently.

Stage 3: Action orientation. The third stage examines the discursive contexts t
identify possible gains accruing from this constiwt This concerns the function

such a construction has and how it relates to abestructions in the text.

Stage 4: PositioningsThis stage explores the subject positions thatanstructed,

which offer a discursive location from which sultfecan speak and act.

Stage 5: PracticeThe fifth stage considers how the discursive aqoiesibns as well
as subject positions limit or enable opportunif@saction. Some practices become
acceptable behaviour within specific discoursesrmitin others, and subsequently

reproduce those discourses.

Stage 6: Subjectivity. This final stage is the most speculative stageadtampts to
suggest not what is actually experienced, but “wbah be felt, thought and
experienced from within various subject positior{§Villig, 2000, p. 111), as a

person’s subjective experience is a consequenpart€ular subject positions.

Organising and managing the data

| found the QSR N6 computer software programme (Q&t#rnational, 2000),

useful as a tool to organise the interview textddt enabled me to manage and
retrieve large amounts of textual data in an edfitiand effective manner. Each
transcript was initially searched separately witNi®, and the discursive objects of
interest were identified. This entailed markingnirca few sentences to several
paragraphs in the text and included my additionatextual information | had added
to the transcripts. | used a descriptive term fachsdiscursive objects to aid the
retrieval of data across all seven interview trapse for later examination. The

descriptive terms identified areas of specific iest.
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In looking at the young men’s explanations of tvealence and their understandings
of what they did, as well as their descriptionghair specific violent acts, their talk
described a range of ideas that related to theofideugs and alcohol, relationships
with friends, the role of feelings and family retaiships. In relation to intervention,
participants spoke of their experiences of coud ahbeing locked up; they also
spoke about the issue of talking about what thegt dane, as well as their
expectations of intervention and what they congiderseful and not useful to them.
In addition, their talk was organised around sissués as the impact their violence
had on themselves and others, including victimac&itheir talk on their sexual
violence was considerably different to how theykspof their general violence, this

text was of particular interest.

Being able to organise the data in this way withenabled me to exclude parts of
text that were of no further interest and so werdusled from further analysis, such

as information about school, jobs, likes, dislikesl so forth.

Interrogation of the texts

Having completed organising the data, which caiikemed to Willig’s (2000) first
stage of identifying the discursive constructiomsywas now in a position to
interrogate the texts as suggested by Willig's ieing five stages. This was mainly

achieved by approaching the text with a varietguédstions in mind.

To locate the varying discursive constructions imitvider discourses, | looked at
the different ways the same discursive object wassitucted in the text and so
explored these differences. This entailed askimg, éxample: How is violence

constructed ? What are the differing ways violecere be constructed?

To identify the effects of the construction, | l@okat the discursive context and
asked: What is gained from this construction? Whattion does it serve? For
example: How is responsibility of their violenceridsuted? How is one construction

of violence promoted over another?
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| also identified the various subject positions thvare made available to participants
by the different discourses. This included askidgw does he see others positioning

him? What are the effects of these various posfion

By focusing on whatould be said andlonein the text, as well as what couidt be

said and done, it was possible to see how the iseuconstructions and subject
positions made some actions possible for the paatts and excluded others. The
questions which assisted this included: What diddd® How does he explain his

violence? What is not being said here? What prestice suppressed?

Since discourses are systems of meaning that mowvals of being and ways of
seeing the social world from particular subject ipass, they also construct
psychological realities (Willig, 2000). | attempttxlconsider the consequences such
positions may have on participants’ subjective egpee. Questions included: What
might be felt and thought from this position? Whetds of subjective experience is
made available from such constructions of violenaéfat tensions exist between the

multiple subjectivities produced?

In addition to the above ways of interrogating tivet, 1 also investigated relations of
disciplinary power, in particular, psychological sdursive constructions and
practices around youth violence. This critique ®ulion the dominant constructions
within theories put forward by mainstream psychglagexplain youth violence and
its subsequent approaches to intervention with gomen who have been violent.
This aspect of the analysis involved interrogatimg text when | located references
to such theorising and practices. In comparingettEsninant constructions of youth
violence with participants’ talk, the contradict®omvere highlighted. Some of the
questions that guided the analysis included: Wistiodirses, practices and positions
exist that support violence? How does this hel@ldsth a scientifically based

authority?

The young men in this study frequently drew upomui@nt discourses around what
it meant to be a man when describing their undedstgs of their violence and ideas

relating to intervention. Such masculine constangj and the resulting subject

91



positions in which they were located, differed #igantly from constructions of

youth violence as ‘abnormal’.

Conclusion

The analytical approach | have used for this stiidy enabled me to critique the
discursive world inhabited by these young men wad been violent, to explore the
implications the various subject positions had legirt subjectivity, and to consider
what actions and practices were compatible withh qaasitioning. | have focused on
both their general and sexual violence, and sulesgqintervention. The text

received from the seven interviews which | conddgteovided rich and interesting

material. The following four chapters offer the @unes of this analysis.
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CHAPTER FIVE

GRASPING THE DISCOURSES OF
YOUNG MEN'S GENERAL
VIOLENCE

The experiences | had developing this researchftinghparadigms, and obtaining

ethical approval — suggested that dominant disesussound youth violence position
young men who have been violent as having nottorgay that would be considered
intelligible within positivist psychological knowdges. When it comes to

researching youth violence from a different paragiguch dominant discourses can
act to restrict certain lines of inquiry and potalty silence alternative sources of
information. Indeed, the research ethics commit{glescribed in Chapter Three),
held the view that it was dangerous to talk to yporen about their own violence, as
this might risk causing them to be violent again.

These same constructions of youth violence thatcareently dominant and are
embedded within mainstream psychological approatfze® material effects that
constitute the subjectivities of young men who hbeen violent. For example, as |
have suggested in Chapter Three these construaamslemonise and pathologise
them. Throughout my analysis, therefore, the way jlouth violence is constructed
becomes a key issue. How any act of violence isvede must depend on the
discursive context to understand the specific adiigelf; that is, who is doing what
to whom and with what effect. For example, an hat teads to someone dying can
be viewed differently: it can, for instance, berseariously as murder, euthanasia,

capital punishment, reckless driving or medicaéméntion. Therefore, it is not the
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act itself that is of interest, because the vergesact will be rendered either positive

or traumatic depending on the discursive context.

In this chapter, | examine the participants’ tailkrelation to the discursive context
(re)produced by psychological theories of youthance that are based on positivist
science. These theories have become legitimatedlkdge in the area of youth
violence, affecting not just the practices of psyolists but also impacting on all
other human science disciplines and regulatoryasawstitutions, for example, social
work, schools, health services, police and childfave agencies (Rose, 1985).
Dominant discourses legitimate and reinforce axisgocial structures and these in
turn support and validate the discourses (FoucaQit5/1977). It is in this way that
the dominant psychological view of youth violenedlects as well as (re)produces
public knowledge. In their talk, participants bdttok up and resisted normative
ideas about youth violence that | identify as oraging from a scientific
psychological paradigm. Therefore, the particulanstructions of youth violence
embedded in psychological theories that | focusand disrupt are those that are
broad in scope, well recognised and have becomelyvigccepted as ‘truth’ and
therefore are considered to be commonsense explasaand have strongly

influenced social and institutional practices.

These include dominant ideas on the way that ralilyrand anger are believed to be
implicated in youth violence and the role that atled ‘dysfunctional’ families are
thought to play in causing youth violence, alonghwihe concept of a cycle of
violence. Also covered is the function that leagnis thought to have; how friends
and peer pressure are believed to be involveditiating and maintaining violence
as well as the influence of drugs and alcohol. doaéxplore how participants
positioned their victims, how others positionednthen turn as well as how they
compared themselves to others. These dominantrachens that | have focused on
here are similar to the five discourses O’Neill 489 has identified “as informing
and constituting the social scientific discursived of wife abuse” (p. 459). These
are: (a) pathology, (b) expressive tension, (cirimsental power, (d) social system

and (e) learned behaviour.

94



In addition to troubling those key ideas from a @ikt psychological perspective, |
offer contrasting constructions of youth violendearticipants drew heavily on
dominant notions of what ‘being a man’ entailedidéntify these notions as
constructing an idealised masculinity that Con(e895) theorised as hegemonic, a
concept | introduced in Chapter Two. The discouesesind normative masculinity
offer alternative constructions of youth violenaad aifferent subject positions for
participants to those considered from a dominagthpdogical perspective and |
highlight these differences throughout my analysiésowever, they become
particularly evident when | specifically discusggle constructions in detail under the
section,Constructions of Manlines®Overall, | demonstrate that how these young
men construct their violence. The subject positithey take up show that in many
ways the world these young men inhabit is radicalifferent to that which a

positivist psychology suggests.

“Getting into Trouble”

| struggled with how to begin introducing the pagants’ talk in this chapter.
Initially, 1 wanted to provide a connection betwethe type of violence the young
men had committed and their understandings of thiellence, linking how they
talked about what they had done with their talk wbtheir reasons for doing
violence. However, the obvious problem with thipryach is that it assumed that an
abstracted, decontextualised telling was possislan a discursive viewpoint, this is
not possible; a particular positioning would be dweed in the telling of it, thus
constructing the participants’ subjectivity (Henrgs et al., 1984; Hollway, 1989;
Parker, 1992). | concluded that | was immediategnt drawn back into the
positivist scientific paradigm. | was to encountieis type of slippage continuously
during the analysis as | tried to move more towaadpoststructural discursive

approach.

| was also aware that no matter how | presentecpéngcipants’ talk, these young
men’s language would tend to be (re)positioned rateg to dominant discourses of
youth violence. My particular concern was with tdeminance of positivist

psychological constructions of youth violence. Egample, the young men could be
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positioned as having a predisposition towards gsriiolence if | started the text
with some of their less serious offending storfest hevertheless showed a history of
violence. Alternatively, they could be positionesi\eery dangerous if | started with
the more severe violence, particularly if | usedtgtions that could be read as their
having demonstrated a lack of remorse. A differpasitioning would also be
available if I began with their talk of how impontaheir family and, the friends who
still visit were to them and their fears of adalii.j Such talk would position them as
vulnerable boys/young men who were perhaps misstmst and who simply have
not had the ‘right’ chances in life. But such aiposing does not easily account for
the seriousness of their violence or the harm thay have caused. What was
therefore important to me was to be able to demateshow these young men are
positioned in all of these often contradictory wayesl for my analysis to show this

complexity.

Keeping this awareness of how these young mencaiéigned in mind, | begin this
chapter by discussing ways that participants caotd their involvement with the
justice system. All except one participant spokée'gdtting into trouble”. It soon
became clear that this phrase was used as a ewgrheimi getting caught doing
something illegal by the police, rather than désog having disagreements with
parents or other authority figures. For some, fggtinto trouble” with police went
hand-in-hand with trouble at school and also cee#éteuble for them at home with
their parents, for example, “being kicked out ofrfed (Sean) and being sent to live
in a “family home” (Rick) When considering the circumstances and consegsi@fce
their situations, it is easy to position them asetable young men who perhaps

need more care and protection than they have redsiv far.

However, another way to position them discursivielyo consider their activity as
being the norm for adolescents, so they can bdigosd not as needing care and
protection but rather as needing time to maturer@hvas a range of activities that
participants spoke of being involved in that canstid different forms of what may
be considered problem behaviours that are connegtbdyouth, such as truanting
from school, getting into fights, smoking, shopHtif, getting drunk or stoned,
stealing cars and doing burglaries. Violence taghj such as smashing up an
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abandoned car, was described as “having fun” (AmghoThe subject position that
emerges here is one of a typical teenage boy hasomge harmless fun. A
developmental discourse considers such behavioun@snal’ teenage activity,
particularly in relation to juvenile delinquency &re there is an expectation that
most young men will ‘grow out’ of such behaviour evhthey mature (Walsh &
Ellis, 2007).

Rational Violence and Anger

Violence can be categorised in many ways. One wdyased on the intent of the
perpetrator that differentiates between two typesiolence, namely instrumental
(intentional) and expressive violence (less intardl) (Blackburn, 1993). These
types of violence are widely known to those outdite discipline of psychology,
though perhaps not necessarily by these labels.s Tlhiualism of
instrumental/expressive violence is based on whkaheorised as the motivation
behind the violence. Instrumental violence is vidves a choice made to achieve a
rational purpose, such as gaining money, powetabus. Expressive violence, on the
other hand, is thought to result from an emotiostdte, primarily anger, and
reducing or relieving this emotion is seen as thetivating force behind the
violence. These same constructions of violenceegi@ent in the participants’ talk,
but they make less of a distinction between themmpared with positivist
psychological theorising and draw on these notiansomplex and particular ways
that are supportive of the normative constructiminsnanliness’ they take up.

Rationalising violence

The concept of rational, instrumental violence \ra3produced in participants’ talk
of choosing violence as a means to an end. DrewgxXample, was able to explain

most of his reasons for doing crime and violencbeasg related to getting money:

Drew: Yeah. Ah, it was me and my mate ah ... [name of mate omitted],
yeah he got four and a half years. But he, | just met him up town, |
was just walkin' round fown | wasn't planning fo do nothing that
night. | was planning to go and ring my Mum and tell her to come
pick me up and | just seen him up town, bumped into him. Say he
asked me what | was up to and we just decided to go make us
some cash. Yeah.

Shirley: So how do you kind of decide that?2 How does the idea come up?

97



Drew: | dunno. But I think it was on a Thursday night | think. He just goes oh
we should go make us some earn for some cash this weekend
'‘cause he was going to, me and him was supposed to go to this
party on the weekend. We had no cash and we wanted to. | was
keen so he knew a car to steal so we went around and stole this
car.

[.]'5

Drew: And once we got it started we driving around looking for a place to
rob. We don't have a place then to, to hit so then we just decided
to ah rob the ... [name of business omitted] for all their ... [type of
item omitted], it's worth thousands in the shop 'cause we'd already,
we'd already done one of them before. Stole it from another ...
[type of shop omitted] and we made about, quite a lot of money.
About three grand each. So we decided to do it again, and
rammed the car through the shop and got all that stuff. Got about
15 [containers]of it and they're a grand each so it was quite a bit.

[..]

Drew: And ah went and stashed that stuff and 'cause we had no
cigarettes, we were just, no cigarettes or cash at the time. We were
just driving past a petrol station and he goes should we just hold up
that shop for their money and get some smokes. | said yeah 'cause |
was keen at the time. So we held them up, got their money and
then we're off.

Drew’s description of these two crimes seems resnant of the ‘ordinary’ non-
violent world: “we just decided to go make us sarash” and “we just hold up that
shop for their money and get some smokes”. If dasgler suspends consideration of
the illegal activity, the description can be readb&ing matter-of-fact, and as how
most people describe their decision to go shoppiitly a friend. The difference, of
course, here is that Drew and his mate’s categosi@pping was illegal and violent.
Drew constructed the instrumental use of violense rational. In turn, such
positioning likens Drew and his accomplice to bassn men making logical
decisions in order to get money. The motivatiorogical and rational and is not
about having an intention of hurting others. Howetiee enterprise has an element
of spontaneity: “| wasn't planning to do nothingttimight”, with little preparation or
planning involved. In this case, rationality doest rextend to planning or

consideration of negative consequences.

In contrast, Drew went on to describe the robbdrg service station he did with a

friend that demonstrated slightly more planninggsithey took weapons with them:

151...] This symbol is used throughout the analysis chapters. It denotes material from the interview that | have
omitted because it is irrelevant to the current discussion. Such material can include a high level of unnecessary
detail, or tangential information or it discusses a different topic that is dealt with elsewhere in the analysis.
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Shirley:

Drew:

Shirley:

Drew:

Shirley:

Drew:

Drew’s description portrayed some clearly definelés that he and his mate played
in this robbery, suggesting again, that a contdoled business-like approach was
taken, while the threat of violence was clearly ommicated to their victim as
instrumental. Although Drew’s purpose in committihg robbery may have been to
get money and smokes for the weekend and not regdgsso hurt someone
physically, the planning, the deliberateness ads@nd the threat involved, positions

Drew as a serious and dangerous criminal within disgourses around violent

offending.

Sean too described an aggravated robbery that teubtharacterised as instrumental
violence, which he committed while he was “on the"rfor another crime. Prior to

this robbery he spoke to me of: “living off othestealing”and “shop-lifting” for

So did you both go in?

Yeah.

Did you have any weapons?

Ah. Just a fomahawk, my mate and | had a screwdriver.

[...]
And what did you say tfo him?

Oh, oh, my mate done all the talking. He just goes, straightaway he
just, straightaway the fella just backed off when he seen us run into
the shops. Me and my mate just told him to open the till and | was
already going, filing up my bag with the smokes and when |, and
he was just, then after my mate got all the cash he was just holding
him and asking him if there's a safe or any cameras around. So he
grabbed the video tape from the camera so they don't know who it
is but there was no cameras and by the time I'd finished getting all
the smokes we left. He was just holding them fill | finished so he
didn't do nothing.

“food and clothes”.

Shirley:

Sean:

Shirley:

Sean:

Shirley:

Sean:

Okay. Do you want to tell me about the aggravated robbery, what
happened?

Oh yeah. | was just, | left town from ... [name of location omitted]
and | went to ... [name of location omitted] and | went like to stay
at a mate's place and then | was just low on money and like that
was before the, that was after the other one. And | thought | like |
had a suspicion that | know I'm gunna get caught for this one, so |
didn't care what happened then so | aggravated robbed a shop
'‘cause | was ah low on money and that. That's about it really.

Yeah so was it a dairy?
Yeah a dairy.
Did you use any weapons?

Just a like imitation gun like a pistol, yeah.
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Shirley: Right. So did you threaten to shoot them or any of that sort of stuffe
Sean: No | just pointed the gun at her and asked for the money. Yeah.

Shirley: So when you did the dairy you weren't worried about adding to
your charges or any of that sort of stuff?

Sean: | didn't really think about it, I just wanted the money so | done it.

Sean’s rationale for the aggravated robbery canidag@ed as an act of necessity, as
he was desperate for food and clothes. Within theegy discourse, the struggle to
have the necessities of life has legitimacy arltkédy to gain sympathy from others.
Thus, Sean is positioned as being forced to do ecrior his own survival,
particularly since he could not utilise the usuaams of assistance easily as he was
“on the run”. However, Sean’s mode of survival giesitions him as both desperate
and dangerous, a young man who poses a risk teamenunity because he may
choose to repeat his actions at any time and bedaaisvas determined to get what

he wanted: “I just wanted the money so | done ithaut “really thinking about it”.

Drew appeared to move outside the concept of im&ntal violence, when he talked
of his involvement in crime as being like an addict According to some dominant
psychological theories, addictions are often asgedi with emotion rather than
rationality, for example, cravings for a drug ocaiol. Drew linked this addiction to

crime to his desire for money, a normative ratichedire. He spoke of making big

money fast:

Shirley: So how come you do thate

Drew: | dunno, if's like, like ah addiction, crime.

Shirley: Isite

Drew: Yeah you just want to keep doin' it and doin' it once you start. [...]
It's ah some quick easy cash and then after you do it a couple of
times and then you get away with it and you get paid for it, go sell
all your stuff, you just want to do it again. And keep doin'it.

Shirley: So what do you think that's all aboute Where does that sort of
come from?

Drew: | dunno.

Shirley: It's a hard question, | don't know either. That's tricky isn'tite [...]

Drew: Yeah. | think it was just do the crime for money. So when | had my

job | get paid $200 a week and ah that would be gone by Sunday.
I spend it on alcohol and drugs then plus if | done crime before like
say if | got paid, well | usually got paid on Thursday or Friday. | got
paid on Friday, that night | would, or that day I'd get my cash then
I'd go do some more crime that night, sell my stuff on Tuesday and
then, | mean the Saturday and be cashed up, with money, About
5or 600. Like you can just make a lot of cash fast.
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Shirley: And you like the money? So what do you do with the money?

Drew: | spend it, spend it on drugs, alcohol. Yeah. Buy anything really.
Sometimes | buy clothes and food. Yeah oh when | had my car |
spent quite a lot of money on that. Fixing it up and all that kind of
stuff.

How Drew used his money certainly fits dominant entptions of the youth
consumerist culture, centred on parties, smokegsgralcohol, food, clothes and his
car. It also highlights the pervasive influence suomerism has in our postmodern
society, the ability to have and to purchase aeamigproducts is one measure of
individual ‘success’. Like successful, rational imess approaches to making money,
the consideration of the speed and the amount aftlvéhat can be accumulated
seemed to have influenced Drew’s decisions — “lyiga can just make a lot of cash
fast”. Drew’'s *“addiction to crime”, within the comaction of violence as
instrumental, can be read as taking up the subpedition of a consumer,
constructing crime as merely a way to achieve teama (money) to purchase and
use products. Drew went on to say that he did hmkthe would continue with
crime if he had a well-paid job, but he immediatgbalifies this by saying he would
need quite a lot of money to stop. Within the disse of capitalist business, Drew
can be seen as rationally weighing up the riskgiafe versus the benefits of making

large amounts of money very fast.

Being violent and doing crime as a rational wayathieve goals is a commonly
accepted notion, used to explain the actions ofioals. However, such rationality
can also be viewed as dispassionate, and if youeig demonstrate a significant
level of emotional detachment to their violencesntlthey are often positioned as
psychologically disordered (particularly sociopajffi (American Psychiatric

Association, 1994) as there is little evidence laditt conscience playing a role in
their violence nor much consideration towards wisti Therefore, having some
emotional response related to their violence pmsitiperpetrators as being less
dangerous than the unfeeling rational (objectivii@in. Laws (2001) outlined this

negative positioning when she wrote about childnd were forced to attend a

‘special school’ because their violent behaviourswaot manageable in the

16 Also referred to as psychopathy or antisocial personality disorder that is described as having a disregard for or
violating of the rights of others, with a callousness towards others and a lack of empathy (American Psychiatric
Association, 1994).
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mainstream school system. She referred to childesng positioned as ‘abnormally
bad’ because they could not demonstrate any enabtreaction when their actions
hurt others. This contrasted with those who wersitpmed as simply ‘bad’. This
subject position was normative because some ‘beltour was accepted and even

expected from ‘normal’ children and young people.

Exciting violence

Despite their robberies being able to be categorase instrumental violence, the
participants’ violent actions can also be read@seing solely mediated by rational
decisions. Some described an emotional componesxaiement for these robberies
as well as for their gang fighting, which demonstdathe difficulty of separating

emotion from rationality.

Drew, for example, found doing ram raids (driviagar through the entrance of a

shop and then robbing it) exciting:

Drew: It's a pretty good rush too. It's just before you do it the adrenalin
starts pumping and you ram the car through the shop and the
alarm goes off then you've got about two minutes to grab as much
as you can and drive off.

Shirley: So it sounds fairly exciting. Is ite

Drew: Yeah. At the time it's just, it's just like the adrenaline rush but after
when you drive off you're all happy and that.

Likewise, Sean found the adrenalin rush and nenegs contributed to his

experience:

Shirley: What was it like doing ite

Sean: Like how did | feel doing it?

Shirley: Mm

Sean: It was more adrenaline, um bit of a rush, and a bit scary, worried if
I'm gunna get caught or what's going fo happen, yep.
[...]

Shirley: But there was still um a bit of nervousness about ite

Sean: Yeah. Yep.

Shirley: So did that kind of add to the adrenaline, the rush?2

Sean: Yeah, yep.

Sean and Drew’s references to feeling an “adremakh” and “enjoyment” during

their crimes demonstrated that they felt excitem&hat type of excitement, seeking
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an adrenalin rush particularly as part of the d@mindiscourses around youth,
positions young men as risk-takers looking fora@ctiThis is often extreme action,
such as crime and violence and is also frequerty sn a range of extreme sports.
Such risk-taking behaviour is generally viewed aemdy associated with young men’s
developmental processes, but also as behaviourniwds to be contained and
controlled (Hayward, 2006). Yet, within the domihalscourses around normative
masculinity, risk-taking and action are fundamenuactices of being a man, and
perhaps even considered as a ‘rite of passagematthood for young men, albeit an

informalised one (Delaney, 1995).

Conversely, enjoyment or experiencing excitemertha commission of crime and
violence will position the young men as either ‘mad ‘bad’ within dominant

discourses of abnormality. The subject positionailaile would appear to depend
on what specific crime or which element of the &iprovided the “adrenalin rush”

If the adrenalin rush is from non-violent crimeemhit is more likely to be viewed
through the youth discourse as positioning the gauen as ‘boys will be boys’. But
if the excitement derives from a crime of violertbat is harmful to others then
young men will be positioned as ‘bad’. However, far scientifically based

psychology the subject position of ‘bad’ is notiabke one. The discipline aims to
explain human behaviour scientifically, but beingad’ is a common-sense
explanation that has strong links to pre-scientifioral or religious concepts of
‘evil’. Consequently, being ‘bad’ becomes beingriatmally bad’ (Laws, 2001) and
getting a “rush” from hurting someone is viewedhssng as pathological as the

rational, ‘non-feeling’ young man who is violent.

Enjoying violence is therefore discursively poredyas being ‘abnormal’ and
‘disordered’. The creation of the concepts of candiisordet’ and psychopathy
(Hare, 1970, 1999) become categories to captureramkl those who are ‘abnormal’.

Within such a psychopathology discourse, it is pa$sible to consider that young

17 Conduct disorder is often used to explain why young people are violent. However, the disorder itself actually
describes the behaviour and is therefore a tautology (Kutchins & Kirk, 1997). A young person is said to have been
violent because he has a conduct disorder, but a criteria for conduct disorder is to have engaged in antisocial
behaviour, often being aggressive and violent to others. The label of conduct disorder is changed to antisocial
personality disorder when people (mostly men) reach their adult years (American Psychiatric Association, 1994).
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men who enjoy doing violence can be anything excemd’ because being
‘abnormally bad’ is constructed as a form of madr@asmental illness.

Given the dominance of the psychopathology dismuasd the ‘mad’ and
‘abnormally bad’ subject positions for these youmgn who have spoken of
experiencing an adrenalin rush in relation to tvéence, | wondered about their
ability to talk about their excitement without fezrbeing pathologised. There are of
course other contexts and discourses within whightihg and hurting others is
rewarded and enjoyed. The participants’ abilitys&y such things becomes clearer
when considering the discourses around sports asitfoxing, wrestling and martial
arts. These sporting discourses produce similaceffof excitement and adrenalin
that participants’ discussed in relation to thealence. However, it could be argued
that sports are bounded by rules that make thefarelift to the types of violence
described by participants. Nevertheless, the ppaints suggested that gangs
operated according to certain rules of engagenmattiere understood by all and so

offered similar boundaries as sports.

Anger as a man’s emotion

Human emotion is seen as being closely connectdd tive body, which in turn is
linked to nature (Seidler, 1994). Many aspectsefdcientific enlightenment project
have aimed to control nature. Hence, controllingom has become the province of
mainstream psychology. Additionally, being femaeliosely associated with nature
and therefore so is emotion. Rationality is clediriged to masculinities as, “men are
rational and women are emotional” (Connell, 1995],6#). Rational control not only
suppresses emotionality but also desires and vaMé&dkerdine, 1988). While
violence can be the rational, such as instrumardal of the body, violence is also
associated with anger. Anger (within limits) is emotion that is normative within

masculinity discourses.

Constructing violence as being caused by anger dsminant, taken for granted
concept that fits with the notion of expressivelemre. Some participants talked

about their experiences of feeling angry. Quentscdbed it as “psycho-ness”,
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when he smashed up his place. Although anger wigganbof his offences, Anthony
spoke of what it was like for him when he felt angr

Anthony: There's only one person that can calm me down when I'm real shitty
[noise of movement — perhaps moving on the couch]

Shirley: Yeah who's that?
Anthony: My best friend

Anthony talked of his anger as being so far outbidecontrol that he had to rely on
his friend to control it for him. Dominant discoessof anger conceptualise such
strong emotional arousal as a human experienceninads to be controlled and
managed because it is assumed that there areifrisksh emotion is allowed full
expression or is acted upon (Davey, Day, & How@()5; Howells, 2004; Novaco,
1994; Novaco, 1997). Unbridled expression of vetyorgy emotion is often
characterised as some type of madness becausésdht¢k of (rational) control.
Indeed, theDiagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorsle(American
Psychiatric Association, 1994) pathologises angmtbarsts as “intermittent

explosive disorder” (p. 609) — one of the impulsetcol disorders.

At least two processes are theorised to take pfacelation to strong emotions and
violence (Gerard, Krishnakumar, & Buehler, 2006)rsth, emotion may be
internalised, that is, it is seen as being focusadthe self and so presents a
psychological and physical risk, for example, depi@n and suicide. This is usually
associated with women. Secondly, emotion is desdrds being externalised. In this
process full emotional expression occurs and ire®lacting on the emotion, for
example, anger turns to violence. Externalisingeang most often associated with
men. The most commonly assumed risk is that acim@nger will entail hurting
others. Therefore angry young men are positionedlaagerous because there is an
expectation they will be violent. Their violencewever, is viewed as unpredictable
because emotional arousal (read anger) can beetedgby various internal or
external events; and these young men are theotisé@dve no control over their

anger.

However, this mechanistic idea that anger causeid ¥iolence seems to be at odds
with what the young men said about their violer\dhile some participants talked

about experiencing anger, none of them describgérass the primary motivation
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for most their violence. Instead, the young meketdlof anger as being a very

controlled (rational) aspect of what they did.

| expected to hear more comments from participabtsit their uncontrollable anger,
such as Anthony who needed a friend to controlbbésause of the dominance of the
discourses around anger that construct its exesss needing to be controlled.
Anthony showed how he inhabits a range of subjeiess when he offered the

following contradictory position about his anger:

Anthony: I've never really got angry in here.
Shirley: How come?

Anthony: Because if | look at it and | think all these dickheads in here and I'll
probably never see them again when | get out, they've got no
effect on my life

Shirley: That makes sense yeah so is it only sort of people that you have an
ongoing relationship with that-

Anthony: Basically just family stuff [sounds of eating].

Anthony drew on rationality to explain how he wéreato choose whether, firstly, to
get angry or not and, secondly, whether to fighhat: He described having control
over his emotional reactions to the other inmaesabse “they've got no effect on
my life” and “I know none of these people in hewid “it's not going to matter

anyway” after being released.

A position of rational reasoning is taken up by Worty to control his emotional
arousal when dealing with others inside. In contrAathony spoke of family as an
appropriate context for feeling angry, “basicallysy family stuff’. The family
discourses reflected and (re)produced in objettigigroaches to psychological
theorising suggest that the family is the environmehere emotional expression is
not only acceptable but expected. Expressions\a, lsupport, care and nurturance
are constructed as necessary to good functionitkkgwlise, other emotions, such as
anger, annoyance and irritability are also seermpas$ of the picture and their
expression is also viewed as appropriate, but @witiiin acceptable boundaries.
Such boundaries are determined by the regulat@stipes of social institutions, like
schools, health services and welfare agencies rétaton scientific authority to

legitimate their practices.
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Anthony again drew on a position of rationalitydescribe how he found it difficult
to understand why others smashed up their own shirigen they were angry:

Shirley: Well that's good. Because I've met a lot of guys who find themselves
stuck like that foo and the only thing that they can do is actually hit

Anthony: Oh yeah but yeah | don't understand people that do that, like if
you're at your house and you get real angry, | don't understand why
you smash all your windows because you've only got to go around
and fix them and pay for them

Shirley: Yeah it doesn't make a lot of sense does ite

Anthony: Na see | don't' do stuff like that, if I'm going to break something, it's
not going to be mine and I'm not going, there's going fo be nobody
around fo see that it was me.

Shirley: Oh okay that's sensible

Anthony: But usudlly if | do that, I'm not in a bad mood anyway, I'm just doing
it to be an arsehole to somebody.

Anthony presented a viewpoint that does not acttggitviolence necessarily results
from explosive and uncontrollable anger. He wassumgesting that he would not
break things, rather that he would do so stratdlgicdt's not going to be mine and
I'm not going, there's going to be nobody aroundee that it was me”. Strong self-
interest can be read as motivating Anthony’s suggel®gical and rational purpose.
Furthermore, such action can be strategic even Wheappearance seems to be an
angry response: “I'm not in a bad mood anyway ju'sh doing it to be an arsehole to
somebody”. Thus, a performance of anger can bessafidly completed even when
the emotion is not being experienced. Most peopperence fear when confronted
by another’'s anger. This may be because of thectxipen that they will be hurt by
the other. The expression of anger — whether or tieg person is actually
experiencing anger — can by itself therefore ach@esired results without the need

for actual physical contact.

When it comes to young men’s fighting, anger i®wofthought to be a significant
determinant of the violence. However, both Sean &mdw offer a different

perspective when they talked about their experignce

Shirley: Yeah. So you're not one of those that get into the scrapes?

Sean: No. No | think I'm quiet.

Shirley: Okay.

Sean: Own person. Had a few fights but never hit them. You know | don't

want to go around hitting people like ... [unclear].
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Shirley: Yeah. So was that just you being picked on and you just defending
yourselfe

Sean: Yeah.

Although he got into fights, Sean talked of chogsmot to hit his opponents during
these fights. While he did not say whether he didid not experience anger during
these fights, Sean chose his actions even in ‘et lof the moment’, which
contradicts dominant theories in which explodingems thought to be implicated in
men'’s fighting (Howells, 2004). Not wanting to hartyone by hitting also seems to
contradict what one aim of fighting is thought toheeve; that is, inflicting the
maximum possible damage on the other. Therefora Saa be read as containing
his violence and as controlling himself. Perhapsblyhitting, Sean may experience
himself subjectively as not being violent. In aduit by not hitting, Sean can be
positioned as defending himself since he can ptéserself as being unable to avoid
the fight.

Drew also made rational choices not to harm otimetise midst of a gang fight:

Shirley: So have you ever fought with weapons?

Drew: Oh I've never had, had the guts to hit someone with a weapon.
Shirley: No?

Drew: Once | threw a bottle. | was supposed to hit him with the bottle but |

didn't want to hit him so | threw it at him and | didn't aim for his head
either, | dimed for his body. | don't like using weapons, | might kill

someone.
Shirley: Okay and you don't want to kill anyone?
Drew: No.

Drew spoke of exercising considerable control inading not to use a weapon, even
though he “was supposed to hit him with the bottléé constructed the act of using
a weapon as courageous, but that he did not haae ivtook to do so: “I've never
had, had the guts”. This also suggests that hedymatientially admire those who did
use weapons. The possible consequence of killingesoe seemed to outweigh any

glory Drew may have experienced from using a weapon

Both Sean and Drew’s descriptions contradict theaithat uncontrollable anger
motivated their fighting. Instead, considerable tooin and rationality are

predominant in their descriptions.
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Constructions of Manliness

The more the participants’ talk offered alternatigcemplex and variable ways to
consider the key ideas of mainstream psycholodyésrising about youth violence,
the more | needed to explore the discourses intwtheir understandings of their
violence were located. It became clear to me vengkly when talking with these
young men that ‘getting it right as a man’ was famentally important to them. The
discourses around manliness had a significant ilmpa¢he positioning participants

took up in relation to their explanations and praad of violence.

The impact masculinities has for young men has Ibégrlighted in various research
studies. Phillips (2001; 2005), for example, ddsamlia study she undertook with 32
American school boys aged 12 to 18 years that purated an examination of media
sources, interviews and group discussions. Theysaimied to explore the “links
between cultural discourses of masculinity, perfmmaity of masculinity, and
practices of male violence” (2001, p. 50), usingmifast, poststructural,
psychoanalytic discourse analysis. Phillips consideviolence as an “unhealthy”
practice of masculinity. In her analysis of medmrges, violence was depicted as
being linked to being a man in computerised gamews items and advertisements.
In the interviews and discussion groups Phillipplesed the incidences of violence
that were described by participants, these weretifig with peers, physical and
verbal bullying and what Phillips described as-s@fence, that is, boxing and skate
boarding in which personal injury was seen as pérthe activity. In this work,
Phillips identified eight discourses: (1) Populardnd necessity of the outcast, (2)
Reproduction of hegemonic masculinity: practices minking, (3) Proving
masculinity: discourses of daring and risk, (4)Jrg masculinity: heterosexuality
and homophobia, (5) Slick masculinity: in your fa¢@) Masculinity as domestic
incompetence (7) Enforcing masculinity: discoursésiolence, and (8) Father and

sons: bonding and the reproduction of hegemoniculiagty.

Phillips (2006) has argued that violence is a perénce or practice of masculinity,
she stated “...acts of a [sic] physical strength, reggjon, competitiveness,
heterosexuality, risk taking, and emotional steicisignify an assumed ‘essential’

masculine core or identity” (p. 417). Phillips (20@005) also lists the following as
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signifiers of hegemonic masculinity: toughness,gitsl strength, tall or large body
size, playing sports, the ability to fight, indedence, risk taking, heterosexuality,
popularity with boys and girls, cars, boats, Whitgs) the military, particular clothes,
middle or high socio-economic status. A numberhefse signifiers were evident in

the talk of participants in this current study.

Hegemonic masculinity, according to Connell (1995)an idealised description of
manhood, which is conceptualised as a fixed an*tmasculinity, of a ‘real’ man,
the ‘natural’ man that permeates the social wonldANestern cultures and which
reproduces the patriarchal order (see Chapter T8wjh a normative definition of
masculinity is reflected culturally in numerous wajor example, movie characters
played by Russell Crowe or Tom Cruise, and in athieg campaigns, such as
those showing the ‘Great Southern Man’ in beer edaments in New Zealand.
David and Brannon (1976) characterised this trawdl#i masculinity by describing
four sex roles. These includBto Sissy Stuffwhich revolves around avoiding all
things feminine and includes homophobidie Big Wheelrelates to competition,
achievement and succe3s$ie Sturdy Oakwhich emphasises physical toughness and
emotional repression; and finall@give ‘em hell which focuses on being aggressive
and forceful.

These examples provide the means to offer desmnptof traditional masculinity,

but “hegemonic masculinity’ is not a fixed charmctype, always and everywhere
the same. It is, rather, the masculinity that oeesithe hegemonic position in a
given pattern of gender relations, a position akvegntestable” (Connell, 1995, p.
76). It is more useful to view hegemonic mascwiras an ideal, and as Connell
suggests, few men are successful in reaching theative standard of masculinity
that the dominant discourses produce. Thereforejst the concept of getting a
subject position correct (Laws & Davies, 2000), ygumen will be constantly

aiming to achieve the subject position of beingeal’ man. This aim was evident

throughout the participants’ talk.
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Being a man

Rick spoke of immaturity being the main reason lalensome bad choices and that
puberty was an important time for him. It was adimhen he changed a great deal,
he became bigger and stronger, he preferred to feortkis money and turned away

from crime and violence. He was no longer a chdting as, what he called, “a little

hood rat”.

Rick: | didn't have much more to prove because | mean there's always
going to be someone out there bigger than what you are. So yeah.
[laugh]

Shirley: Yeah always, eh. Yeah. So it seems to be all about growing up?

Rick: Yeah. Yeahitis. Atleast that's the way | see it, eh.

Shirley: It's amazing because a lot of people grow up and still don't change.

Rick: Yeah, yeah. Um I've seen a few people in here that I've known from
out there and they haven't changed one bit. Ah still thinking they're
the ‘he-man’ and that sort of thing, that's what I'd say. But really
they're no better than the person standing next to them sort of
thing.
[...]

Shirley: Yeah so where do you think that sort of stuff comes from? Why

Rick: Um, | don't actually know. | mean | used to think myself you know
being ‘the man’ and that sort of stuff, but I've sort of grown up from
that stage and sort of like to take life as a normal person | guess.
Now that oh | was working and yeah it's just a whole different ball
game really.

Shirley: So you think that the big macho thing isn't really normal stuff2

Rick: | just think it's immaturity really. It's either you're going to get along or

you're not really sort of thing.

Rick suggested that becoming a man occurred throlgtsignification of puberty
via the physical changes produced. Alongside thimec maturity and, together with
having a job, he could now be read as having aeliemanhood. He “didn't have

much more to prove”.

While becoming a man is, of course, highly sigmifitfor Rick, it appears that it is
possible to get the subject position of man ‘toghti (Laws, 2001). Rick also
referred to notions of hyper-masculinity when hekspof being a “he-man”, and
doing “the man” thing, as being immature. Insteld, suggested that being a
“normal person” required growing up to move bey@uth a macho performance.
Therefore, being ‘too much of a man’ is not perfomgnthe position of man

correctly.
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Reflecting back on his past violence, Rick spokdé@iv there was a need to prove
his ‘manhood’.
Rick: Um. Just to prove the point | guess. Just to prove you know that I'm

not a pussy or stuff you get teased like oh you're a wuss you're a
sook go on do it sort of thing if you know what | mean.

Shirley: Yeah

Rick: Had a lot of that peer pressure — yeah.

According to Connell (1995), ‘manhood’ is generallgt defined as what a man is,
but rather what a man is not and “a specific masitylis constituted in relation to
other masculinities and to the structure of gemektions as a whole” (p. 154). Most
notably, a man is defined ast a woman. It is unsurprising, then, to see suamger
used as “pussy”, for example, which often denoles feminine in general, or a
woman'’s genitals. Therefore “pussy” becomes a daooryg term to describe a man.
As masculinity is constructed in relation to othetss also always contested. Thus,
the hegemonic concept of ‘manhood’, must alwayspb®ved (Connell, 1995).
Fighting and violence become the ultimate meargoofg so.

Exploring fighting
One view of fighting is that it is a deviant belaw, caused by anger and that the
opponents do not have the necessary social stikettle their disagreement in any
other way. Fighting was an activity that particifgafrequently engaged in, both
fighting individually and in gang fights. The reaso fights began varied
considerably and the outcomes were complex. Raatts spoke of their fighting
experiences inside the secure facilities and ptootbeing incarcerated for their
current offences. Drew explained that his annoyawtth another inmate was
implicated in his agreeing to a fight:
Drew: He didn't like what the ...[unclear] was and he just goes oh do you
want a hiding and | was pissed off with him and | said oh yeah lef's
meet in the toilets and we went in and we had a, we had a go.

And none, none of us came out with marks on our face or nothing.
We were both hitting each other in the face [...]

Shirley: So did anyone win the fighte
Drew: No nobody. It was prefty even.
[...]
Shirley: So how do you, how do you just stop?
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Drew: We just both stopped. Went for ages and we just both stopped
because we were tired.

Shirley: Kind of called even was it

Drew: Yeah

Drew’s description of the progress the fight toadl dot focus on his anger, but
instead his talk can be read as admiring both Hfrasd his opponent. His comment
that the fight was “pretty even”, suggests he hadvathy opponent. Drew
constructed the other as honourable; respecting @nemy can be seen as enabling
male friendships to emerge from such violent beigigg At the same time, success
in fighting establishes his place within the hiekgr. This contrasts to the assumption
that fighting is simply a way of releasing anged am ‘uncivilised’ way of resolving

a dispute.

Although he previously spoke of himself as beingur&a now and not needing to

prove himself, Rick also got involved in fights wehinside:

Shirley: Do you get intfo any of the fights and stuff that go on?

Rick: Well to be honest | do. Um, but you know you can't always stop
them from happening and as they say there's always one sour
grape isn't there, yeah so.[small chuckle]

Shirley: So what are those sort of things about most of the fime?

Rick: Um. Most of the fime it's just stupid things. Just little things really. Um
yeah | mean someone starts an argument with one person and
then the other person gets in and another person, then the two
original people that were going to fight don't even fight and then
there's another two that will. So it's just stupidity | guess.

While Rick described his involvement in fights &he had no choice, “you can't
always stop them”, he nevertheless called suchifiglistupid” and occurring over

“little things”. But he then went on to talk of fijng as being a way to solve

problems:
Shirley: Does it, does it fix things. Like having a fight or what does it do?
Rick: In some ways it does. From what I've seen being here um lI've

experienced a few fights. Um a couple of people just biased of
each other but now they get on quite well, due fo - | think if's just a
macho man sort of act to see who's bigger than who and but |
mean | suppose in here that thing does go on. | mean no one's ever
going to change that. There's always got to be one person that
wants o be the top.

Fighting appeared to resolve differences betweamgamen. But Rick identified
this with being “a macho man sort of act to see'shager than who”, a process he
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saw as enduring because “there's always got tonbeperson that wants to be the
top”.

The consequences of winning and losing fights tadur in the justice system
appeared to be a complex matter:
Drew: Oh just a couple of times but | haven't been charged for them, | got

off on them 'cause | started the fight and | ended up losing it and
getting a black eye so they just didn't charge me.

Shirley: Okay. Is that because you were injured?

Drew: Yeah. Just 'cause | started it. Probably if | beat him | would have
got charged.

Shirley: Okay. So it makes a difference does it?

Drew: Yeah.

Shirley: Kind of who wins and who loses?2

Drew: It just depends who starts it.

It seemed that whoever started the fight was gépdiee one who was charged.
However, Drew described that this was not the dasehim because he lost:
“Probably if 1 beat him | would have got chargeélie also talked of his injury as
being influential in his not being charged. Suditaation can be read from a natural
justice point of view in which the person who sdrthe fight does not necessarily
need to be punished any further since justice aady been meted out, firstly, by
having lost the fight and, secondly, by sustairanginjury. The practice of fighting
discursively constructs ‘manliness’ and self-deteth@comes a necessity to get it

right as a man.

Participants spoke of various injuries they sust@ifrom their fighting, with the
most serious being concussion after being hit wibaseball bat during a gang fight.
Within the normative discourses around manlinessnjry sustained by fighting or
sport can be read as a marker of ‘getting it ragha man’ (Connell, 2000). Therefore
Drew’s black eye is not so much a negative or shianneark, rather, it is a mark of
honour from which he gains status. However, suglryris constructed as masculine
only if it is not disabling (Sparkes & Smith, 200B)isability does not fit with the
subject position of a ‘real’ man, which is condg by a physically strong and

healthy body.
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There were other situations in which fighting, aoren precisely, “beating up” others
occurred. Drew described a situation in which treemed to be an obligation to do

SO:
Drew: Oh yep 'cause I've beat up a lot of people that didn't even want to
fight.
Shirley: So what, what happened then, what was that about?
Drew: Just, just um one fight was when um, when | had my girlfiend and

we were in town like we were out partying for the night and we
were at a burger bar, a late night burger bar that's open. And |
went to the toilet and | came back and there was a fella that was,
wasn't sitting next to her but was close to her and | just used that as
an excuse to beat him up.

Shirley: Okay. So you say excuse, what's that about?
Drew: Yeah. | was just, just hit him up if he's trying to get into my girl.
Shirley: So it really didn't matter whether he was or wasn't did you just want

to fight or something?

Drew: Oh well | just didn't want him by my girlfriend.
Drew could be positioned as dangerous since hegiakfight with someone without

apparent provocation. Provocation is often used astigating factor in explaining
violence, and particularly in the court systemsitused to reduce the seriousness of
the offence and thus to reduce the sentencing m#so(Gelsthorpe & Padfield,
2003). It is also possible to construct Drew’s giade as unpredictable, positioning
him as even more dangerous. But Drew’s explanatignst used that as an excuse
to beat him up”, instead, can be read as his beirmgntrol and rational. There is no

suggestion that he was actually angry in this sidoa

Drew also alluded to still other positions. He aeel to be taking up a position of
the ‘macho’ male as he went on later to describgshlf as being a “hard-out type”,
which he said was the reason his girlfriend fiflsed him. His violence can also be
located within the romantic discourse in which &enot only attempting to impress
his girlfriend but also keeping her interest in hative. There are also sexual
connotations in Drew’s comment, “he's trying to ggb my girl”, suggesting that
his girlfriend is simply a passive vessel for a malthough Drew talked of fighting
on behalf of his girlfriend, which suggests he iginly protective, Drew can
alternatively be read as protecting his own intstethat is, his ownership and
control of his girlfriend, a performance enabled bgncepts of traditional

masculinity.
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In talking about their involvement in gang fightjngarticipants described themselves
as being motivated by “someone [getting] smart wigh but most frequently, it was
the presence of another gang or one of its menii@ng in what they considered to
be their territory, as Sean explained:

Sean: Like you've got different parts of fown and it's like somebody from

another part of fown comes into your place and they're not
welcome sort of thing. So they probably get into a fight.

Rick also had something to say on this:

Rick: Depending on like say if you're walking through town or something
you might see another person from another gang or something and
sort of beat up on him.

It is easy to consider these young men are constgutheir gang violence as
warfare. The protection of territory is importamda‘taking out’ the ‘enemy’ is part
of this process. Even though this can plausiblyréed as rational, instrumental
violence, it seems contrary to rationality to beating harmful warlike conditions
where no such war exists outside their own smalugs. It would appear that any
beneficial outcomes of their gang fights relatéhi® opportunities they provide these

young men to prove their manhood to each other.

As | asked more about gang fights, | was not ssegrito find the young men

drawing on dominant discourses around manlinesgitain what goes on:

Shirley: So why do they pick fights, what's that all about?

Sean: Um, to see who's the strongest really. Just to hurt somebody.

Shirley: So why would anyone want to hurt someone, why would they?
Sean: Don't like them, ah they've done something to them or somebody

else has been done and they've got a grudge against them so
they've goft to take it out on them.

Shirley: So what's this thing about being strong, is there some kind of a
competition or something going on?

Sean: Oh sort of is.

The familiar competition between men “to see whitis strongest” or to settle “a
grudge” or “just to hurt somebody” demonstrates hamis of violence enable them

to prove their manhood and so perform the subjesitipn of man correctly.

116



However, not all participants stayed in the garigysk left because of his sense of

fairness:
Rick: But the thing is they never really fight one on one. They seem to do it
as a gang versus one person or that's why | got out of it because I'm
into like if you're gunna fight, fight fair.
Shirley: So you didn't find that doing the, the few onto the one was fair?
Rick: Yeah. No. No, not at all.

Rick can be read as taking up the position of aenmosature person who can reflect
back on his history and see the unfairness of hgsbthers, at least “as a gang
versus one person”. However, he did not suggestnihdighting should occur; “if
you're gunna fight, fight fair”. The discursive ot of fair-fighting is an important
one in male-to-male violence, which acts to coms$tfighting as a performance
between equal combatants, utilising particulaeswf engagement with winners and
losers. However, where fair-fighting does not octhare is no opportunity for the
male victim to enact manliness (Eagle, 2006), athéncase of a gang against one

person.

But not all fighting was always so serious. Drewoaspoke of a type of fighting he
called “play fighting”:

Drew: Not real fights.

Shirley: Oh right but you've got charged with thate So what's the difference
between play fighting and real fighting?

Drew: Um. Play fighting we're not punching each other as hard as we
would in a fight.

Shirley: Oh okay. But you're sfill punching each other?

Drew: Yeah.

Shirley: Just not as hard?

Drew: Well we don't punch each other in the face. It's justin the body.

While Drew clearly distinguished between “play figly” and ‘real’ fighting, the
authorities did not, since he got charged for itew spoke of “play fighting” as a
common, everyday activity in which young men enghad¢owever, there is nothing
in his talk that allows us to know whether his Ypléghting” opponents knew that
this was just for fun and not ‘real’ fighting. Aacting to Eagle (2006), the contest
discourse constructs male-to-male violence as &sbor a game, in which various

rules exist, including the concept of fair-fighting/hile this activity is chosen as

117



play rather than as serious fighting it still apiset» be a practice of manliness and
may in some way assist in establishing relatiorshgmd the male hierarchy

participants referred to.

Inmate hierarchy: Achieving manliness

Participants talked about how fighting inside wiakdd to maintaining a hierarchy

amongst inmates. As Drew explained:

Drew: When | first came like all the tough fucks were here then, like heaps
of bullies and that. | got along with most of them. But that's when |
had one fight when | first came in here but from that fight because
he was one of the tough dudes and | had tfo fight him, | started
getting on with everybody after that.

Drew can be positioned as successful in this cordéxnale competition, since he
was able to demonstrate his ‘manhood’ in only fogi®. But Sean talks of a system
that required a young man to constantly maintagstanding in the hierarchy. He
described those inmates at the top of the hieraeshyhe “king pins”, whom he
viewed as the “quiet ones”, but also who he thowgde “more vicious”:
Sean: They just, they just don't need to like act the goat to prove anything,
they just sit and watch TV and nobody will mess with them or
nobody will pick on them. But then you get people who are running

around and get smart fo you and they just try and pick fights. Like
they only pick on people that are smaller.

Shirley: It's almost like there's sort of, it's happening all the way down

Sean: Yep

Shirley: Isn't it.

Sean: If's like a food chain sort of thing really.

Shirley: Yeah it is. So where does this come from?

Sean: | don't have a clue. It's just being in prison for, for years and years so

just goes along with it.

In listening to Sean’s description, | felt that &svhearing about scenes from a movie
that | have seen numerous times before. Sean @usitithe “king pinsas quiet and
somehow as heroic because they have nothing teeptbappears that those at the
top need only act on occasion, and the threat @it \Wiey can do suffices to control
others. Yet those lower down the pecking ordermaoee active and “pick fights”,
presumably to establish their standing as men @ Hierarchy. However, those
inmates involved in “running around and get[tingjast” who “pick on people who

are smaller” do not seem to be convincing otheth@f masculinity.

118



When | asked about it, Sean went on to explain l@wvsaw that there was a
necessity in having the hierarchy to control thiedwéours of other inmates

Shirley: Mm. So why is it necessary2 What's it all about?

Sean: If you didn't have it, you'd have everybody trying to be staunch and
tough and walking around like nobody can touch them sort of
thing. It'd just be like that really.

Shirley: Mm, mm. So what is this staunch stuff about?2

Sean: No one touch, or | can't, nobody can beat me up and that sort of
thing. I'l stand over a person for their ... [unclear] or smokes or shoes
or something.

Shirley: Right

Sean: Mm

Shirley: So has it got anything fo do with being a man do you think?
Sean: Yeah, quite a bit of that sort of thing. There is a foughness. Yeah.

Being “staunch and tough” can be read as perforesant their masculinity, “and
walking around like nobody can touch them” appedcete how these young men
could prove their ‘manhood’. Sean provided a ratlaeason for the existence of the
hierarchy. It is a ‘given’ that violence sets-uge thierarchy and in turn is what
determines being a man. Sean also makes it veay thhat not all young men can
legitimately act “staunch and tough”. This highlighhe competitive aspect of male
relationships inside and raises the question oftwuld be so problematic with
“everybody trying to be staunch and tough”. Conr§@B95) points out, there are
always subordinated masculinities and part of #edgr order involves power over
other men. Connell writes that two patterns of emale result from the inequality of
the patriarchal order. First, there is the use iofemce by the dominant group to
maintain their dominance, for example, men agamsinen. Second, within the
gender politics among men, there is such violesoga and armed assaults between
groups of men, for example, youth gangs or hetet@emen against homosexual
men. Violence is therefore used to define boundabetween men and exclude
certain types of men, for example, homosexuals. Rieearchy inside that these

young men discuss can be viewed as an institutioaction of the gender order.

The effects of these practices that occur insiéenat limited to the environment of

the jail but have a powerful constitutive effectsade that context. Despite not all
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inmates being able to be “staunch and tough” instdan talked of how simply the
label of being an inmate can add to their ‘mantyage on the outside:

Sean: Yeah it's like when you get out on the outside they're gunna be like
oh don't mess with him, he's been in gaol sort of, but really it's just -
you do, you do get a lot stronger, if you go to gym and get pretty
fit.

[..]

Shirley: Yeah?

Sean: People are like oh he's been in gaol for two years so that's what they
think. They watch it on the movies and they see all, it's not really like
that. Mm.

Shirley: But are you going to tell them otherwise?

Sean: No. My mate come in on Sunday. [cough] He's going to me like oh |

hear they're all big and ... [unclear]. | say nah and I'm like being a
real cool person in here, just be your own person sort of thing,
nothing to act tough about.

Sean saw an advantage in being positioned by thats&le as tough because he had
been in jail. This reflects the common idea thak ggoduces a toughened and
perhaps more dangerous person. Such positionimgfsageung men to get it right as
a man according to hegemonic masculinity. Therefadmiration for those doing
violence is (re)produced. The use of weapons inctiramission of their violence

also adds to this positioning of man as being taamghdangerous.

Using weapons

Some of the participants talked of a range of waagseing used during aggravated
robberies and gang fights. These included baséla#dl, screwdrivers, beer bottles,
hammers and knives. But as Sean described, tkermre of weapons in gang fights

increased the level of fear he experienced:

Shirley: Okay. So what was it like?

Sean: Ah sometimes scary. Sometimes a bit of fun. Sometimes | regret
doing it after it but.

Shirley: So what made it fun?e

Sean: Bored really. Um, somebody that you really didn't like and now you
goft the better of them.

Shirley: Okay. | guess that's sort of some kind of sense of safisfaction or
something?

Sean: Yeah

Shirley: So why was it scary sometimes?
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Sean: Um, out numbered, the sort of weapons they use. And there's this,
you know if you're up against somebody that you might win, you're
going to get um knocked out or a few broken bones or something.
[chuckle] So it gets a bit scary sometimes.

Sean constructed the fighting as “fun”; it relievad boredom, and also provided the
satisfaction of getting “the better of them”. Buig also talked of being scared in
relation to weapons. Sean’s description of the aksaveapons highlighted the

potentially serious injuries that could result. Yibe sense of risk he portrayed when
he chuckled about possibly being “knocked out attjgg] a few broken bones”

demonstrates that violence that is potentially @éamgs may enhance it as being
“fun”, but also positions those involved as courage within discourses around

traditional masculinity.

For those young men who use serious weapons, suktivaes and guns, they can be
positioned as particularly dangerous. Drew higtieghthis when he spoke of being
shown a gun after he and his mates attempted koapfight:

Shirley: So when you say hard out type what is ite
Drew: Oh don't back down for nothing and do anything.
[-.]
Shirley: So when you don't back down is that back down from anything?
Drew: Yeah anything violence, crime. Just anything that's the trouble.
Shirley: So can you imagine anything where you would back down?
Drew: Probably if someone pointed a gun to me.
Shirley: Okay
[-.]
Drew: | just asked him if he's got a problem and he goes yeah and he

pulled up his shirt and there was the handle of the gun, and ah no
sweet. Just turned round and started walking away and we got
around the corner and ran.

[...]
Drew: When he showed us the gun, then we didn't fight with him eh.
Shirley: Okay yeah, sensible.

Drew and his mates “just turned round and startatking away”. Their response
can be read as a very controlled one with an exitad a potentially dangerous
situation, but one that did not result in a los$agk for them. The fact that they “got
around the corner and ran”, however, suggests yadiferent reaction. A reaction
that may have been about experiencing fear or exaitement. In considering
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getting it right as a man within the discoursesuatbnormative manliness, it would
seem that fear or excitement in relation to certgpes of weapons is acceptable

because the use of them is outside usual, evesxiagrience in New Zealand.

The use of weapons can have very powerful effed)rew pointed out when he
went on to describe people’s reactions when orfdasomates stabbed someone with
a knife during a gang fight:

Shirley: So do you remember how you reacted when you saw thate

Drew: Ah yeah we went to this party [...] there was only a car-load of us,
the five of us and we don't know no one at the party, rolled into the
party and some people turned up, just about the whole party tried
to pick a fight with us. Then my mate just pulled out his knife, ah one
fella was having a fight. Ah, one fella was fighting with one my
mates and my mate pulled out a knife and like stabbed this fella in
the back. And we just grabbed my mate and we cruised.

Shirley: So were you scared when you saw that happen ore

Drew: Oh | dunno we were just freaking out. Thinking far out, fuck what a
game on, stab someone.

Shirley: So everyone was freaking?

Drew: Yeah. And after that no one wanted to mess with us. They all just
stood back and just gazed look and shock. Thought we were alien
fellas so.

Shirley: So does that like increase your rep or something?

Drew: Yeah, yeah. Don't mess with us or that's what will happen.

Shirley: So how do you feel about that, is it2

Drew: Oh yeah it's good having that kind of reputation on the outside.

'‘Cause then, now I'm just, people just um, | mean they're being my
mates and don't fry and mess with me.

Again Drew talked of an initial shock reaction imieh people were “freaking out”
and they “just stood back and just gazed look dmatls Thought we were alien
fellas”. But there was also a sense of excitemeot tfuck what a game on”, and
perhaps admiration for his mate from Drew. Weapams their use appeared to be
associated with bravery, power, being tough anddimg reputations, all of which
assist young men to get it right as a man withimlmass discourses. Drew can also
be read as expressing gratitude for the powerfyaich the incident created: “it's
good having that kind of reputatiorsince few will now want to “try and mess with
me”. There is a form of respect for violence anel tttreat of violence has powerful
effects.
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Just as the participants offered differing ideasualiighting and anger compared to
dominant psychological theories, they also prowdtlernative views of families and

relate some of their early experiences to theit gbperforming man correctly.

Families and Their Relationship to Youth Violence

Deconstructing ‘bad’ families

Dominant discourses around family construct theilfams the most fundamental
social unit. The primary function of a family ismmonly seen to be that of raising
and caring for children. However, families are alseorised to be the site where
youth violence originates. What is termed a ‘dysfional’ family has historically
been closely associated with causing disorder a&ndranality in children and youth
(Dishion & Stormshak, 2007; Gerard et al., 2006£a2001; Rose, 1985). Home
and family were also important to participants amas emphasised in their talk.
While they acknowledged experiencing a range oblgros, they all spoke about
their family as being their greatest source of supp

Rick: Um yeah | reckon they work quite good because I've always in my
life had a lot of family support.

For many of the participants, having committed diffence for which they were
incarcerated had a huge impact on members of faeilly and the young men’s
relationships with them. They expressed concerntlierr family; but their main
focus was on their mother. Such concern for otsemmed to be at odds with how
the young men talked about their experiences dftifig earlier. Sean responded

emotionally when | asked about the effects his esrand imprisonment had on his

parents:

Shirley: Yeah so how has it had an effect on them?

Sean: [pause 3 secs] Well um [pause 4 secs] never actually really asked
them that but it's just, it's hard for them because Mum just got over
cancer before it happened and ah [very shaky voice and close to
tears] [pause 5 secs]. Can't remember really.

Shirley: So it would have been a pretty tough fime for your Mum?2

Sean: Yeah [Quiefly].

Being a mother's son seemed to be a position thatam important and inescapable

one for these young men. There seemed to be bdaitiveoaspects (for example,

123



support) and difficult aspects (for example, shame guilt) for them in this subject
position.

Even when their relationships with their mothersswat an easy one, participants

still made efforts towards communication:

Anthony: Oh it's had an impact on my mum but my dad it hasn't - oh it might
of but he hasn't shown it

Shirley: So how has it impacted on your mum?

Anthony: Oh she just won't talk to me. Ah | can get her to talk but I'll ring her
and she'll say oh yeah yeah, I'll ing you, but she'll never ring and |
write her a letter and I'll say write back on it and she'll never write
back she just [pause 5 secs)

Shirley: That sounds pretty tough

Anthony: Oh it's all right, 'cause | never used to get on with my mum anyway
Shirley: It sounds like things are a bit worse now though?

Anthony: Yeah

Shirley: Is it or do you think it's just pretty much the same?

Anthony: It's a bit worse but oh | don't know. | just [pause 8 secs] just sort of
think oh she ain't gunna ring me, I'm not going to ring her.

Shirley: So it's been a while since you talked to her?

Anthony: Oh nay | talked to her the other night, that was like the second time
that I've been here, I've been here two months

Anthony’s attempts to maintain contact with his hestcan be read as him trying to
get the subject position of being a ‘good’ son righthin the dominant family
discourse. My expression of sympathy in the abaxeh&nge showed that | was
drawing on notions of what makes a ‘good familyhigh assumed that a positive,
loving relationship should occur between a mothed aer son and that regular
communication was part of this. However, Anthonymediately re-positioned
himself as not being overly concerned about ‘ggtiinright as a son’ and moved
towards the position of having the ability to withd from the relationship himself
in response. This may reflect the notion that imthejfgence and autonomy are more
important than relationship for young men and sticag sought after, to achieve

manhood. This is particularly so in separating fiitweir mothers.

Rick raised the issue of experiencing a rangemoflfeproblems over the years:

Shirley: Absolutely. So when you talk about having quite a few sort of family
problems and everything growing up so do you think that's in any
way kind of shaped some of the things that you've done?
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Rick: Um, well not really. Um a lot of people have blamed my family and
stuff for what | have done and stuff like that but | mean you're your
own person so you can't really. [...] But you know, at the end of the
day you're the person that makes the decision, so yeah.

Shirley: So there's no point in blaming your family for what you dide
Rick: Yeah, yeah well.

Rick was aware thdta lot of people have blamed my family and stuff Wdrat |
have done”. This highlighted the claim that “fanmisoblems” are responsible for the
negative behaviour and disorders of children, arel tae direct cause of their
violence and crime. As previously discussed in @rapTwo, mainstream
psychology draws upon, re-produces and supporssdiscourse of ‘dysfunctional
families’ when it theorises that a range of pathee and antisocial behaviour are
derived from children’'s experiences of family pmabls and negative family

environments (Rose, 1985).

Rick makes it very clear that he did not think ppeopriate to blame his family for
what he had done because “at the end of the dayeythe person that makes the
decision”. It is possible to read his explanatientaking up a position as an active,
rational agent who has made his own choices. Thitipn is conceived as a
powerful one with its emphasis on agency. It fiesdlwith notions of manliness that
positions men as rational; in control of themselaged their environment (Connell,
2001). The position could also describe the agehtimanist individual (Henriques
et al.,, 1984). This subject position is preferatdethat available within the ‘bad
family’ discourse, which is one of a powerless Gt since a child’s future is

thought to be pre-determined by the actions of thaients.

It is possible to discount Rick’s agentic positemd his claim that his family is not
to blame. He can be positioned as not knowledgeabte not able to make the
conceptual leap about how family problems couldehaffected him since he is not a
professional with relevant training in family dyn@ash or human development.
Alternatively, but still considering mainstream ypisological developmental theory
of individuation (Garbarino, Gaa, Swank, McPhers&nGratch, 1995; Scharf,

Mayseless, & Kivenson-Baron, 2004), Rick can beitmrsed as having separated
(individuated') from his family of origin and déakith his issues to become an

independent fully 'functioning’ person who is noakihg responsibility for what he
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did. This process then can be viewed as havingrezpghe damage of his earlier

upbringing, but does not mean the damage neverrrectu

The discourses around abnormality that construgsftahctional’ families describe
certain families as not offering ‘good enough p#érgi seeing them as not able to
care for their children in ways that meet certdandards (Laws, 2001). In Western
countries, an entire child protection system exigth professionals who are charged
with labelling which families are dysfunctional (f@xample, Child. Youth and
Family in New Zealand). However, how some famili® identified as ‘bad
families’ remains unclear. Does such a constructiome into being only after the
young man has committed violence and has himself pesitioned as having come
from one of those ‘bad families’? Can families eusn considered ‘bad’ if their
children become model citizens? Based on empiyichlased psychological
theorising it would seem logical to expect thattak children or at least most of
them from a ‘bad’ family would engage in problemabehaviour. But as the
participants have said, for many of them they wiae@ only ones amongst their
siblings to be considered a problem. As Rick sdym, a lot of people in my family

say | was the problem one, coming from a big fatnily

With notions of a ‘dysfunctional’ family comes acfes on those families as creating
the most adverse environment for their children.e Tact of being labelled

‘dysfunctional’ constructs other families as ‘fuinctal’, rather than as being simply
less dysfunctional (Laws, 2001). However, it is gbe to consider all families as

creating problems for the children within them.

Alternatively, if there was greater recognitiontttiee broader community, peers and
society (for example, schools) are also major pkaye creating environments which
have adverse consequences for children, there rbigthess of a focus on viewing
‘dysfunctional’ families as the primary cause ofldfen’s problems. However, this
is a subjugated discourse in the current Westenalsohistorical and political
climate, wherein the family is constructed as tbmerstone of society that produces

the rational humanist subject.
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Troubling the cycle of violence

Taking the concept of ‘dysfunctional’ families foer, positivist psychology
theorises that children who are victims of violengghin their own family will
become perpetrators of violence later in life asfér to this process as the theory of
intergenerational transmission of violence or thgcle of violence’ (see for
example, Chapple, 2003; Lambie, Seymour, Lee, &mgla2002; Schwartz, Hage,
Bush, & Burns, 2006; Widom, 1989). | suggest thas totion of the cycle of
violence has become the most popular and well-knbeiref regarding causes of
violence today. It has become a dominant discoumsding it now common sense.
The cycle of violence appears to be a simplistid deterministic theory as it is
unable to account for the difference between thgelamumbers of child victims of
family violence, but the relatively smaller numbar perpetrators of violence. If
there was a direct causal relationship as theqrigesh it would be reasonable to
expect that most people would be violent sincentimabers of children thought to be
victims of physical, sexual and emotional violencehe home are reported to be
staggeringly high (see for example, Finkelhor, 199dbbs, 2005; May-Chahal &
Cawson, 2005; Putnam, 2003; Russell, 1983). Howesiece it seems that the vast
majority of people are not perpetrators of violenttee cycle of violence does not
match up to its own logical conclusion. The idedh&f cycle of violence also cannot
explain the complexities of gender involved in fgmviolence (Bograd, 1990;
Dobash, Dobash, & Noaks, 1995; Kernsmith, 2006) why most offenders of
family violence appear to be male and most victaresswomen and children of both
genders. Although these key limitations of the eyof violence raises questions
regarding the usefulness of the theory, nonethélessnains a dominant one that is
widely known and accepted.

Participants talked of early experiences that cdaddlabelled family violence (a
euphemism for male violence against women and r&hnilih the home). Here, Rick
described an incident which involved his fathee#tening to shoot his mother when
he was a young boy:
Rick: Well my mum and dad split up as, when | was young. Ah, which |
don't know whether that changed a lot or. Um seeing my dad

being violent to my mother was a different, different sort of
experience. Um | recall one time | was probably six or seven maybe
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my dad was an alcoholic but still frequent, like frequently drinks
now, but just wanders off. | recall one fime he came over because |
my mum were separated, came over fo the house with a shotgun
and um threatened to kill my mum. Um, | sort of stood in front of her
and said well if you're going to kill her you may as well kill me too.
Sort of a learning experience.

Shirley: That's huge.

Rick: Yeah.

Shirley: So what did he do?

Rick: Um well he ended up leaving because um my mum got remarried
and my step dad sort of pushed him out the door sort of thing. So.

Shirley: That's an incredibly brave thing for a little kid to

Rick: Yeah | love my mum dearly as well, she's been there a lot for me
over my lifetime, so far. | have a feeling a lot more to come as well.

Shirley: Mm. So that must have been incredibly scary?

Rick: Yeah it was. Apparently it happened more than once but that's the

only one time | can really recall.

My responses to Rick’s description of the incidevith his father show that |

constructed his actions as courageous becausesideoed standing up to a person
with a gun as risky, particularly for a young chdohce they are physically smaller.
However, by positioning Rick as courageous | alsostructed alternative action,
such as running and hiding or taking no actionllatas being marked by fear and
helplessness and potentially as failure. This mayehacted to stop Rick talking any
further about his fear, since fear is not manlylagk of action in response to the
violence of other men contradicts the “hero disseuEagle, 2006, p. 62), which is
a masculine construction that requires active, emagtbehaviour when subjected to

such threat.

Another reading of Rick’s action is that of fulfiiy one of the tasks of being a man,
that is, protecting women (usually from other meWithin the discourses of

traditional masculinity he took up the position thie hero; being his mother’s
protector enabled him to perform ‘man’. Eagle (2008entified a powerful

discursive construction of the “protector” (p. 6@) men who felt responsible for the
safety of others in situations where they were oéd by the violence of other
men. However, these men were unable to enact #re’‘jposition and take action
because they felt constrained by the need to beptioéector. Therefore the

‘protector’ and ‘hero’ positions can be at oddshwetich other.
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Sean also told of protecting his mother from thedat his father over a period of a

year when he was 14 years old:

Sean:

Shirley:

Sean:

Shirley:

Sean:

Shirley:

Sean:

Shirley:

Sean:

Shirley:

Sean:

Shirley:

Sean:

Shirley:

Sean:

Shirley:

Sean:

Ah Dad would come home drunk and mum and dad would have
an argument and they'd end up fighting.

So was it, did it ever get physical?

No it wasn't, oh, oh nah. Not as | believe it would but close to it
though, yep.

So what was it like being around that sort of stuff?

It was, oh it was hard because | was, always had to be the one who
stepped in to stop it really 'cause | think my dad, he's not like other
people that will stop arguing. He'll just keep on going, so I'd be the
one jumping in and felling him to F off or something.

And he would?

Yeah. He listened to me.

Really?2

Yeah.

So how come he listened to you and you were able to stop him?
Because | think he was more scared of me than Mum, sort of thing.
So why would he be scared of you?

Because I'm a lot bigger than him. Yeah.

Oh really. And had you had to do anything?

Oh a few times | forced him out of the house. He didn't hurt anyone.
And so he'd just stop and go away?

Yes.

Like Rick, Sean can also be positioned as a heeaobk charge of the situation and

saved his mother from harm. One feature of bothnSmad Rick’s talk when

describing how they protected their mothers fromirthiolent fathers is the way they

downplayed the seriousness of the situation andodstrated a degree of modesty

about their role: “Sort of a learning experienci&pparently it happened more than

once”, “he listened to me”, “oh a few times | fodchim out of the house”. They

seemed to minimise what happened and what theydbad, the position of the

‘quiet’ hero fits notions of modesty.

Within traditional masculinity discourses, beindgpero and then boasting about it is

not possible because what is required of the posis to be stoic and to deny being

brave and courageous. The hero subject positios doe allow a young man to
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claim the status for themselves, this is for otherattribute, hence minimising what
they have done is all that is possible from the lpasition.

The effects of using minimisation can be seen toveey different for different

subject positions. The concept of minimising isenftused within the offender
intervention field (particularly with sex offendg¢rto describe how the offender
minimises their responsibility for their violencihe seriousness of it, the level of
harm done to others and so forth (Salter, 2003ndJhe minimising technique from
the subject position of protector, as Sean and Rike, can lead to performing
‘man’ correctly by taking up the position of theuigt’ hero. However, if they were
to use this same minimising technique to descritsr town violence, then they
would be positioned negatively within interventidiscourses as trying to avoid

responsibility for their violence.

Sean and Rick's experiences of family violence daa read as producing
opportunities for them ‘to get it right as a manthin the discourses of normative
masculinity. Such a proposition, that a negativaerit experience provided these
young men with an opportunity to take up a posifasition, contrasts markedly

with the notion of a cycle of violence.

The construction of the cycle of violence positimmgidren who have witnessed or
been subjected to family violence as victims. Saath Rick can then be considered
to have got the position of victim wrong. Despitgeeing that the situation and what
they did was “scary”, and describing it as “har@eén), they did not talk of their

experience in a way that is expected of the sulgesition of victim, that is, talking

of trauma and referring to pain, distress or sufterEagle (2006) argues that it is
impossible for men to perform traditional masculirand also be a victim, the two
subject positions are incompatible. This leavesemattims with “few discursive

strategies to engage with their victimisation” 47) and consequently, they cannot
express their experience to others. Manly actiem thecomes a way of resisting the

victim position.

When participants talked of their experiences ofarice within the secure facilities,

they spoke of what they did to stay safe from ottesidents or inmates and their
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experiences of being a victim. Significantly, the2asons for being either violent or
not violent inside were often related to ideas afyale of violence. The reasons

given centred on their own experience of victim@ainside.

Sean described being “quite scared” when he firsteal, but by observing how the
other inmates fought with each other he judged thsrfnot very good fighters”, so
after a time he was no longer scared of them bedaebelieved he could beat them:

Shirley: So have you sort of um had to, have you actually done anything to
give other people a hard time?

Sean: No. 'cause | know, | know how much, how hard it was for me when |
first came here so I've never had, dished it out to anybody else.
'‘Cause just the feeling of first, when | first came here like | wouldn't
come out of my cell, | wouldn't talk to nobody and just, just so hard.
[...]  wouldn't give it fo anybody else.

Sean chose not to give others inside a “hard tibegause he was a victim of such
violence himself and explained that he would nohtasomeone else to experience
what he had. If we apply the notion of a cycle miience to what happened inside,
Sean’s decision contradicts the prediction that \vidence would be inevitable

because he was a victim. Instead, he linked hiempce of being positioned as a
victim directly to his choice not to be violent, wh assisted him to resist the subject
position of victim. Sean can also be read as detratitey some sympathy for other

inmates in his reasoning here.

Kelly’'s actions, on the other hand, fully endorke tdea of the cycle of violence.
Kelly used the same rationale as Sean to explaiadtions, that is, because he was a
victim of violence, but he came to the oppositeatasion to Sean and decided to

victimise others:

Kelly: And now | sort of like sometimes intimidate people when they come
in foo.

Shirley: Oh okay, so what's that all about? Why do you reckon you do
that2[noise of paper]

Kelly: | don't know maybe because it happened to me.

Shirley: So you just give the new people the same as what you got?e

Kelly: Yeah.
[...]

Shirley: So how does that help you?

[..]
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Kelly: It doesn't really. It doesn't really, it's just a bit of fun | reckon while
you're in here.

By drawing on the notion of the cycle of violen¢&lly is positioned as having a

more legitimate claim for his violence when heedahat: “it happened to me” as the
reason for him harassing new inmates. This is arfeorourable position than if he

had expressed a need for revenge, which positionsas being more dangerous.
When Kelly described his experience of victimisatiwhen he first arrived in the

unit, he said that the purpose of the “teasing @midg stuff’ by the other inmates

was to “see how easy they can snap you,”. Kellygthod of managing the situation
was to ignore it and not respond, so accordingng that was why they eventually
gave up on him. Kelly has shifted subject positirosn being a victim to becoming

a perpetrator, where he picked on those new tautiie The perpetrator position

offers Kelly a very different experience: he nownsigers the bullying simply as a
“bit of fun”.

Sean’s choice not to do violence and Kelly’'s chd@eo violence can both be read
as individual agency. They could both explain tlokioice easily to me, drawing on
the same idea of the cycle of violence, althougultang in different outcomes.

However, the logic of the cycle of violence, byelfs constructs the development of
perpetrators as an inevitable outcome of beingctnvi This would mean that Sean
would not have been able to make a non-violentaghand the theory cannot offer

an adequate explanation for his response.

Given the limitations of the cycle of violence timgahat is, that most victims do not
become perpetrators, objectivist theories of chiggiliency offer an effective
explanation instead. Individual children, regardles$ their history of victimisation
who manage to achieve the markers of success xm@e, school achievement,
having friends, and being prosocial are identifi€dis shows that not all victims of
family violence or those from ‘dysfunctional faned’ become violent or
‘delinquent’, or become ‘disordered’ and ‘abnormah general, the notion of
resilience suggests that children can acquire batgs in environments and
circumstances of adversity (Lambie et al., 2003} thitigate their development into
perpetrators. Resiliency is constructed as an owtoof a series of protective factors

that include the attributes of the child, such agnitive abilities, effective emotional
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and behavioural regulation; a positive family eomiment, such as effective

socialisation practices and socioeconomic advastaged external support systems
in the community, such as access to emergencycssi\effective schools (Goldstein
& Brooks, 2005).

Unfortunately, the discourses around resiliency l&ke a double-edged sword, as
Laws (2001) so eloquently described when she @etdibw those children, whom
she depicted as being positioned as ‘sad’, thenvicof familial abuse and neglect,
are in fact made to be responsible for their onsovery. To be seen as resilient,
they must become larave child and overcome the adversity relatively quyckf
they do not, then they are positioned as ‘mad‘dmserdered’ and ‘abnormal’ for not
recovering, which is then seen as being their fathus, they are re-victimised by

the various social institutions designed to hegnth

From such a reading it is possible to considercyee of violence and resiliency
theories of scientific psychology as offering lineause-effect models, which are
believed to impact on all people in the same wasgnKihs, 1990). Yet, the
participants’ responses offer a more complex pect@onsideration of the meaning
that is attributed to the experience appears a rfrargul endeavour than simply
accepting that the experience itself results il@termined outcomes. The impact of
any experience can have multiple and conflictinfect$ with both positive and
negative consequences. But how these experieneesvatuated depends on the
discursive context of the experience. Thereforetwhdeemed a negative experience
needs to remain open to question so that any pesdutcomes are able to be
acknowledged.

When exploring the meaning attributed to an expese attention to the discursive
context, including the time period and the socititipal context that show up the
systems of meaning being accessed to understandexperience, will allow

engagement with the complexity of the effects of experience. For example,
participants have not talked about being traumatfsem their fighting with other

young men; rather, they speak of excitement andipgothemselves. Conversely,
male victims who have been beaten up by a youngaftan describe the experience
as traumatic. The act itself is the same, but theudsive context shifts how the act is
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experienced and understood. | am acutely awarethiba¢ are dangers in proposing
that a threatening, traumatic experience may moifself, have specific negative

effects. The biggest concern for me is that my cemiimay be read as suggesting
that such horrific violence as child abuse and akasgsault may be viewed as not
being harmful and so be used to justify atrocitledo not want my comments to be
read in this way. What | am wanting to highlighttigat, just as our desires are

constructed, (Davies, 1990) so too is what we dagimarmful.

Questioning Learning Approaches to Youth Violence

The concept of the cycle of violence attempts tplar a negative human activity,
namely violence, where explanatory comments albedinhes of, ‘He did it because
it was done to him’ become the common expressiothisf theory. Yet, when it
comes to positive activity or success, such aseasig a loving relationship or
winning an Olympic gold medal, the same explanatsonnlikely to be heard. There
is no theory of a ‘cycle of success’ that worksairsimilar way to the cycle of
violence. Instead, achievement is explained awidaal agency, most often related

to a person’s character or because of their indaliéffort (Bandura, 1997, 2006).

Theories around positive role models, however, begonsidered an approximation
to a ‘cycle of success’. A positive role model iperson, often an adult, who is
viewed as being a good example of an individual wbdrays the type of prosocial
attributes and behaviours deemed necessary fodrehiland young people to
emulate (Goldstein & Brooks, 2005). To imitate ethiefers a learning process.

Not only are concepts of learning thought to bevaht in the process of imitating
positive role models, but learning is implicatedtive cycle of violence and for

children who are raised within ‘dysfunctional faied’. One of the most influential

learning theories that has formed a foundation framch some learning approaches
to youth violence have developed is social cogeitiveory developed by Bandura
(1977; 1986). In brief, social cognitive theoryioia that children learn values and
behaviours, including skills, from their social @ewment and do so in part by
imitating role models (Bandura, 1977). Bandura dad subscribe to the passive,

blank slate concept of the individual, as clagstceditioning theories of learning
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often do (Domjan, 2006). Instead, he offered a Vieat saw the child as an active

learner.

While gender differences are not well accountedbfpthe cycle of violence notion,

social cognitive theory proposes that the imitatidrrole models occurs through a
process of identification with the same-sex pa(Bandura, 1977). For example, in a
domestic violence situation in which a man is beatip a woman, according to a
cognitive, rational argument it would seem logi¢dat any child, regardless of

gender, to imitate the parent who is the most ptwkehat is the man. But according
to social cognitive theory identification occurstlwithe same-sex parent; girls will
identify with the woman being beaten, who is scaaed powerless. Therefore a girl
child is unlikely to become a perpetrator of vialenbut more likely to become a

victim of a man’s violence.

In looking further at the concept of identificatiovithin social cognitive theory, a
contradiction exists regarding skills deficits.Iéarning approaches to youth violence
there is a commonly held idea that empathy is & giung men who are violent
lack. However, according to Bondi (2003), the cqta# identification that is used
in social cognitive theory is closely linked to emtipy. She argues that in order to be
able to identify with their same-sex parent, claldmust employ empathy skills.
From this perspective, the idea of a skills deficiempathy runs counter to the idea
that boys identify with their father's violence, rpetuating the intergenerational

cycle of violence.

Theories of youth violence based on learning ppiesi generally make either one of
two claims about skills. Firstly, the young perdues learnt undesirable skills or,
secondly, the young person has not learnt apptepskills within their family
environment where such learning is assumed to déwidstein, Glick, with Reiner,
Zimmerman, & Coultry, 1987). This second claim agpeo be the one that is most
frequently highlighted in the literature and inentention settings. The main skills in
which violent youth are spoken as being deficieiatude empathy, prosocial skills
and skills in the management of emotional arougeam@arily anger). As a result,
these skills deficits have become intervention éerdGibbs, Potter, & Goldstein,
1995; Howells, 1986; Novaco, 1997). | deal with timaplications of such
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intervention in Chapter Six when | explore how tlieung men respond to

intervention programmes based on this premise.

The expectation that a child must rely primarilytbair parents/family (as implied in
much objectivist psychological literature) to leaacial skills does not appear to be
a good fit in our postmodern world with informatiand communications technology
and the extensive social networks to which we nawehaccess, for example,
television, schools, advertising, the internet,rpeestitutions. Developing how to
perform subject positions correctly occurs acrossde range of social contexts in

which relationships and friends play an importahé r

Friends and Violence

Having friends

When considering the participants’ talk about th&iendships, it was worth
considering learning approaches to youth violehe¢ assumed deficits in prosocial
skills caused violence (Gibbs et al., 1995; Goldst&988). A prosocial skill that is
considered important is the ability to develoganingfuland positive relationships

with peers.

The participants spoke of having many friends, Wwhat face value suggests no
shortage of prosocial skills. They described th&inds as playing an important part
in their lives and as being supportive, for examplsiting them inside. But some
friends were lost as a direct consequence of faatits’ convictions and their being
locked up. They also spoke of having particulagrfds that often resulted in getting
into trouble (with the police), and many friendshgppeared to be closely associated
with violence. Their ability to make meaningful peelationships did not seem to be
in doubt, however, their practices of violence diat fit the dominant notion of
prosocial peer relationships. The participantsenfd complex picture around the

discourses they drew on in relation to their frigmgs.

For some participants, fighting played a significeoie in their friendships, whether
that was fighting alongside mates against otherasoa way of making friends.
Participants spoke of being able to rely on thaegnids. In the discourses around
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male friendships, fighting can be seen as a meshafor these young men to gain

support and protection from their mates. Drew patedia good example:

Drew: We're all good mates really. Always had each other's backs and
looked after each other.

Shirley: And is that necessary to look after each other?

Drew: Yeah pretty much, yeah.

Shirley: Because if you didn't what would happen?

Drew: Nothing | don't think. | dunno really.

Shirley: So with respect and stuff like that, is that — | don't know do you have

to do crime and you know look after each other and sort of stand
up for each other in fights and stuff like that to be respected and 2

Drew: Well kind of. Like say if one fella's there, if | start a fight or one of my
mates start a fight, if | start a fight with a big fella or something or if
big fella tries to beat me up. I'd usually always, always take him on
but if they started, if they started beating me up or something my
mates would always jump in.

Protecting each other seemed to be a primary wan#at friendship according to
Drew — “Always had each other's backs and lookeer afach other”, although he
was not too sure what would happen without it —thilog | don't think. | dunno
really”. As Drew talked more about fighting, he wadse to describe how this type of
protection worked. While he talked of not backirgath from a fight, he knew he
had the protection of his mates, “my mates wouldagk jump in”. Since proving
oneself as a man is a necessity in dominant disesuof manliness, then fighting
achieves this purpose. In addition, mateship i8 sé&n as an important part of being
a man: protecting one’s mates is a part of thisop@ance. Not only is this about
protecting them physically, but also about protegtiheir reputation as men by

fighting.

However, such loyalty is not part of all friendshig-or example, Drew described
another situation where he got bashed up in a fglet party that he had attended
with friends, but this particular group of friend®re not his mates who “were into
beating up people and fighting” and so they didgeitinvolved. Drew’s answer was
to get some other mates who did like fighting (wakihem up at 3.00am), to return
to the party and “beat them up”, which they willyngid.
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Drew positioned one group of his friends as tho$® wlid violence. It was not
surprising to hear Drew talk about how he and tlpes@cular mates were positioned

by others as dangerous:

Drew: Oh usudally no one tries to mess with us 'cause a lot of my mates are
quite big and got a good name.

Shirley: What's a good name?

Drew: It's oh it's not a good name but, people, people will be scared to

mess with them.

[...]
Shirley: Because [...] if they did, what would happen?
Drew: | dunno, probably get the bash.

Being good at fighting and winning assisted witlsigoning Drew and his mates as
having the reputation of being feared, their “gow@ine”. While Drew recognised
that having people “scared to mess with them” watstime dominant understanding
of the term “a good name”, he highlighted the besedf being part of a gang that

was feared.

Making friends

Not only was fighting other men with mates partteé discourses around friendship
that participants used that emphasised trust, gifoteand respect, but fighting with
another young man was also sometimes how friendsigre formed. As Drew

explained when he described starting a fight witbther inmate:

Drew: | just, um didn't, didn't like, like him as a person. He was, he was
always annoying me. Like not annoying me on purpose but just the
way he is.

[...]

Shirley: And you didn't like that2 So what did you want to get out of the
fight?

Drew: Oh | dunno | was just annoyed with him.

Shirley: So did you think he'd be any different?

Drew: Oh. Yeah. He has changed since then.

Shirley: Has he?

Drew: And we're finally mates now.

Shirley: So what's that? So you're mates?

Drew: Yeah

Shirley: Since the fight?

Drew: Yeah [laugh]
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Shirley: So how did that happen, so what happens?

Drew: Oh | dunno he just, he just said sorry fo me for being an egg all the
time and all that stuff. And he's just quietened down since.

[..]

Shirley: Do you think you would have been friends if you hadn't had the
fight?
Drew: No I'd probably still would have hated him.

My incredulity was apparent in this exchange, “Swatis that? So you're mates?”. |
was very surprised to learn that fighting was acpss for making friends. However,

| recognised that Drew was describing what canib@ed as a common practice of
developing male friendships: “we're finally mateswi. Drew positioned himself as
being right and winning, and positioned his newrid as accepting that he was
wrong and losing. This fits with the constructitwatt male-to-male violence occurs
within a discourse of “contest” (Eagle, 2006, p) BBwhich there is honour in defeat
when abiding by the rules of the game. Drew’sestent that: “he just said sorry to
me for being an egg” suggests a hierarchy hasieeen established in this new

friendship in which only particular behaviour iscaptable.

While Drew talked of becoming friends after figlgjrKelly spoke of making friends

because he didot fight or even respond to intimidation:

Shirley: So you mentioned that you've made friends here?

Kelly: Yep

Shirley: So have you been able to do that easily?

Kelly: Um. At first it was quite hard because you come in and you don't

know anyone and people just start picking on you. And they start
like intimidating you and stuff just to see how, like um how you can
react to things. And um they just test your patience and like they
just call you names and stuff that if you don't react to stuff they
simply go oh what's the point in that and they just end up becoming
your friends.

Being able to withstand the constant intimidatiord &ullying without giving-in
positioned Kelly as courageous and heroic and thade himworthy of being their
friend. Even though Kelly’s response is differahis can be seen as being a similar
process to Drew’s fighting to make friends. Withime discourses of manliness,
respecting one’s opponent or enemy is honourabtenaay be read as an act of
‘manliness’, particularly when considering the figis a contest of strength and

courage.
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Being pressured by friends

Participants described being involved in a consibller amount of violent activity
with their friends, particularly gang fights, ancny talked of “getting into trouble”
with specific friends. A commonly held belief abogdguth violence relates to the
negative influence that some friendships can htwvs.theorised that peer pressure
causes youth violence (Flowers, 2003). Consequeyblyng men are positioned as
being vulnerable to the influence of their peerg] #his implies a lack of control.
Young men are thought to be unable to withstansl eer pressure and likely to act
almost against their will, or at the very least ingh their ‘better judgement’.
However, a discursive analysis of the participamismments in relation to peer

pressure provides a more complex depiction.

Rick described what seemed to me to be a typicenpaof peer pressure, about

starting to do crime when he was in state carmdiin a family home:

Shirley: So do you know why you started getting into crime then?

Rick: Um | think it was just to act cool really. Just to say to the rest of the
guys hey | can do this foo and but in the end all it did was seem to
get me in tfrouble so that was quite a dumb idea.

Rick spoke about wanting to “act cool”, and so lenmitted crime to enact this
subject position of ‘doing cool’ correctly and pwesably, to gain a sense of
belonging and to be like the other residents: 1 da this too”. Being in state care is
a subject position that is negative, as it is sagge of Rick not getting it right as a
son. Thus the ‘cool’ positioning can be read awvipling an invitation to Rick to take

up this more positive alternative.

Likewise, Kelly’s description of how he came to aomhtwo aggravated robberies

could be read as peer pressure:

Kelly: Um, | did two aggravated robberies. It was in ... [month omitted]
and um my ex-girlfriend showed up in my house with her two friends
that | didn't know. [...] And um, | got in the car and | met her two
friends, ... [name omitted] and ... [name omitted] which | didn't
know. And um we started driving around and um went to ..
[girlfriend's name omitted] house um for about ten minutes, fifteen
minutes. And then um, we went for a drive into ... [name of location
omitted], one of the suburbs, and um they told me to go in and rob
the dairy because | was, | had a few drugs. Yeah a bit foo many
drugs. And um, yeah they told me to go and rob a dairy and um |
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did. Just grabbed a screwdriver and | went in and just done a
robbery, then yeah did it again.

It may be possible to position Kelly as a naivengman who was duped into doing
the robberies by his peers. While the notion ohfgepressured’ by these ‘peers’
allows a way for Kelly to place responsibility fbis actions onto his peers, it does
not allow him to perform ‘man’ correctly. An addedmplication exists with the
involvement of Kelly’s ex-girlfriend as one of tipeers who pressured him. Firstly,
because she is a girl and, secondly, because shegisl with whom he was
previously romantically linked positions Kelly aswoanly and perhaps also as
foolish within dominant discourses of traditionahsculinity. But as Kelly had “a bit
too many drugs” this may be used to alleviate tbgative ‘unmanly’ positioning
because he may take up the position of being a&dtamthinking youth and this can
be the reason he succumbed to peer pressure. Beoxicated is also part of the

manly tradition.

Participants also spoke of making choices in tloe faf what might be thought of as
peer pressure. Anthony, for example, talked of ligeg a new group of friends

after “drifting away” from his old friends whom ltescribed as people he got “into
trouble” with. This suggests he exercised a lev@utonomy that is contradictory to

the peer pressure explanation.

Drew also described having different groups ofrfti® one group that did crime and
another that did not. Drew positioned himself asmdpable to move between these
two groups of friends depending on what he prefetoedo at the time. He spoke of
doing crime because he liked it rather than domgnsorder to belong to the group.
This can be read as adopting a position contratiiga@xpectation that peer pressure
is very difficult to resist. Additionally, when tame to those mates with whom he
did do crime, Drew said:
Drew: | don't have to do crime with them. | could have said no because

they're, they were all looking for, sometimes | didn't do crime with

them. |If they're saying oh yeah going out this weekend and go

make an earn, I'd be oh no I'm going somewhere else or something.

Yeah well sometimes | stopped them, | mean there's a party or got
some cash. And they won't do it.

Shirley: So you can, you feel okay about saying no?

Drew: Yeah.
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Drew spoke of being able to say no to peer pressumo crime, and indeed he
talked of convincing the group not to do crimeirtes. Drew highlighted his agency

and control, resisting the idea of peer presswediminishes his sense of agency.

Rick goes further and refused the idea that peesspre played a role in his

violence. Instead, he positioned himself as corepletsponsible:

Shirley: So what about getting in with the wrong crowd and stuff, do you
think that, is that how you saw it2

Rick: Um. Not at all. Um, oh well in some ways, yes. [...] Like | said af the
end of the day it was me that chose to get in the car or me that
chose to break into the house or so | mean you can't really blame
the people that you're with.

Shirley: Mm. Because ultimately you were the one who decided it and you
did ite
Rick: Yeah. Forsure. Mm.

Taking such responsibility suggests a rationalist agentic positioning, in which
Rick is seen to be in control of his life. Suchasifion enables him to get being a
‘man’ right within dominant discourses of manhoothis appeared to be a

preference to the powerless position offered byntiteon of peer pressure.

Dominant theorising on peer pressure focuses onftiewers’ in this process,
those influenced by peer leaders to be violent. él@w, less attention is given to

those leaders thought to have such influence.

Before | met Drew, he was described to me as dot@r” by the manager of the
unit he was in and as getting involved with the dag crowd”. In contrast, Drew
positioned himself as a leader rather than a f@lovusually me that always decides
to do, to go do crime”. He explained that this kxatiip had developed over time: “it
used to be them when | first met them”. There agative connotations of being
positioned as a follower as it does not match up Wweing a successful man so it is
not surprising he would resist the positioningalfdwer suggested by the manager.
Drew: Yeah. Yeah. They usually um, sometimes usually me that always

decides to do, to go do crime, go start something and that. And all
that kind of stuff.

Shirley: How come, like would you expect that it would be them rather than
you?
Drew: Yeah it used to be them when | first met them. But then | started

gefting hard out info it, and it'll always be me.
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Within those learning approaches that utilise thiecept of the positive role model,
being a leader and having leadership skills areallysuwconstructed as being
successful and prosocial (Gibbs et al., 1995). Hewewhen considered within a
discourse of peer pressure, a leader who leadsdfiato trouble is positioned as a
‘bad influence’. Drew cannot therefore get beindeader right in the dominant
discourses around learning. If he was to becomeostiye role model in that

discourse such positioning becomes problematicelation to discourses around
manliness. ‘Leading’ into trouble appears to bepneferred position, rather than risk

the less masculine position of being a good roldeho

There appears to be a contradiction between the dovwepts of positive role

modelling and peer pressure. On the one hand,pgressure, positions young men as
unmanly, because being influenced by others preswmmkack of agency. On the

other hand, role modelling is a construction abgetting it right as a successful
citizen. Both concepts use persuasion and influenee others. However, such

processes are not confined to young men. Influgnathers and being influenced by
one’s peers is a well-recognised process, and thddgertising makes use of this
process to good effect. In advertising discourpegr pressure is not constructed
negatively as it is in the discourses of youth emale.

Problematising the Use of Drugs and Alcohol in Yout

Violence

All the participants spoke of using illicit drugs well as alcohol as a regular part of
their life. Some spoke of addiction. Several of fng men talked about the
availability of drugs inside. Drew was charged tiesting positive to drugs. Quentin
only hinted at being able to get drugs while ing@aber than speaking outright about
their accessibility as other participants did: ‘®m've just got to bloody wait like |
go to some programmes and get - yeah [laugh]. YmwK (Quentin). Quentin’s talk
contrasted with other participants whose talk alibatavailability of drugs inside
the secure facilities could be read as being mattemof-fact and every day. | read
Quentin as trying to impress me with the risksdlees. The more the significance of

the risks of drug taking is played down by thesangpmen, the more they can take
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up a position of ‘being tough’ within traditionalasculinity discourses. Thus they
can demonstrate their bravado by minimising thksrisvhich paradoxically can be
seen as highlighting them. Drug-taking and its eiséed risks can be considered a

way of ‘getting being a man right’, since risk-tagifeatures strongly in masculinity.

When | asked about their use of alcohol and drugisgoassociated with their
violence, participants gave quite varied responSesne attributed their violence
directly to being affected by drugs or alcohol, lhothers stated there was no
connection. The relationship to drugs and alcohed & complex one shown in their

detailed descriptions of how drugs interacted whiir social context.

Kelly was one participant who talked extensivelpuaithe effects of both drugs and
alcohol, claiming that they were a causal factdmigraggression, violence and crime:
“I've never been like a violent person, it's justen it comes to drugs and alcohol”.
At the time of the aggravated robberies, Kelly jgddnimself to be, “pretty mildly oh
pretty heavily stoned | think.” He also stated thatdid not like alcohol because of
its effects on him:

Kelly: [Sigh] Um, like a place where you don't know where you're going

and place that you can't control sort of, well that's what it's like for
me when | drink. Can't control myself properly.

Shirley: What kind of things do you do?

Kelly: Um, just don't listen to people and I'm usually quite aggressive when
I'm drinking and | just smoke heaps of drugs and smoke too many
cigarettes and stuff.

Contrary to the complexity shown in these and tbkoing quotes, objectivist
psychology theorises a connection between drugsalmathol and youth violence in
two ways (Walsh & Ellis, 2007). Firstly, young meme thought to be violent
because they are either intoxicated or ‘crazedhkyctaving’ and therefore seen as
unable to control their behaviour. Secondly, theylzelieved to do violence in order
to get money for drugs and alcohol (instrumentalerice). Kelly, above, can be read
as subscribing to the first idea that intoxicatec@used his violence. He described a
loss of control: “Can't control myself properly”.n® effect that this notion of
intoxication has is that it enabled Kelly to be ifiosed as not being responsible for

his violence since drugs are an external forceiths¢en to be the cause.
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Quentin talked of hitting a younger boy on the head“it wasn't a big deal’. He
explained that he did it because, “I was out @tithe time anyway. | was stoned.”
Like Kelly previously, Quentin can be read as miisimg his responsibility for his

violence through drawing on discourses around dikgyin which being intoxicated
Is constructed as the cause of violence. He exgdlathat he only did crime when
intoxicated by drugs or alcohol:

Shirley: Yeah. So you don't think that you would have done it if you were
straighte

Quentin: Na

Shirley: Why note

Quentin: '‘Cause | don't assault people really when I'm straight, | don't do
anything when I'm straight. The only time | ever do crime is when I'm
noft straight.

Shirley: Oh okay, so how come? [Noise of playing with drink container]

Quentin: '‘Cause there's nothing to do, you just sit around, dah, dah, dah.

Feeling tired. You go to sleep, you wake up, you're still frashed and
so | just think oh | might go out, oh | might go do some crime, big
house, heaps of alcohol, get drunk, go do some assault whatever
[noise of playing with drink container contfinues].

Significantly, Quentin’s talk of his experience whestoned can be read as
contradicting the idea that the effects of drugsewheine violence. There is a
casualness in his language about drugs that cotsttioeir effects as benign, yet
Quentin used the explanation of being “stoned”Hisr violence towards a younger
boy. He provided a more complex view of the conoactbetween drugs and
violence when he talked of how his violence wasguiged as a result of being
stoned, not for having been violent per se, buabse his judgement was impaired
regarding his choice of violence and his choiceictim. His discursive positioning

in relation to drug effects is that he is in cohtroan important distinction with

respect to masculinity:

Quentin: Well | wouldn't, wouldn't really assault a little kid if | was straight eh.
Shirley: No? You can get it. [referring to a ball he had thrown out of reach]
Quentin: Na, I'll leave it there. [referring to the ball] Yeah if it was a 14 year

old or 15 year old and | was straight, I'd punch them in the face.

Quentin’s suggestion that he would increase therggwf his violence, “I'd punch
them in the face”, and choose an older boy, “adar pld or 15 year old” as a victim

if he was straight, can be read as constructingené@ whilst intoxicated as not
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performing violence ‘properly’. Within discoursesf draditional masculinity,
Quentin’s action of picking on a younger, weakey bway not be viewed as ‘proper’
violence for men. However, violence against a @el using a punch in the face is

constructed as being more ‘manly’.

Conversely, despite having “a lot of problems wdtings” (Rick), Rick constructed
his violence as not being related to his drug use:
Shirley: So what sort of things do you think that smoking and everything, do

you think that had anything to do with the kind of stuff that you
were getting into?

Rick: Um. Not really. Um, | just liked it. | just liked getting off, getting
stoned. Um, | just like the buzz really.

Rick highlighted the pleasure he experienced frasndnug use but did not see it as
causing his violence. However, Drew added to thepexity of how drug and
alcohol use was related to being violent in théofeing quotes. He talked of specific
drugs being associated with specific violence ameg of crime. Firstly, he stated
that he and his mates did not do acts of violema@ime when drunk - “I haven't got
into crime drunk” but they only did their fightinghen they were drinking alcohol

and when drunk:

Shirley: Mm. Do you think that when you drink that you fight more?
Drew: Yeah.
[...]
Drew: We used to fight hard out but then [...]if's just alcohol.
[...]
Drew: Yeah. Like we'd be best, start fights with other people.
Shirley: And and [pause 4 secs] why?
Drew: | dunno, we were just like that when we were drunk. Never, we

were always drunk when we went and started something.
In contrast to the effects of alcohol, Drew tall@dbther drugs stopping any desire
for fighting. Like Quentin, he spoke of marijuanaidaxing qualities and therefore
as having no association to committing violence:
Drew: Any um dope or acid or something that makes you stop fighting too
'‘cause you just want to relax and do something fun, not beat up

people. Especially marijuana it's just relaxing you just want kick
back, enjoy it.
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Drew’s contradictory claims about the effects ofigh extended further. He spoke
generally of being “straight” for aggravated rohbsy but the use of acid was
important when energy and a fast pace was requstezh as in the ram raids that he

and his mates frequently did:

Shirley: So were you drunk when you did the aggravated robbery ore

Drew: Oh no. Usuadlly we were always ah, usually pretty straight.
Sometimes we might be on acid or something, like that gets us ah
moving faster, hypes us up.

From the participants’ explanations it seems thatd is more complexity to the
issue of the association of drugs and alcohol wittence than is suggested by the
dominant notions of a simple cause and effectioglahip between intoxication and
violence. It is possible to begin to trouble expltons of how young men choose to
use drugs and alcohol at a discursive level. Draw lee read as suggesting that he
and his mates made rational choices to use spsdaifistances to achieve the specific
effects they were after. This contrasts to the itest being intoxicated causes
violence. Instead, Drew and his mates made a clatioat the type of intoxication
effects they were after before using the druggelation to his drug use within the
context of committing violence and crime Drew canpositioned as being in control
and making rational decisions. Such agency endbiasto perform man correctly,
rather than being positioned within dominant disses of drug use and intoxication
as a young man whose behaviour is out of contrdlichvis not manly. The
dominance of traditional masculinity discoursesthe participants’ talk was also

evident when they referred to their victims, a ¢ojei which | now turn.

Considering Victims and Empathy

In talking about their victims, participants werBleato describe what they did to
them, their victims’ behaviours and responses attitihe, and they also speculated
on some of the longer-term effects their violencaynmave had on them. While
participants often knew their victims, for exampie, some cases of assault and
fighting. In certain circumstances, knowing oneistim was not viewed as the best
situation:

Shirley: So when you, when you robbed the service station, was there just,
just one person on, working ore
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Drew: Oh yeah. One teenage fellow that | knew from high school. | didn't
know that he worked at the shop at the fime. | didn't know unfil we
ran in and held him up.

[..]

Drew: If I knew that it was probably him working in the shop | wouldn't
have done it.

Shirley: Is it different if it's someone you know?

Drew: Yeah. But then by the time we walked in, we can't turn around and
go back.

Shirley: Mm. So you felt like you had to keep on going with it2

Drew: Yeah.

Drew mentioned knowing his victim, but said thahé had realised this he “wouldn't
have done it”. One reading of this is that Drew Isathe standards about who he
robbed, which is reminiscent of the old adage ‘horamong thieves'. Alternatively,
his reluctance may be read as Drew’s self-intaregirotecting himself, that is, he
may not have wanted to rob someone who knew himausgche was more likely to
be recognised. However, that risk of recognitiah ot deter him from going ahead,
“we can't turn around and go back”, suggesting thaw himself felt powerless
against the momentum of the robbery. Drew’s actiohgjoing ahead with the
robbery may be constructed as being manly, sincedseprepared to take the risk
and so ‘tough out’ the situation, rather than ruvaw like a coward. Performing
bravery, for whatever purpose, is one of the pcastthat enables ‘getting it right as

a man’ within dominant discourses of masculinity.

There was some reticence by participants in discgssome of their interactions

with their victims, as Kelly demonstrated:

Kelly: | remember that | punched the lady.
[...]
Shirley: So do you remember what it was like, punching her?2
Kelly: No | don't really want to remember what it was like punching her.
Shirley: Why is thate
Kelly: Just, [pause 5 secs] | don't know it's just embarrassing.

Not wanting to remember what it was like punchihg tvoman in the face because
Kelly found it “embarrassing” can be read diffefgnthrough a number of
discourses. Firstly, embarrassment can be consttueithin a discourse around

emotional response that he felt a sense of shawhéhanefore remorse. Dominant
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discourses around remorse reduce the likelihooKelfy being positioned as
dangerous. The concept of being remorseful forr thimlence is often used as a
measure of whether an offender is able to be ‘iétatbd’ by clinical assessments.
The police and court systems also draw on thisonatihen they gauge the extent of
remorse expressed by offenders to assist theirsidesi around charging and
sentencing (Hawkins, 2003). Alternatively, drawiog dominant discourses of
youth, Kelly’s emotion of embarrassment may be seeevidence of an immature,
egocentric youth and who, therefore, may not beorseful at all. A further reading
of Kelly's comment, “it's just embarrassing”, coule related to the gender of the
victim. Discourses around masculinities include csians against men hitting
women. Therefore Kelly's embarrassment may be wvkewe relation to not

performing man correctly on this basis.

Participants also talked about their victims’ rasgpes. They described what they
judged as the victims’ immediate responses to thealence. When Kelly

“intimidated” and “hassled” the new inmates, heulat that:

Kelly: They probably feel a bit unsafe. [pause 4 secs] But | reckon some of
the guys know that we just play around with them and we just do it
for fun. And other times we don't, we just do it because we don't
like them.

In contrast, Kelly saw a more severe reaction ftbm victims of his aggravated
robberies: “I reckon they were scared and shockdeasame time”, “They didn't

know what to do.”

As did Drew: “Oh yeah, the old man looked like haswhaving a heart attack. And
he just suddenly started shaking.” Drew was alsle &b describe in detail the
response of the victim of his service station raipbehich may be read as a highly

traumatic reaction:

Shirley: Okay. So how did he react, you said he just sort of stood back?

Drew: Straightaway yeah he just jumped back and just, he was just frozen
on the spof and he got scared. My mate's pretty big too. Probably
just felt like he was ... [unclear]

Shirley: Yeah that's big. So that would have been pretty scary for that guy
do you think?2

Drew: Yeah. Oh yeah he was scared and he just, my mate was felling him
to do stuff and he was saying, “Take everything. Don't hurt me”.
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Within traditional masculinity discourses, it istracceptable for a young man to be
scared, or rather, to show that he is scared.pibossible then for Drew to position his
victim as not measuring up to what being a manlligl@out. Further, Drew may
experience a sense of embarrassment and distastesfwictim because of this.
From such as perspective, it follows that blaming victim for what happened to
him is a logical progression, because the victichrait act tough, that is, like a man.

Although Drew stated he was not influenced by theva victim’s response, “I don't

care at the time”, upon reflection Drew talked @éling sorry for him:

Shirley: Yeah? Why is thate

Drew: Just how scared he was and he didn't want come to my family
group conference, he didn't want fo see me.

Shirley: Right.

In discourses around empathy and remorse, Drewigpassion for his victim can
position him as having empathy and consequentlgcdsdangerous. According to
some dominant theories, being violent and havingahy skills are seen as
mutually exclusive; it is not possible to have ethgathat is, the skill to view

another person’s experience as one’s own as wdleagolent (Lovett & Sheffield,

2007).

Kelly too showed his understanding for the plighhis victims:

Shirley: So why do you think they've moved from their shop?

Kelly: Cause maybe because they couldn't trust some young people that
go into their shop and that whenever people go into their shop they
kind of feel intimidated. And go oh no something might happen.

Shirley: It's a big move isn't ite

Kelly: Yeah.

Shirley: And I'm guessing that would be, How do you feel about that
knowing that they did that?

Kelly: | felt pretty bad, knowing that they sold their shop 'cause of what |
did to them because it was their life-style. So I've wrecked their life-
style.

When perpetrators of violence demonstrate empathgrds others, it is sometimes
argued within dominant theories that these young mieo are violent only lack the

skill of empathy for their victims. But Drew and l{¢s comments above can be
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read as showing victim empathy. It may be thatgering empathy at the same time
as being violent is possible.

The dominant notion of having empathy skills asssithe ability not just to consider
someone else's experience, but as far as poseilkéeltand understand it as one’s
own experience (Lovett & Sheffield, 2007). Therd dot seem to be any illusions
held by the participants about how their victimswblikely view them, as Kelly

said “they might feel happy” about his being “lodkep”:

Shirley: Yeah. So do you think that your victims know that you came here,
do you think that - how do you think they feel about you being
locked up?

Kelly: I'm not even sure if they know. But if they do know | think they might

feel happy or | don't know, | can't say because I'm not, not them.

Kelly’'s comment, “I don't know, | can't say becau'se not, not them” can position
him as not having the skill of empathy. Howeveeréhis an alternative reading that
positions Kelly as showing respect to his victimghat he is not making any claims
to know what they have experienced, since to dopadjcularly by the one who
caused the harm, could be constructed as disréshéatlly may experience himself

as being more respectful this way.

Comparison to Other Inmates: Achieving the grade

While empathy is concerned with having some undadihg about another’s
experience, the participants also compared themsetv other young men who had
been violent. They positioned themselves as nthad as other young men in two
ways, firstly, in terms of their specific violentta and, secondly, in relation to their

intentions.

Although Quentin and his mate were serving sinskamtences, Quentin pointed out
the difference between them; his mate had “103gasir(Quentin), which was “way

more” (Quentin) than he had: Quentin had 45. Whehlykcompared his aggravated
robbery to his mates’ armed robbery, he suggesiatl his mates’ violence was
worse than his because their weapons were moreusetinan the screwdriver he
used: “Ah a couple of them used knives and a coapteem used guns and stuff.”
He also thought that “they had more physical farceheirs than | did”, and he
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speculated that “their victims were more scaredhthis. One possible effect of such
comparisons is that participants can be positianede positively in relation to the
level of seriousness of their violence. Violence cisnstructed as being more
seriousness when the frequency of violence is highre harm is inflicted on
victims, and the weapons used are more deadlyhisnatay, the level of seriousness

assists the justice system to determine sentencing.

When it came to distinguishing themselves from oihenates, another significant
point of difference seemed to focus on how pardiotp felt about their violence and

their plans for the future:

Kelly: Yeah. Yeah, it's just shameful. Like all the other guys in here are
probably happy about their crimes, I'm not.

Shirley: Why do you think that they're happy with what they've done?

Kelly: Because they've got nothing else better to do. They got no, they
got no branches in life to go fo.

Shirley: So no goals.

Kelly: Yep
[...]

Kelly: Plus those guys will just be dead set on jail.

Shirley: So is it something that they want ore

Kelly: | don't think they want it, maybe something that they can't help but
do.

Kelly positioned himself as being better than tligeo inmates in several ways. He
described feeling remorse for his violence, “sharfiefwhich to some extent

constructed his violence as less likely to be rggkan the future, placing him lower

on a hierarchy of seriousness. He also construuteéuture plans as demonstrating
that he had a positive future, which again posgthim as prosocial and thus less
dangerous. In contrast, he positioned the otheaiasas not remorseful and as not
having future plans. Kelly went further to suggestt his peers inside are “dead set

on jail”, as if their future actions will inevitaplead them to adult jail.

Quentin’s description of why some young men endedaming back inside seemed

to paint a gloomy future:

Quentin: Yeah he doesn't, he doesn't give a shit eh. It's just like a boy over in
secure, he doesn't, he doesn't give a shit

Shirley: So why don't they give a shite
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Quentin: Cause they're stoned. They just like being locked up | think
In their attempts to explain the violence of otlgeung men, participants drew on

dominant discourses of youth violence, for examfilegy get so angry”, and “it's
their background”. This contrasts significantly kvihow they often described their
understandings of their own violence. Participaofien resisted the mainstream
psychological explanations of violence that posgid them as ‘disordered’ or
‘abnormal’, such as being angry or coming from ysfdnctional’ family, or being a
victim within the cycle of violence, or that drugs alcohol determined their
violence. Despite their own experience of beindenb and being held in a secure
facility, participants drew on the same theoriest they had resisted for themselves
to explain the violence of other inmates and poséd these other young men
negatively, as ‘disordered’ and ‘abnormal’. Theripns they held of their peers
seemed little different to what is commonly belidwabout prison inmates, that is,

that ‘they deserve what they get’, and that ‘theg’ticare’.

According to dominant psychological theories, htiting negative reasons for
another’s actions and more positive reasons tosooenh can be linked to what is
theorised as attributional biases (Kelley, 1987)thiv this theory, the process is
considered to be self-aggrandisement. Willig (2000es that this theory assumes
consensus on the object in question, but is unaeaby evidence that some people
will attribute negative reasons to their self amasipve ones to others. Another
reading of participants positioning themselves meusitively than others is
possible. Since dominant discourses are taken whsirthen logically, these
commonly accepted theories about youth violence fpwward from a modernist
psychological perspective must apply to someonaceSthese ideas do not seem to
fit the participants’ own understandings or expares of their violence, it follows
that these theories must apply to the other youeg who have been violent. Hence,

these theories position these young men accosdagyidisordered’ and ‘abnormal’.

How Others Position Participants: Being Downgraded

While participants described themselves favourabbmpared to others, they
themselves were often positioned quite differebghothers. At times the staff of the

units offered contradictory descriptions about plaeticipants. For example, Quentin
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described himself as getting along well with thieeos in his unit but staff positioned
him as a victim, often being picked on by others.

In contrast, several staff members described Antlasnbeing not only aloof and not
joining in, but also as intimidating towards staffd other young men. Yet Anthony
explains his choice of not getting involved aswey of avoiding being involved in
fights:

Shirley: Do you think you would even get into fights if you were in here a
long time?
Anthony: | don't know, | don't know [chuckle] ah 'cause I'm just sort of the

person that doesn't - | just sort of sit back and like suss people out,
real good at that, | can sit there you know anywhere and just look
around and think oh yeah, | know what they're up to.

Instead of fighting, Anthony talked of evaluatinthers: he liked to “suss people
out”. But his technique of avoiding violence waadeas being intimidating, which
was constructed as an invitation to violence. Witdominant discourses around
prosocial behaviours, an individual is expectegbbo in with peer groups and not be
isolated. Staff positioned Anthony negatively aedd his separateness as sinister.
However, taking up such a prosocial position cob&l a dangerous one in an
environment where there is a need for vigilance doe’s own physical safety.
Within this prosocial discourse, the expectationroting others is often considered
to be the goal for young people to get it right'rasrmal’, that is, as having and
applying the necessary and appropriate socialsskilet such a goal of trusting
others may put children and young people at riskahg violated by those they

trust, particularly by adults.

In talking with staff members within the secureidesces, the appropriateness or
otherwise of particular participants being a pdrthis research on youth violence
was judged by some staff on the basis of the insnlagdaviour inside. During one
visit to a facility, some staff members describethe of the participants whom | was
interviewing as “pussycats” because, although tleeimes were violent, their
behaviour inside was not. They suggested | intanoéher inmates who were more
violent inside than the participants, even thougésé inmates were incarcerated for
non-violent crimes. The staff's comments supporttigi@pants’ descriptions of
difficult and violent environments that these youmgn are confined to and also
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where staff are required to work. This highlights timportant point that the subject
position of a violent youth can be considered iacdurses other than those of
offending. The probability of a young man being giatufor any violent act he

commits is very low. Whether a young man facesggoltharges or receives a
conviction through the justice system for his vime is determined by many factors,
such as access to effective legal representatiaiea class or ethnicity. Therefore,
the subject position of “violent youth” may be ctrnsted within discourses of youth

violence in a number of ways, having violent cotigeits is only one avenue.

Conclusion

Being a ‘real’ man has surfaced as a significasbretimes implicit — discourse for
participants. The extent to which participants dmwtraditional notions of manhood
was not anticipated at the outset of the intervieWsthin dominant discourses
around masculinity, being a man is about beingnaii, being in control and being
able to manipulate his world. It is about beinggioubeing in competition with other
men. It is about being strong and physical (Conrdi€lb5; Eagle, 2006; Wadham &
Pudsey, 2005). Violence then becomes a very comandreffective way for young
men to get it right as a ‘man’. Indeed, traditionahcepts of manliness dominated
the talk of participants and the subject positianailable within these discourses
were frequently in direct competition with the sedij positions derived from

discourses of ‘abnormality’ and scientifically bdgesychological theories.

In this chapter, | have offered a more complexysgtabout young men’s violence
than is usually captured by dominant theories aftlyoviolence. A poststructural
analysis shows that the multiple subjectivitiessth@articipants inhabit are often
contradictory. As they negotiate moment-to-momariiject positions, participants
have talked about their experiences and understgsdif their violence in ways that
highlight multiple explanations, effects and oute@snunlike more dominant linear

cause-effect relationships (Jenkins, 1990).

As | have already discussed in Chapter Three, ig®an youth violence from a
positivist psychology perspective constructs viokems a pathology and therefore

outside a person’s control (Jenkins, 1990). Suatomstruction can position the
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young men as not being responsible for their vicde{O'Neill, 1998). From the
participants’ talk, it is possible to read the moas where they did take up these
ideas and so avoided responsibility for their vigke (for example, being drunk or
stoned and hence, behaviour is caused by intogiatAs a result, a young man can
be positioned favourably by others, since he cabedilamed for his violence. If he
is not responsible for his violence, then equatigré is nothing he needs to do to
resolve the problem; indeed, there is nothing hredmbecause there are no issues

thought to be involved in his violence over whighhas any control.

However, there is a negative side to being pogtioas not responsible for their
violence of which participants seemed to be awa@ that is, they can have no
agency or control if they have no responsibility. terms of agency, normative
psychological theories of youth violence and domirdiscourses around traditional
manhood tend to offer competing positions for thgseng men. For a young man
who has been violent to take up the positions effdry mainstream psychology, for
example, as being ‘disordered’, ‘abnormal’, a pridhf his ‘bad family’, affected by

drugs or in need of help, does not enable him t@abman’, because he has no
rational control. By getting it right as ‘abnormathat is, by being a therapeutic
subject, he can be read as getting it wrong inoperihg ‘man’ correctly within the

manliness discourse. In contrast, to get ‘man’trighese young men discursively

take responsibility for the violence they commitiedheir talk.

From the participants’ talk, it is possible, altigbunot traditional, to read many of
the material effects that being violent producespasitive ones. Being violent

provides benefits to the young men in terms of ¢pgiasitively positioned as a man.
This includes specific payoffs, such as solvingbpgms, making friends, protecting
their reputation, controlling others, showing thekills and courage, as well as
obtaining things, (for example, money and drugslerEthe consequences of being
violent, that is, getting caught, convicted andancerated, can enhance their
positioning as a man, (for example, the reputadiobeing tough because of being in
jail and being able to prove themselves (their noadh through fighting). Such

benefits make violence an attractive propositiod amake it difficult to consider

non-violence a realistic choice. This tension isnigtakable in the next chapter
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where | explore the participants’ experiences alehs of intervention intended to

assist them in avoiding future violent behaviour.
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CHAPTER SIX

INTERVENTION FOR GENERAL
VIOLENCE

In designing this research, | was interested inamy looking at the young men’s
understandings and explanations about their vielebat also exploring participants’
ideas and experiences of intervention. The focuthisfchapter is on young men’s
talk regarding interventions (in a very broad sgnkat was related in some way to
addressing their violence. This coverage begink thié participants’ experiences of
strategies related to their family, such as alt@raacare, the processes of restorative
justice in Family Group Conferences and familytgi$o the secure facilities. Next, |
examine how they were managed ‘inside’, lookingtheg highly structured daily
regimen and the behavioural reward and punishmetéms used. | also explore the
therapeutic group programmes that participants vievelved in, such as anger
management. Finally, | discuss the practical suptfeey viewed as important, as
well as their experiences of using talk as a maéan®solve issues. | identify the
constructions of intervention that the young mea asd locate them in relation to
dominant psychological theories of youth violentalso highlight the normative
discourses around manliness that were significamenwparticipants enacted the

subject position of ‘man’.

Given my professional background of working therdmally with young violent

offenders was within the counselling/therapy fidigiarticularly wanted to examine
this area. However, | was surprised to find thatip@ants were given little exposure
to such therapeutic experiences. Although some espbkbeing involved in group

programmes that clearly had a therapeutic basiddriee secure facilities, there was
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no on-to-one counselling or therapy. Consequenthg in-depth discursive
exploration of such therapy that | had envisages m& possible.

| did not expect to encounter such a limited amoointherapeutic intervention
because, firstly, the rhetoric of imprisonment ®gig that prison exists for the
purposes of ‘correction’ and ‘rehabilitation’ notmply punishment (Bruinsma &
Loeber, 2004) ; and, secondly, the widespread paglsation of many human
behaviours and issues is based on the assumptbrbehaviour can be ‘rectified’
and issues ‘refocused’ (Rose, 1985). This is a gsive issue. For example,
counselling was reportedly planned to be providedlitthe volunteers at the Sydney
Olympics in 2000 to ameliorate the expected sehsadness and loss the volunteers
would experience when the event was over (WilliaB®)0). Such intervention into,
what may be read as, an ordinary human experi¢ose #énd sadness) highlights the
production of a pathologisation process. One repdih sadness resulting from
something very pleasant coming to an end, suchea®lympics, is that it would add

value to the experience, not detract from it.

Before looking at what participants have said abouervention’, | first need to
mention my unease with the term. As | have developg ideas around the concept
of intervention, the more | realise the inadequatyhe available language. | used
the term ‘help’ to communicate to participants thation of what | refer to as
intervention as a way of avoiding jargon and to@ify the language. But | find
even this term unsatisfactory since it risks bgdagronising. The terms ‘therapy’,
‘therapeutic’ and certainly ‘treatment’ are equalbyoblematic as they imply
pathology and a subsequent position of being abalorithesaurus and dictionary
definitions suggest that the terms, ‘therapy’ abt@atment’ are associated with
change and the concepts of cure and disorder tis& fiom the dominant medical
discourse. This discourse highlights three isskest, therapy/treatment is done to
others; second, the therapist is positioned a€xpert; and third, therapy/treatment

is designed to fix something that is wrong witheagon.

There has been widespread critique of the dominahgsychiatry, and hence the
medical discourse, in relation to the mental andtemnal wellness of human beings

(Kutchins & Kirk, 1997). Consequently, a range olftemative models of

159



‘intervention’ has developed, for example, utilgia recovery process (Coleman,
2004), narrative therapy (White & Epston, 1990y anmerous feminist approaches.
Unlike the scientist-practitioner model, particlyawithin clinical psychology that
still employs the term ‘treatment’, these altermatimodels no longer use such
language because, originating from pathologisinglioa discourses, it signifies
disease or disorder. Significantly, this construtts goal of ‘treatment’ as cure.
Instead, alternative models use terms, such amajtlgeand ‘intervention’ in order to
encapsulate the idea of working with people dealitg troublesome issues to assist
them in reaching resolution (Hubble, Duncan, & kfhjl 1999). Unlike clinical
psychology, the therapist is positioned as a tatdr or partner rather than an expert.

However these terms can still be read as pathsitayi

Unfortunately, there are no alternative terms therapy’ and ‘intervention’ that are
completely devoid of some of the problems of megrontlined above. The most
appropriate alternative phrase that comes clogittiteg what | have in mind would
be something along the lines of “involvement inradpl’, which offers a concept of
walking alongside someone during a change protéssever, since this phrase has
little credibility, | have continued to use thertey ‘intervention’ and ‘therapy’ in this
thesis, but do so with an awareness of the ditiesl they pose. From a
poststructural perspective, meanings of what ctutef intervention varies
dependent on the discourses involved. The inteimenitcovered in this thesis that
participants talked about do not easily fit inteead of intervention constructed
within discourses of therapy, but fit more in liwéh a concept of “involvement in
change” as they identified many experiences inside interactions with staff as

being designed to help them not be violent in thark.

Families and Intervention Approaches

The family is often a target for intervention. Asoltlined in Chapter Five the
influence of the family is theorised to cause youmgn to be violent. The two ways
in which this is thought to occur is, first, thrdugoeing a member of a
‘dysfunctional’ family and, second, through the g@ss of the cycle of violence.
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Participants talked about families being a focushef intervention approaches and
regulatory practices used by the social institigimsponsible for these young men.

Alternative care as therapeutic?

A common intervention for children who are assessed coming from a
‘dysfunctional’ or abusive family is to remove thédnom that environment (Rose,
1985). The use of foster care and ‘family’ homes eesmmon alternatives. In the
excerpt below Rick outlined the circumstances af Iehaviour towards his older
brother that led to his removal to foster carénatdge of eight years:

Rick: But at a younger age | fried to kill my brother so it wasn't safe for me
to be at home.

Shirley: Do you remember much about that, what happened?

Rick: | think we were just having an argument actually and | sort of put a

pillow over his face and fried to suffocate him. I'd say it was just kids
playing really, if | think about it now it's quite serious.

Shirley: Because of what could happen?

Rick: Yeah. Well yeah, | mean this may sound a bit gay but | love my
brother quite dearly. But um yeah.

[..]

Rick: The good thing was it was just round the corner from my mum's
house so | could spend a lot of fime at my mum's house still and sfill
go around for meals and stuff like that.

Rick offered contradictory constructions of hisleiece against his brother. First he
described his behaviour as attempted murder “dttce kill my brother” but then
described his actions as “just kids playing reall® be positioned by social service
agencies as dangerous and a potential killer ateagig may fit with Rick’s first
construction of attempted murder, but could be ssean extreme reaction to what

Rick described as “just kids playing really”.

As a result of his actions Rick was placed in foseere, but as he says, “it was just
round the corner from my mum’'s”. Such an arrangeémdésere he was still able to
“spend a lot of time at my mum's house” can be @adontradicting the assumed
dual purpose of removing him, that is, to save friiom the influence of a negative
family environment and to protect his brother fréamther violence by Rick. In
Rick’'s comments there does not appear to be amyviemtions designed for the

whole family, instead the focus was on moving Rock
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Dominant discourses around families constructslfamas a primary location where
children can be successfully raised to become gaedikens. Therapeutic
interventions for children and young people, suslpsychotherapy, may be deemed
useful only if family life is considered stable (s, 2001). For abused children and
young people, psychotherapy is often made availablose abused outside their
own family, but cannot easily be provided to thebesed by their family when they
are still living there. Instead, a new family be@she intervention, but that is seen

to be all that is required (Laws, 2001).

The construction of ‘dysfunctional’ families as tbause of youth violence can be
seen as the basis for such interventions as foste; state authorities provide a
substitute family, that is deemed to be functioriat, the child positioned as the
‘problem’. Therefore, ‘alternative care’ in and ib$elf becomes the intervention.
However, Laws (2001) argues that ‘care’ services aften merely residential

services (some institutional), which do not provegecific interventions to meet the
needs of the children nor do they aim to work witte family labelled as

‘dysfunctional’ to resolve issues.

Alternative care was not only relevant to the pgrints’ past, but was a current
issue for some. Anthony reported how he arrange@wn care placement for when
he would be released from the secure facility:
Anthony: Oh like they've been looking for a place for me to go live for like two
months and they had to use my option, which was go live with my
boss but that worked out pretty good. [...] | told him that - | rung
him up a couple of weeks ago and | says look I've got nowhere to
live, they can't find anywhere for me and he says oh well I'll ring up

your social worker and I'll see if you can come stay with us and | was
like oh thanks.

While arranging appropriate alternative care foirldten and young people is
considered to be the statutory role of state agsncAnthony positioned the
authorities as having failed him in this functidthey can't find anywhere for me”.
Anthony can be read as taking up an agentic pos#ma solving his own problem in
finding somewhere to live. Anthony’s ability to &laction seemed to contradict his
positioning as needing to be cared for paternadifiyi and be under the guidance of a

state agency.
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Unfortunately, decisions about alternative carestaye agencies do not always have
positive outcomes. For example, placing childrethwnembers of the extended
family has led to child deaths. In addition, ndtrakidences are ideal, for example,
young people who have justice issues, are housé#teisame facility as those with
care and protection issues and family homes arerided by participants as places
where it is easy to learn how to do crime. Whikeraative care is one strategy used
with young men who have been violent, New Zealaad h process for young
offenders that does involve their families when siiole, called Family Group

Conferences.

Family Group Conferences

Within the context of youth offending, Family Gro@onferences are based on the
notion of restorative justice in which the victithe perpetrator and their families are
brought together with others, such as police amgdas to offer an opportunity to
discuss the crime, its impact and the reasonsciiroed. It also determines how the
young person will be dealt with, for example, wlegtthe matter will be taken back
to court, whether there will be restitution or coomty service (Johnstone & Van
Ness, 2007). This discussion and the decisions nmiade¢he Family Group
Conferences can be read as an intervention stralegynvolves the family of the
young offender. However, in doing so there aresrislat dominant notions of blame,

that is, family ‘dysfunction’ causes youth violeno@y become part of the process.

Participants spoke of their families being involved their Family Group
Conferences. Their talk included the conferencest tlesulted in their current
incarceration as well as their experiences of mastferences. This made for a
considerable number of conferences for some ofytheig men. How participants
reacted to the Family Group Conferences differedthAny talked of attending a
Family Group Conference with eighteen people, tlggdst he had ever had, and as
he told it, a considerable amount of yelling wasahvolved. Anthony talked of the
Family Group Conference as an adversarial systetm hiin and his family on one
side and the victim’s family on the opposing siteaddition to the police, lawyers
and social workers. He spoke of his negative reastiespecially to the victim’s

mother:
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Anthony: Fuck it was too hard, couldn't handle it

Shirley: So what happened?

Anthony: | walked out

Shirley: Right. So what was it that you couldn't handle?

Anthony: | was looking at her and she said, she was talking and she furned

around and looked at, ‘cause she wasn't looking at me, and she
turned around and looked at me and goes and you haven't even
got the guts to look at me and | go well and | got all fucking shitty
and | says why am | looking at you now and then she goes blah
blah blah and | thought oh fuck you and | walked out.

In this excerpt Anthony positioned the victim’s et as being unfair to him and
described himself as trying to cooperate, at l@aisally. It is possible to read
Anthony’s response of walking out as righteous aagi®eing treated unfairly, being
victimised by the system that he claimed allowedhsabuse to occur. Thus, he
positioned himself as being reasonable in expedtinige treated with fairness and
respect. The contradiction to the subject posiisna dangerous young man who
inflicted harm on others through his violence staondt sharply and highlights the
multiplicity of subjectivities in which he experieed himself. Walking out of the
Family Group Conference, even though the presericauthority figures was
extensive, can be read as an agentic response thp#nthat reflects the dominant
discourses around traditional masculinity of takaamtrol, not just of his emotions

but also of the situation.

| received a similar response from Sean about a@nibup Conferences, “No | hate
them. No. They're a load of bullshit”. He talkefdexperiencing a difficult time at
his Family Group Conference and described it a® ‘@inthe hardest days in my life

really,” as those in attendance talked about Henaks for three and a half hours in a

small room:

Shirley: Right. So do you think it's harder than just sort of going through the
court system and?

Sean: Yeah. A lot harder.

Shirley: So is that about, about facing your victim ore

Sean: Yeah. Yeah that's about it.

Shirley: So some people might say that well that's a good thing, that it
means that you know you face your victim and maybe that makes
it more painful and you won't do it any more?

Sean: Yes.

Shirley: Does it work like that?
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Sean: | reckon it's more so they know who you are and they can put you
down, that's about it really, that's what they done and have the
...[Junclear] scare the shit out of me. Abuse me and that's about it
really. Yeah Mm.

Both Anthony and Sean can be read as construdimdramily Group Conferences
as abusiveé® However, it is also possible to consider theiraita@ experiences as
justifiable from a punishment perspective. Feelayised may raise the issue of a
possible risk that young offenders may retaliatairsg} members of the conference
as Sean proposed: “They could get angry with thegmeand actually go do aggro
robbery against them. Yeah”. If offenders experenno Family Group Conference
as abusive, then it is possible to view the Fa@ilpup Conference as unsuccessful

and not achieving its aim of being restorative.

Family Group Conferences were also seen as failingther ways. Rick, for

example, engaged in a large number of violent aimdical activities over a period

of time. But he reasoned that because his correspgri-amily Group Conferences
were spread out over time there was no realisdtjoauthorities of the amount of
crime he had committed and so he was not lockednuge justice system the level
of seriousness an offender represents is constrageeing determined in part by
the frequency of his offending. It appeared tha Eamily Group Conferencing

system missed the extent of Rick’s activities.

Unlike Anthony and Sean, Drew did not talk of higeriences of Family Group
Conferences as being difficult or negative. Ratleesaw them as a way of trying to
help him and “to sort out my punishment”. UnlikecRiDrew did not consider light

punishments given by Family Group Conferences psogpiate:

Shirley: So do you find it useful, does it help you at all?

Drew: Yeah you get to know a lot of things. Yeah. Like oh | should have
got more heavier punishments but then the family conference they
just insist on getting you off things.

Shirley: Do you think that's a good idea?
Drew: No. Sometimes but sometimes not.
[-.]
Shirley: So do you think that you should have got harsher punishments?

18 Restorative justice conferences are not designed for this purpose. Part of the role of the facilitator is to prevent any
abuse between the parties (Raye & Warner Roberts, 2007).
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Drew: Yeah. | think, this is my first fime actually being punished good.

[..]

Drew: Yeah, I'm glad | came here now.
Shirley: How come?
Drew: It's changed me. So if | stayed in youth court | would have got three

months at ... [name of secure facility] got out and done, done some
more crime and came to gaol, in a proper gaol.

In the excerpt above Drew offered a surprisinglffedent perspective on how
Family Group Conferences failed him. He suggestemt they downplayed his
crimes when he said, “they just insist on getting wff things”. He saw his current
prison sentence as his, “first time actually bemugpished good”. He claimed that
this sentence was the result of going to the distourt rather than youth court with
its associated option of an Family Group Conferef®ew’s reasoning for being
“glad | came here” was that he saw himself doingeraime if he was not locked up
for longer than just “three months”. It is possilbdeposition Drew as being out of
control and needing containment to stop him doinge. This fits with his earlier

comments in the previous chapter where he constiudbing crime as being like an
addiction for him.

However, the Family Group Conference does not awiyl in its purpose, as
perceived by these young men. When Sean contirudddcribe his experience, he
acknowledged that hearing about the impact of lkermce directly from his victims
made an impression on him:
Sean: Things upset them but it really hit me and | really thought about it
how because they told me how much it affected them and that so

| really thought about it and thought oh shit look at what I've done,
and how Il never do it again and that so.

Shirley: Okay. So maybe it has done some good?

Sean: Yeah. Yeah it has but

Shirley: Pretty painful process?

Sean: Yeah it was. Yeah. Yep.

Shirley: Yeah. So if they hadn't have told you how it had affected them, you

would never have known? Would you have guessed that ite

Sean: No. because I've never had it done to me before so no.

It seemed that despite Sean feeling abused by tbeegs, the Family Group
Conference was successful in that he heard hovatiaffected his victims, “I really

thought about it”. It is possible that he may hasenected emotionally to the harm
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that he had caused, given his comment: “oh shk Etowhat I've done”. Empathic
connection and demonstration of remorse are amioagims that Family Group
Conferences are designed to achieve (Raye & Wd#&nberts, 2007). According to
some dominant learning theories, youth violencaucbecause of a lack of victim
empathy. This intervention relies on the impacthefring a victim’s story. It is
thought that the perpetrator of violence may acKadge the harm they caused,
develop empathy and feelings of remorse and se&s® likely to engage in future
violence. Sean pointed out the importance of hgatire victim’s story directly
because the ability to know about the impact orcaw could only come from being
told; it was not possible to guess for Sean: “bsealve never had it done to me

before”.

While having young offenders demonstrate remorsg lbgaan aim for intervention,
such displays are not always accepted, as Seam fwhen he apologised to his

victims at his Family Group Conference:

Shirley: So did you say anything to them about?

Sean: Sorry. That's about it.

Shirley: So do you think that they believed your apology?

Sean: No.

Shirley: Did you mean it af the time?

Sean: Yes | did. [pause 5 secs]. I'd never say sorry if | didn't mean it that's

just one thing I've learned, never to say sorry if you don't mean it so.

In dominant discourses around justice and offendawdence of remorse is often
used as a indicator of regret and contrition arfdeiguently considered an important
factor by institutional authorities when decidingt@omes, for example, sentencing.
It seemed that demonstrations of remorse requkdoaviedgment for its usefulness

to be effective for young offenders.

Family visits

When it came to talking about the help they hadeived, participants again
mentioned the importance of having family suppdeving weekly or monthly visits
from their family whilst inside the secure faciisi was particularly significant for
participants, and enabled them to better managsttéss of being inside, “it sort of

keeps a lot off your mind” (Rick).
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But not everyone was so fortunate. Kelly said, tistj feel sorry” for those

residents/inmates who did not have any family wgit

Shirley: So how do you think they'd feel2

Kelly: | reckon they probably feel lonely without their parents. | couldn't
imagine myself being without my parents for a long period of time.

No visits from family members can be read as isgjatpositioning the young men

as disowned. Given that the dominant discourse taheufamily constructs it as the
site where love, trust, nurturance and supporpeaseided, being disowned can have
a powerfully negative effect. For those who do gsits, they can at least possibly
still experience a sense of belonging. Howeveritiigg it right as a son’ in this

discourse is already threatened by being incameraécause of their violence, and
no visits from their family could be read as furtleeidence of their failure as a son

and as no longer belonging.

Family visits are regulated and controlled by gsstinstitutions. Drew talked of the

frustration he experienced when he had to haveswisth his mother in a booth with

glass between them instead of the usual full contis@. Being restricted to booth

visits was a consequence of Drew being caught hadyed for using drugs inside:
Drew: | don't like having them. Talking, talking of things and you can't, it's

just the glass that's in front of you and just makes it, makes the prison
stink so I, I haven't had no visits here on booth visits.

Drew can be read as referring to the importanceaif having physical barriers

between him and his mother, which constructs thethbweisit as an alien form of

human contact. He chose to have no visits rather thbooth visit that he did not
like. If a learning perspective is applied to thigiation, one thing these young men
could learn is that not allowing physical contastmthose important to them is a
powerful way to control people and to disrespeat dehumanise them. For those
inmates who go on to commit further violence thegynapply this learning against
their future victims. While such learning may na imtended, it is nevertheless a
possible interpretation that can be put on thesmtsv The techniques of regulation
that are used to contain, manage and control yousg who have been violent in a

secure environment do not enable human relatioaghifhrive.
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Family visits are part of the institution’s methaoofsoffender management where a
reward and punishment system is used, based dedheng principles and concepts
of behavioural control and modification. Family itgsare relatively infrequent —
once a week or once a month. Such infrequency k&epsies away from these
young men and cannot assist a family’s ability tovpde support and boundaries, or
to nurture and care for them. Nor can a family b&valy involved in what may be
constructed as therapeutic intervention with thgseng men. While this situation
may seem at odds with therapeutic approaches,dimguthe emphasis of family
work, paradoxically it is consistent with the diacges around ‘dysfunctional’
families being the cause of youth violence, in wheffective intervention is taking
the young man out of the family. The system of igigting offenders within secure
facilities can also be constructed as effectiverirgntion, which becomes more
evident in the next section where | look at howtipgrants’ lives are managed inside
the secure facilities.

Offender Management Inside

While there were differences between the Correstigouth units and the Child,
Youth and Family secure residences, many of thend#r management practices
were the same. Both utilised systems based onadamgy the resident population
rather than establishing a therapeutic environmagned at exploring and resolving

the issues relevant to these young men'’s violence.

Daily routine for managing youth

The level of control exercised by the offender nigamaent systems over the young
men was extensive. It ordered every aspect of theyr The participants went into
great detail about these daily routines. They ceeildme precisely what they had to
do at what time every day, from the time they weoken in the morning, to when
they had showers, school times, meal times, wheywrere “locked down” (Rick) —
in their cells/rooms — and bedtimes. Some variat@ihe routine occurred on the

weekends.

Foucault referred to this type of regulation ast pHr the disciplinary practices

designed to produce a docile body (1975/1977). Saghlation is not unusual for
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any institutional settings: the same types of rmtcan be found elsewhere, for
example, in schools and hospitals. However, tHermihce for the participants of this
study is that their routine is associated withsslof freedom characterised by locked
doors. Besides producing disciplined subjects, eéhegulatory practices are also
constructed as being designed to meet the nedtls afstitution in terms of efficient

staffing and administrative functions.

The high level of ordered activity certainly keietyoung men to a tight daily
schedule. Such practices may be justified accorttingarning principles in which a
highly structured environment is often thought sodway of gaining control over
‘disordered’ behaviour, such as violence (Domjdi06).

Having a routine can be constructed as being gctwrch in turn is viewed as a
solution in preventing boredom. Such preventionams important issue because
boredom is constructed as a state of mind requiaingerson to exercise coping
strategies to avoid it leading to violence (John&8®7). However, the daily routine
itself appeared to contribute to participants feggbored inside, “every day in here is
pretty repetitive deja vu” (Wade). If punishmentigart of the intention of locking
up young men who have been violent, then the ipedda boredom can be read as
partially fulfilling this purpose; but if rehabilition is the intention, there appeared to
be few opportunities for these young men to devélelpful ways of responding to

boredom.

Having some enforced time alone in their cell/rodaring “lock down” each day
seemed to contradict the rationale for having &lligtructured, active day and also
created boredom, as Anthony describes:

Anthony: Fuck, the only thing | hate is going upstairs, sitting in your room
‘cause you've got to sit there for ages and there's nothing to do.

Lashley (2003) wrote that adult women in prisonduigs time to reflect on what
they had done. She claimed that this was the @ténem making positive changes in
their lives. However, such a reflective processsdo& seem to be what these young
men engaged in during this time, as Anthony suggettat “I just try to go to sleep
(small chuckle)”. Without some instruction or sgjllhoping for some reflection on

their violence to occur spontaneously can be resagnaunhelpful covert purpose of
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“lock down” that seemed unlikely to succeed. But fbese young men, within
discourses around traditional masculinity an adimmssef such an internal, reflective
process may not be considered ‘manly’. In additibms difficult to see how these
young men could view “lock down” in a positive liglgiven that within discourses
of punishment and torture the practice of placinggmers into solitary confinement

Is constructed as a common but severe form of porest.

Even though participants found the highly struatuday tedious, some also spoke of
positive benefits, such as time going faster bexzaighe routine. In addition, one
participant hoped that after having learned a naythe might be able to sustain this
new pattern of behaviour, of waking early, doingrenactivity in the daytime and
going to bed early upon release. In this way, subjef such disciplinary practices
regulate themselves to become the docile body obdgcitizens’ (Foucault,
1975/1977).

Some patrticipants constructed elements of theieeapce of being incarcerated and
subjected to these disciplinary practices as beaéfiwhile Anthony saw one
advantage of being inside was that “you've alwaytsagroof over your head”, Drew
went further in his praise of the specific unitvis@s currently in when he compared it
to a more controlled unit he had been in previauslg did not speak negatively
about being inside.

Shirley: Okay. Mm, so what else about being in here?

Drew: Oh | dunno really. It's not bad. It doesn't even feel like prison really.
Shirley: No?

Drew: Just more of a long holiday.

Shirley: Yeah?

Drew: You get too spoilt in here.

Shirley: Really? So what makes you spoilt?

Drew: | dunno they just, there's a gym and there's a, we always play

games when we want to, there's play station, pool, table tennis,
stuff like that. I've got a TV and a stereo in my cell.

Drew was the only participant that told me he hafiVaand stereo in his cell. His
description of prison being like a holiday campaigliscourse that is often heard
expressed in public arenas where the implicatioth& prison provides a more

comfortable lifestyle than that which inmates hawethe outside. It is implied that
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comfortable prisons are an ineffective deterrerdabhee offenders are believed to
want to be housed in these comfortable environmentghey commit crime in order
to be locked up. From such a perspective, the girthat a loss of freedom alone is
sufficient punishment is not considered; insteae, fprison environment is seen as
the vehicle to provide punishment (Muncie, 2008)séhs are viewed as places that
should be hard for inmates, places of deprivatiod anpleasantness and such a
punishing environment is believed to act as a detérfor crime and violence.
Prisons are also constructed as places of combttee regulatory practices used go
beyond establishing strict routines; there are atystems of rewards and
punishments that discipline.

Reward and punishment systems

As well as being managed and controlled throughingaa highly structured daily
routine, participants were also subjected to systefmeward and punishment based
on classic learning methods. From an objectivisycpslogical perspective,
behavioural management and modification are corestddegitimate forms of
therapeutic intervention (Domjan, 2006).

Regardless of whether participants were in a Ctoms youth unit or a Child,

Youth and Family residence, the reward and punishregstems were very similar
and the participants were able to provide me wigheat deal of detail on how these
worked. Inmates would be assigned either a colow mumbered level, that would
be based on staff's judgement of their behavioachEday, points would be gained
for positive behaviour and lost for negative bebavi At the end of the week, the
results would be totalled and either a reward puaishment would be given that

was associated with the colour or level reached.

Most of the rewards seemed to revolve around raggiextensions to the daily
routine, for example, having a later bedtime ombeable to engage in a favoured
activity, such as watching television or havingesscto a play station game. These
activities that were considered to be privilegesda are generally viewed as being
very ordinary and everyday on the outside.
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In this system, punishments were often a loss edd¢hypes of privileges. However,
punishments were also meted out instantly, suchti@&-out when highly
unacceptable behaviour occurred. Indeed, if a yonag had received a punishment
during the week, that would also be counted agéimstin this system. For example,
because of regular drug testing Drew was chargéud wging drugs. Having a charge
meant that he could not achieve a higher levelrobgss of his behaviour.

Kelly explained the types of behaviour that wexpexted for each colour, which
was similar to the level system:
Kelly: The colour red is like um really bad behaviour, like if you get sent
intfo time out or ah swear at the staff or something that's red. And
blue's just a average cruisy day and you just cruise round and do

what you like. The green day is like when you're like absolutely
perfect and you help with other people, with jobs and stuff like that.

From Kelly’s description, it appeared that blue whe usual or average type of
behaviour, that is neither unusually ‘good’ nor adge, “just a average cruisy day’.
The colour blue equated to level 3 in the othetesyshat most inmates were judged

to be at “usually everyone's Level 3” (Drew).

However, this is not the type of behaviour thisteys seemed to be aiming for;
rather, it is the exceptionally good behaviourgreen’ or Level 4 that was idealised.
Such behaviour is at the extreme end of what isidened to be prosocial, as Kelly
described it, “when you're like absolutely perfaod you help with other people”.
The hope that these young men will adopt such hetessas their standard way of
being in the world does not seem to fit the subpastition of youth. In the dominant
discourses of youth, young men are positioned stintg boundaries, questioning
authority, developing individuality and independencall attributes that are
considered as positive and necessary for succedsfidlopment. Therefore some
behaviour that is read as ‘bad’ is expected todxéopmed (Laws, 2001). Sustaining
such positive behaviour over an extended periodtime would seem to be

challenging for most young men.

At the same time “absolutely perfect” behaviour Wdomot seem to constitute
manliness. Instead, within dominant discourses ratamasculinity being a man is

frequently about performing ‘bad’ behaviour, as s@&v in the last chapter where
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participants talked of fighting as a way to makerfds and where they described the
existence of the inmate hierarchy, which was basedolence.

Kelly’'s example of behaviour that would be labeltedd‘bad’, which would receive a
red, such as getting “sent into time out or ah swaathe staff’, appears to be
relatively minor compared with the violent offendbst led these participants to be
incarcerated. It is possible that precisely thees@ehaviours may be tolerated more
in different settings, for example, in the homeroschool. But one way of reading
such behaviour is to see it as the beginning ahd¢psontrol or getting angry, both of
which are associated with expressive violence. Hethese behaviours such as
‘swearing’ may be constructed as being more serfoushese young men; like a
symptom of their ‘abnormality/disorder’ within dmarses of pathology. Such
systems of rewards and punishments are based mh@tamy of ‘good’ and ‘bad’
behaviour, attitudes and morals by which what dggd as ‘bad’ becomes defined as
not reaching the standard described as ‘good’. Atiog to Foucault (1975/1977), in
this way disciplinary power is constituted throughe use of surveillance,

observation and the development of norms of ‘gdudiaviour.

For any reward and punishment system to work, tieesn expectation that those
subjected to it would be learning how to behave iway that would achieve the
rewards (Domjan, 2006). Interestingly, Quentin waprised that his behaviour was
judged as being ‘good’ enough to receive greenst mbshe time but he did not
know how he achieved this:
Quentin: | don't know really eh. I'm just — it just happens. 'Cause first day tried

really hard and the second day | tried really hard and the third day |

fried really hard, and now | don't even have fo fry, just, just, the

greens just flow in. The green is just there everyday. | don't know how

it is eh, (small chuckle) wake up in the morning I'll go shit another
green [laugh]. I'm expecting to get a blue but it's green.

Quentin’s experience seemed to be at odds witthéw@retical purpose of the reward
system. He did not demonstrate any learning, “lI'tdbenow how it is eh, (small
chuckle)”, nor any changes in his behaviour; howele had “tried really hard”.
Even if he did not know how, Quentin clearly hae thbility to ‘behave’ in an
acceptable way. The disciplinary power of the regis evident here, Quentin has
been subjected to the normalising effect of bemgstantly judged and observed.
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The extent to which these reward and punishmentesgs can be claimed as
therapeutic rather than as a system of surveillales#gned to maintain control is
questionable. In New Zealand, a legal challengéistype of offender management
was successful, finding that what was considerg@dyehological programme, (the
Behaviour Management Regime) by an Auckland prisad in fact breached the
civil rights of prisoners (Ministry of Justice, 200 Until such practices are
challenged in this way, it seems that Foucault®/g/1977) claim that “punishment

will be able to function openly as treatment” (p62 will continue.

Offender management systems, such as the struatiargdroutine and the reward
and punishment systems, constitute a high leveliofeillance of these young men.
Yet, despite this, participants still became inealvin violent activities inside, for
example, fighting, they also engaged in illegaliatgt such as using drugs, and
broke the institutions’ rules by smoking cigarett&sich surveillance increased the
possibility that all their behaviour, motivationsdaattitudes will be read according to
their violent and criminal history. Therefore thange behaviour that young men
engage in outside prison, that is not even notlmeathers, for example, smoking
cigarettes, is seen as deviant by the institutiaundhorities because it is against the
rules, positioning these young men as problematie-breakers and delinquents.
According to Foucault (1975/1977) “the prison canfail to produce delinquents”
(p. 266). He argued that the “penitentiary appafaip. 251) does not have an
interest in the ‘offender’ or the offence that i@nstituted by the judicial system,
since this has already been adjudicated. Instbadole of the corrective technology
of secure facilities is the “delinquent life”, that, it is the person that needs

correcting.

Secure facilities as hyper-masculine environments

The surveillance and scrutiny of these young messdwmt only occur through the
structured, official offender management systentse €nvironments these young
men are contained within can be constructed asrhypsculine, competitive ones in
which the dominant discourses of manliness determmctices that (re)produce the
‘macho’ male position (Jewkes, 2005), for examptes male hierarchy inside and

the amount of fighting that participants spoke Other practices also produced
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similar effects. The existence of gyms was comnmothése environments and Drew
described this as a heroic physical subjectivity:
Drew: Plus my strength has got stronger too like when | first came here
went up to the gym and | was pumping about 50 or 60 on the

bench press and now, and I'd do ten sets of that and that was
struggling. And now | can do 100 to 120.

Attention to improving or maintaining the healthresidents/inmates by providing a
gym can be viewed as an effective practice. Howetver types of equipment and
most of the activity appeared to be centred arairehgth training — lifting weights
and building muscle size — which focuses again wppsrting and maintaining a
traditional form of masculinity. As Drew mentionatlove, the gym scene takes on a
competitive aspect amongst inmates by focusingnidte on who can lift the
heaviest weight. For those young men who can riaeae well in this type of ‘being

a man’ competition, their positioning in the pogida becomes marginal, but
maintains the male pecking order that is basedrm@ngth, size and the ability to be
violent (Jewkes, 2005).

Another example of masculinisation practices indide secure facilities became
apparent at one unit where they held a competitorthe Toughest InmateThis
competition consisted of a range of physical atésj such as running, doing push-
ups and sit-ups, and lifting weights. The inmateowbntinued for the longest time
was the winner, or as Sean described it,

Sean: Oh Toughest Inmate, for life that's about it. About fithess and
stamina you know.

Within manliness discourses sport and physicakfignhactivities are constructed as
being highly commended ways for young men to stegyafrom crime and violence.
Hence a competition that focuses on such physigidities and stamina could be

viewed as a positive intervention from this perspec

While some of the participants enjoyed the comipetitmmensely, one participant
chose to do his interview at a specific time sdoaavoid being in the competition.
Besides having a dislike for that sort of activitygould also understand how such a
competition that is based on dominant discoursesagfitional manhood could be

potentially risky for some young men who may notaseable as others to measure
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up to the masculine ideal at which such a competiims. The risk of not being
able to perform ‘man’ correctly in a prison envinoent where fighting and violence
amongst inmates are common would be particularlgllehging. TheToughest
InmateCompetitionthen could set up some inmates to fail as mem ier&ironment
that has the potential for serious repercussiorest riikely of further violence to

them.

The competition also highlighted a contradictiorthivi the incarceration system. |
was first made aware of this competition when safflogised to me in case | heard
them swearing. This was explained to me as an itapbpart of the competition
since, as they said, it was based on Navy Sealiigiand loud verbal derogatory
statements (including swearing) would be used ljf $6 goad the inmates into
sustained effort. My reading of this approach & $uch disparaging statements that
aim to motivate by producing anger can be constrless abusive and violent. It is
interesting that such behaviour from staff showddristitutionally sanctioned when it
condones the very behaviour that these young mmiviee demerit points for under

the internal reward and punishment systems.

Experience with Therapeutic Intervention Programmes

When it came to receiving help, in addition to swmitasional activities as the
Toughest Inmat€ompetition participants spoke of the practical help theyenesd
from staff that they found very useful. This primhainvolved obtaining items for
participants: “got me some pants” (Quentin) andsésg with exploring new career
choices and helping “me get into courses” (KelRarticipants also had access to a
number of programmes within the secure faciliti€&ducational programmes
appeared to predominate in which they could unkertchooling or other skills-
based courses like woodwork that participants hopedld lead to better
employment options in the future, as Rick described

Rick: Yeah it would be good to get a higher paying job sort of, [pause 3
secs] school cert yeah. | think it's quite essential to have really.

My primary interest, however, was in participarégperiences of being involved in

therapeutic programmes and intervention stratedesigned to respond to their
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violence. Given that participants had little accésssuch intervention inside |
canvassed their previous intervention experienceswall. These intervention
experiences of participants were most often in grguwogrammes. There is an
interesting contradiction between normative iddasuathe role peers are thought to
play in youth violence and the interventions tha¢ @mployed. The negative
influence of peer pressure is believed to be actlizause of youth violence. Yet, in
many therapeutic intervention programmes, the us@eer groups is extensive
(Frances, 1995; Gibbs et al., 1995; Goldstein &k;liL994; Grant, 2000; Lutzker,
2006). It would seem that the same dynamic, thathie influence of peers, is
employed in these group interventions to achie\stipe outcomes.

Adventure programme

Drew described attending an adventure programmewha based on a range of
outdoor activities that he had completed some to@fre his current convictions
and imprisonment. He was very enthusiastic abositpfogramme because he had
enjoyed it immensely. The types of activities danea group with other young
offenders included, “rock climbing and we done ang, bush survival skills”,
going to the gym and “cutting wood and helping sttha sheep”. School was only
for three hours per day, four days a week and Drad an individual worker who
would take him “surfing” and “skateboarding”. Dreshowed insight into the
purpose of the programme, that is, it was to prekeoffending:

Shirley: Yeah. Sounds prefty good. What did you think of it, did you enjoy alll
of those, doing all that stuff?

Drew: Oh yeah that was, that was fun as. It was supposed to stop people
from re-offending. It didn't it was just fun for me. | got off, like left that
and | went back to crime.

Shirley: So what do you think that they were trying to do with that
programme to stop people doing crime again?

Drew: I dunno. Oh to show us there's better things to do instead of doing
crime.

Although the aim of this adventure programme watsmet, that is, preventing re-
offending, it is easy to see that Drew enjoyedpf@gramme and he wanted it to be
longer: “they need to go for longer, | think abait months or something. Two
months wasn't long enough”. What Drew describeccapg to be activities that are

about performing ‘man’ correctly according to doamih notions of manliness,
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typically risk-taking and adrenalin-producing adies. Since much of the violence
and crime in which participants have been involiredhas enabled them to ‘get it
right as a man’ (as discussed in Chapter Five),emfive-type intervention
programmes do not appear to offer these young meternative positioning to the

‘macho’ man within discourses of traditional masguity.

Drew goes on to describe how he continued to putsese types of activities that he
enjoyed so much. Unfortunately, it seemed that ecoa pressures were part of his

reasons that led him back into crime and violence:

Drew: Ah yeah | sfill kept going to the beach. | went to the beach 'cause |
was surfing, | was keen. But | dunno what | did, oh yeah | went to -
we used to go, me and my mate, used fo go down fo the ... [name
of business omitted] a lot, paintball shooting. But then we'd have to
do crime to get the cash [chuckle] 'cause that was expensive.

Shirley: Right. So that's not a very helpful thing to stop doing crime if it's so
expensive.

Drew: Yeah they need some cheaper stuff.

Shirley: Mm, yep

Drew: And like the A & P show [Agricultural and Pastoral show]. Have you
heard of that, the A & P show?

Shirley: Yep.

Drew: That's expensive. Like we'd always do crime a week before that

came to town so we'd have a couple of hundred each or more to
go to the A & P show. Like fifty bucks or a hundred bucks or
something like that, it just goes like that when you're at the shows.

Drew’s reasoning can be read as very rational asxpéained that in order to get
involved in non-criminal fun activities, “paintbaihooting” and the “A and P show”,
he had to do crime and violence to obtain sufficroney, “we'd have to do crime
to get the cash [chuckle] 'cause that was expehditeund the idea perplexing that
a young man would do crime in order to undertak&vidies that he was taught in an
intervention programme to enjoy as a substitutefione and violence. Drew can be
read as demonstrating a sense of entitlement toth#ése activities, which
unfortunately many people cannot afford to do. Wipitogrammes like the one Drew
attended may have other aims, such as team-bujldiegeloping trust and self-
esteem, among others; Drew has constructed the fxhaving fun all the time. But
such a life-style would seem difficult to sustamdadoes not reflect the reality of
most people’s lives.
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Anger management

By far the most common therapeutic interventionegigmce for participants was

attending anger management courses, which theyegudas being somewhat

successful. Rick talked of being able to contrgl émger better by using a technique
he had learnt:

Rick: Um, yeah well I've also done an anger management course
through ... [name of service omitted ]. Handling um anger quite
successfully. After | finished that course | got off the Ritalin, um it was
a prescribed drug course.

Shirley: So attention deficit.

Rick: Um, got off that and sort of learnt to you know hold your breath and
count to ten sort of thing. Um, yeah. It was quite successful really.

Anthony too found that an anger management cowglpeett him with his “attitude”

Anthony: | thought it was all right, it did make me calm down heaps 'cause |
used to get real angry eh [small chuckle].

Anger is frequently constructed as a negative esndtiat if not controlled will lead
to violence. The experience of anger is often coottd as the cause of anger, that
is, “'m angry because | feel angry”. Hence, it astautology that does not
acknowledge anger as an emotion that, when exgtedses not have to lead to
negative outcomes. Because of this constructioangier needing to be controlled,
the intervention focus is on ‘management’, whicliexdd specific techniques of
control (Gibbs et al., 1995) such as what Rickreao “hold your breath and count
to ten”, rather than an exploration of anger agmotion, much like other emotions,
such as sadness or happiness. Emotion and itsratipfofor men has a limited place
within notions of traditional masculinity as | hadescussed previously in Chapter
Five. However, anger appears to be the most legiéremotion for men to express
as it is so closely entwined with getting the sabjosition of ‘man’ right (Connell,
1995). Hence, from this perspective, interventiuat suggests an alternative view of
anger as an emotion to be reflected upon andtthakpression could be done safely
may well be received by young men as nonsensicahém.

The EQUIP programme for delinquent youth

The one group intervention programme that manyhefgarticipants had access to
inside was the EQUIP programme (slightly modified the New Zealand context).
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This programme was designed specifically for ‘dglient’ and ‘aggressive’ youth. It
is based on a cognitive-behavioural approach thetides on the development of

prosocial skills and a positive peer-culture.

Sean talked of how his learning in this programraéd him control his anger and

to interact with others, suggesting this progranmae some relevance for him:

Sean: It does self control, ah problem solving, ah interacting with other
people, anger management and that.

Shirley: So you've enjoyed doing those?

Sean: Yeah | have. Yep.

Shirley: Cool. Do you think that you've actually changed a few things
already?

Sean: Yep. Yep.

Shirley: So what sort of things have you changed?

Sean: Um | can, I, when |, when people on the outside they used to get

smart to me, I'd get quite cross with them and my temper would go
up and | can control it a lot better now and | think I'm a lot more
polite, | help people out instead of just telling them to go away and
that. I'm interacting with people better now doing sports and that.
Yeah.

Wade, on the other hand, did not find EQUIP relévan

Shirley: Right. So you don't think that this stuff that you're doing here is
helping about -2

Wade: Maybe socialising but that's about it.

Shirley: Yep. So it's helping in other areas but not about what you did or -2

Wade: Yeah it's helping in not important areas.

Shirley: Right. And, and what are the not important areas?

Wade: | don't see socialising as an important thing to do.

EQUIP is an example of an intervention that haslestablished on the theoretical
learning basis that young men are violent becausg d@re deficit in prosocial skills,
which is a situation thought to result from beiragsed within a ‘dysfunctional’
family. But while Wade pointed out that the prograemwas successful in teaching
“socialising”, he did not consider “socialising as important thing to do”. Wade’s
evaluation suggested that it was difficult for him determine the relevance
socialising had in preventing future violence. lontrast, although not directly
relevant to violence, Sean made the connectionhthatas “a lot more polite” and “I

help people out instead of just telling them tcaga@y” as a result of EQUIP.
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Although Wade picked up on the purpose of the @agne, “socialising”, he can be
read as not having understood the connection betilgs skills deficit and his
violence. This can potentially position him as having the relevant knowledge to
make the necessary conceptual links to understaaiddieveloping social skills is
seen as preventing future violence. Hence, aniaddlteducational component may
be seen as a necessary part of the role of inteoverEven though it is possible to
be positioned by theories of mainstream psycholagynot being responsible for
growing up in an environment that did not adequatiehch the necessary prosocial
skills (O'Neill, 1998), Wade is made responsibletfee success of the intervention.
For this approach, he needs to learn the skilgégent future violence.

However, as Phillips (2006) suggests, socialisatimory and cognitive-behavioural
theory are used to “de-gender and re-educate memete ‘deviant’ to more
appropriate behavior” and that “dangerous men, ymebly, can be de-gendered
away from violent masculine behaviors and re-gegdienore like women (presumed
not dangerous)” (p. 415). Such attempts are naliko be successful against
powerful, dominant discourses around hegemonic utiafy since the dominant
discourses are not necessarily disrupted by sutdrvemtion, rather, additional
practices become absorbed into accepted notiom$eaf manliness. Whether “de-
gendering” is even a possibility must also be adergd given that normative notions
of masculinities are based on definitions of ‘maeing ‘not woman’ and further,

hegemonic masculinity is constructed on the basexpelling homosexuality.

Offence-focused intervention

Even though EQUIP was designed for use with yourg hike the participants, none
of the participants talked of the programme as dpeiffience-focused, that is, it did
not explore or focus directly on what they had altyudone, nor on its effects, such
as the harm their violence caused victims. Antha@g the only participant who
spoke of having attending such an offence-focusedyramme in the past. He
described it as providing him with insight into piattern of offending:

Anthony: That's like, it's like challenging offending sort of. | can't, Oh working

out why you done the crime, why you know just, yeah, how you
done it, why you done it. [Noise of playing with drink container].

Shirley: So have you worked that out?
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Anthony: Yeah
[...]

Anthony: It was just like, my pattern, it's called your pattern of offending
Shirley: Yeah. So why do you think you did that stuffe
Anthony: Bored

Anthony identified that his “pattern of offendingtas caused by being “bored”.
Despite having developed this insight, this did pi@vent him from committing the
violence that was responsible for his being lockpd At the time of the interview
Anthony did not have any strategies for dealingwhis boredom. When | asked him
what he did now when he was bored he answered:|“Wredn I'm with my boss |
never seem to get bored”. Nor did he consider ffence-focused programme he
had attended to have any relevance for his cuuietegnce “Na cause it wasn't based
on that”. Anthony can be read as having developeéxplanation of his previous
offending after the fact, but he has not been &blmake use of this knowledge to

prevent committing further offending and violence.

The way in which participants have described theruention programmes they have
been involved with has demonstrated that while saspects of these programmes
have been found to be useful to participants, ios¢ that were attended in the past
there has been little success in preventing fuiimkence. | now turn to the use of

talking as intervention.

Talking

Talking can be thought of as the cornerstone of yntherapies or interventions
because communication is seen as the foundatibort@n relationships. According
to some models, it is the therapeutic relationshgh is considered to be the impetus
to gain understanding, make changes, challengefbetind achieve other such
therapeutic goals (Hubble et al., 1999). | wasredted in examining participants’
ideas and experiences of various forms of talkimg, particularly talking that is

constructed as therapeutic.

Some participants spoke of the benefits they foumdtalking, including the

importance it played in their relationships withmidy and friends. Participants also
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described their experiences of talking in grougirsgs. However, most spoke of
their dislike for and disinterest in the therapewdilk of counselling.

Just talking is valued

Some dominant constructions of youth that are contynenderstood position young
men as not particularly interested in talking abpetsonal issues and as primarily
interested in talking only to their peers. In casty most participants described that
they valued talking as a way of enhancing theatrehships with friends and family.
Indeed, Drew pinpointed the ability to talk witrshmother as a gauge of success in
their relationship:
Drew: Like me and my mum, we get along the best when I'm at home, we

do heaps of stuff together, | help her out around the house. We go

down to the beach fishing together, because we both like the

beach. Like I'll go down to the beach and surf while she'll, she'll be

sunbathing or doing some fishing or something. We use to just talk
for hours at home, about everything.

In trying to deal with his parents’ disappointméamthim as a result of his violence,

Kelly found talking with staff and inmates helpful:

Kelly: Yeah | felt like | was kind of a bit of a failure to my parents.
[...]
Shirley: So how did you deal with that?2 How did you manage that?
Kelly: Um. | just talked to my case worker, ... [name of worker omitted],

and um talk to people that | frust that were in here and um just told
them how | was feeling and stuff and they just used to sit down and

talk it over.
Shirley: Just talking about it helped?
Kelly: Yeah.
Shirley: Did you get any sort of good advice from people that helped you?
Kelly: Um, [pause 4 secs] no not really. They were just teling me to just

keep my wits about me and just forget about the past and get on
with the future.

Clearly, talking was something Kelly was comfor&abkith, judging from the
comments above. Within dominant notions of manbndalking about feelings,
“how | was feeling and stuff’, would position Kelhegatively, as not manly, but he
did not hesitate to mention this. At the same tithe,advice given that he judged as
useful, “just forget about the past and get on wibk future”, can be read as
traditionally masculine. Leaving the past behind ant considering one’s history is
a highly rational approach to take, which is cangtd as dealing effectively with
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the past and to relieve it of consequences. Susfarece would allow someone to
make a statement such as, “| won't do it againy believe that is all they need to
do.

While most of the conversations that participargsadibed having with friends, staff
and family did not discuss the young men’s violedgeew and his mates, on the
other hand, talked frankly about what they had done

Shirley: So if you were in a group um with other inmates and stuff do you
think it would be okay to talk about what you did?

Drew: Ah yeah. I've got a couple of good mates in here and we we talk
about that kind of stuff. Wish we never done it, eh. That kind of stuff
and we talk about how we, talked about how drugs and when we
first started getting info all that kind of stuff and what we were like
before that, before we got into that stuff.

Although the talking that Drew described with histes is not within a structured
intervention setting, it nevertheless sounded simib what would be considered
useful in challenging their past behaviours andheotalk can be read as offering
some therapeutic value. This seems to conflict wighnotion that such young men
need to be the subjects of formal intervention naples because no other avenue
exists to adequately address their violence. Initiatdgd Drew’s example above
contradicts the commonly held expectation thaternok is facilitated by talking
about it, particularly in peer groups. Instead, fiheus seemed to be the opposite of
this: “Wish we never done it, eh”.

When it came to talking about what they had doné@interview with me, most

participants found some aspects difficult:

Shirley: So what's it been like for you talking about this stuff today?

Kelly: Um some parts about the crime was pretty hard because | can't
remember much of what happened. Yeah. Yeah it's kind of
shameful of myself.

Despite this difficulty that Kelly described, “kindf shameful of myself”, talking
about themselves and what they had done was gbnei@lved positively. Indeed,
Drew even recommended that such talking as we bad th the interview should be

a part of intervention programmes for young men waee been violent:
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Shirley: Yeah. So if you were um like in charge of designing something to
help young people not do violence or not do crime, what do you
think would be - what would you do?

Drew: Oh | dunno, probably a outdoor pursuits course or something and
also have like um a oh talking about yourself like how we're talking
now and all that kind of stuff.

Shirley: So you think that would help?

Drew: Yeah.

There is a general acceptance that young peopferpretalk to their peers rather
than adults, and an intervention focus on peer augpogrammes has proliferated
as a result, for example, Youth Line. However, wlie participants spoke of the
importance of talking with their friends, they wetther. They have highlighted
that they wanted to talk, that talk was importantieveloping good relationships and
that talk with adults, including family members agen the research interview with
me, was of significance to them.

Not talking about their violence

Despite the participants’ desire to talk, whenKemsthem about how their violence
was talked about within intervention programmeg #imed to prevent a recurrence
of their violence, | was told that it was not caeer Across all the different
programmes attended and individually with stafftipgoants did not talk about their
violence at all, nor was it required. Even withie tEQUIP programme their violence
was not talked about:

Shirley: So in these programmes that you've done does that mean that you
talk about what you did?

Sean: No. No.

Shirley: So what would it be like if you were talking about what you did?

Sean: | probably wouldn't be able to do it as part of a group. Yeah. It's a
bit hard.

The intervention programmes that participants eepeed were all conducted in
group settings and talking about their violence waisa requirement. Any reluctance
in talking about their violence in a group may le¢ated to the level of comfort
participants had in talking within a group settingjich varied among participants.
Anthony’s view about talking in groups seemed taheg because he did not know
the others in the group, talking would not be acesn whereas if he knew the other

group members, he may not contribute much:
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Shirley: So how do you find talking about stuff in groups?

Anthony: Oh sweet as you know. 'Cause once again it was people that |

didn't know, [...] and it sort of doesn't matter, [small chuckle] | just
don't care.
Shirley: Oh okay - so what would it be like if it was people that you knew?
Anthony: | don't know, | probably just wouldn't say much.

In contrast, Kelly said that talking in a group abhis violence would not happen:

Kelly: | probably wouldn't say anything. (small chuckle)
Shirley: Yeah?
Kelly: I'd sit there quietly and just, yeah just not say anything.

Even if the argument that teaching prosocial skilik reduce violent offending was
accepted, it is difficult to understand the logehimd not having these young men
talk about what they did, given that learning ajpiees are theorised to succeed on
the basis of the learning being able to be apgBmmjan, 2006). | find this lack of
talking about their violence incongruent. Thisisdeg can be read as a contradiction
to cognitive-behavioural therapy (currently faval)r@approaches to violence. Such
approaches often depend on examining the violemggdat detail to achieve their
purposes (Hollin, 1996; Howell et al., 1997)

Despite these intervention programmes maintainimg) @en encouraging silence
about the young men’s violence, talking about theolence does occur. It gets
talked about amongst the inmates, it gets talkemitatvith friends and sometimes

with family. It also gets talked about in reseairtierviews.

Saying “no” to counselling

Despite participants valuing the role that talkpigyed in their lives and their mixed
reactions to group programmes, their comments atmutselling were generally not
favourable. Although no participants were involvediny counselling at the time of
the interviews, some had experienced counsellirthenpast and even saw benefits,
but for some it generally had little impact, askRilescribed:

Rick: Yep when | was younger, ... Um. Oh | can't really remember much
about if, yeah.

Anthony, on the other hand, talked of having “ha&as of stuff man” and that he

found it “Mmm alright”:
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Anthony: Yeah now that was because | was only, yeah litfle and | couldn't
handle people and just being a dick (laugh).

Rick’'s emphasis, “when | was younger”, and Antharif'was only, yeah little”, can
be read as constructing counselling as being apptepat that time, but only
because of their younger age. Now, though, beingung man, it may be that

counselling is no longer viewed as relevant fonthe

When Kelly described talking to staff and other atas about how he felt regarding
his parents disappointment in him, he construdtedalking as “just getting advice”,
which he then contrasted to counselling:
Kelly: Well it's not counselling. That's not counselling. It's just getting
advice from people that you can trust. Like for me to go to a

counsellor that | don't know, | would never ask him for advice
because | don't know him.

Kelly constructed counselling as being differengétting advice from his friends, in
two ways, firstly, a counsellor is a stranger aedosdly, a counsellor is not like
friends whom he trusts. This positions a counsdra professional whose job is
talking and constructs the experience of coungeléa being outside the realm of

‘every day’ talking.

By far the most common response to the idea of s&lling from participants was

not wanting and not liking counselling. As Querniade clear, “I don't like that shit”

nor did Kelly:
Kelly: No. Don't like counselling.
Shirley: No. Why not?
Kelly: Boring.

While “boring”, is Kelly’s initial response, he aéd to this when he described that
talking about his violence had a detrimental effantl such talk could even be
viewed as “boasting”:
Kelly: [Cough] Um, [pause 3 secs] not for me | don't reckon, maybe for
other people. | reckon talking about it makes it like bring it back up
and makes me feel sort of down again sort of. But maybe for other

people they may enjoy talking about it and they boasting about
their crimes, but | don't.

Kelly’s description of talking as bringing “it backp and makes me feel sort of

down” is a common reaction to talking about theolence that | have heard from
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many young offenders. | find Kelly’'s constructiorh @lking about violence as
“boasting” unusual. Such a reading would positioa talker as unremorseful in the
dominant discourses around justice and punishnitmizever, within discourses of
manliness, boastful comments by young men aboutéRkploits are common, which
enables them to perform ‘man’ correctly and allothe identification of their

location within a male hierarchy.

Drew was very clear that he did not think counsgllkvas of any relevance to young

men who had been violent:

Shirley: So you haven't had, have you had anything like counselling or
something like thate

Drew: No. | don't, | don't need that kind of stuff.

Shirley: Who needs that kind of stuff2

Drew: Oh | dunno, not me. [chuckle]

Shirley: Yeah. Can you think of any people that you've met here that you
think needs that kind of stuffe

Drew: | don't know no one that needs it here.

Drew can be read here as constructing counselbng &elping’ practice that was
not relevant to himself, “I don't need that kind stéiff” or other inmates, “I don't
know no one that needs it here”. Drew went beyossdrale dislike of counselling
and questioned its appropriateness for young memhale been violent. For young
men to engage in counselling positions them asgbb@imeed’, therefore vulnerable

or deficient, none of which enact traditional maass.

The strength of dislike for counselling that somartigipants felt came across
strongly in my interaction with Quentin when | aijet to explore his dislike of
counselling. Firstly, Quentin likened counselling anger management and then
constructed the research interview itself as bamgnger management session. As
the conversation progressed, Quentin spoke of etlings being boring, and it took
some time before | realised that he had shiftedaygng that he was finding the

research interview itself boring and that he warnteend it:

Shirley: So you don't like counselling?
Quentin: Na | won't do any counselling.
Shirley: Yeah how come?
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Quentin: ... [unclear] anger management. Oh this is kind of anger
management now eh? Yeah.

Shirley: Well-
Quentin: Violent anger management or whatever the hell it's called.
Shirley: So why don't you want to do stuff like that?
Quentin: Because it's boring.
Shirley: Yeah.
Quentin: Everything is boring.
Shirley: So what would be good?
Quentin: Going back to school.
Shirley: You'd like to go to school?
Quentin: Yeah and finish off this meeting. Na [laugh] just joking.
Shirley: Okay-
[...]
Shirley: Okay so this is getting boring? Is that what you mean?
Quentin: MmHmMmmM Yeap.
[...]
Shirley: Okay. Do you want to finish up now?
Quentin: Hang on, hang on. [playing with drink container] Yeah we'll finish

up. Oh, oh ifit's all right for you?
[...]

Quentin: No I'm not being rude or anything eh, just getting frustrated.

Shirley: No that's cool. Yeah.
Quentin was faced with an adult wanting to talkwthmunselling, which could have

been read by him as equivalent to counselling geamanagement. While it took
some time before he was able to be clear about éhatanted, “Yeah and finish off
this meeting. Na [laugh] just joking.”, with hisstike of counselling, his wanting to
end the interview is logical. Given his possibledieag of the interview, his

resistance to the authority of an adult by askangrtd the interview is impressive.

Quentin employed a high level of politeness to #ralinterview, “Yeah we'll finish
up. Oh, oh if it's all right for you?”. Using suehstyle to finish the interview is not
consistent with the subject position of a dangesmusg offender who takes what he
wants without thinking about the consequences, ooe who is ‘cold’ and
calculating, nor one whose anger is out of cont@uentin can, instead, be
positioned as demonstrating considerable pross&ids, therefore, as not needing

that type of intervention.
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Considering their comments, it appeared that ppamnts had not attended any
counselling or group programmes that focused on wisdence that they had
committed. Nor had they been required to talk allbeir violence, even within the
intervention programmes they had attended. Howeter,value of talking about
their violence was recognised and even suggestetetas being a useful thing for
intervention. But the practice of counselling wad something participants saw as
useful or even relevant for them. This anomalyaitiing talking but not counselling
is clarified by considering how these young men positioned as therapeutic
subjects of dominant psychological practices witthi@ context of counselling. This
positions them as ‘abnormal’ and needing help. Swadtioning is in stark contrast
to performing ‘man’ correctly within dominant disgges of manliness, which

requires rationality and control and implies ‘nofityaand so not needing help.

Conclusion

Some of the participants had previous experienca wdriety of interventions. For
example, some therapy-based interventions, sucbwasselling and other diversion-
based interventions, such as adventure programBugghese interventions did not
prevent these young men committing the violence Midrich they were now
imprisoned. Nor did removing them from ‘dysfunctédnfamilies and putting them
into care. Furthermore, since being inside nonthefparticipants were involved in
any therapeutic engagement that was specificabygded to directly address their
violent offending. Even though some did attend raervention programme inside,
they did not talk about their actual offence. Rgpaints described their management

in the secure facilities as tightly structured awith reward and punishment systems.

There appears to be an apparent gap between thmatdnpsychological theories
that attempt to explain youth violence and the rirdgations described by
participants. As discussed in Chapter Five positiyosychological theorising
positions young men who have been violent as neppaesible for their violence.
Rather, an external event or element is viewedhascause, for example, being a
victim of family violence or being intoxicated byusjs or alcohol. The interventions

that participants spoke of seem to only utiliserapphes that rely on basic behaviour
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modification techniques and those that focus onokeng the individual from the
context that is viewed as the cause. However, liaisl to see how being removed
from the family or restricting family visits can eguately resolve the issues thought
to be involved in being part of a ‘dysfunctionafiniily. Likewise, having drug
testing inside but no assessment, or other intéioreto resolve addiction issues, is
not congruent with the notion of addressing thesahdactors of the offending

behaviour.

Within dominant discourses around therapeutic u@etion, participants are

positioned as being responsible for the succedisenf intervention experiences. For
example, although it is theorised that one outcoafe being raised in a

‘dysfunctional’ family is a lack of skill in beingble to respond appropriately to
others, it becomes the responsibility of the youman to address this failing of his
family by learning the necessary prosocial skHewever, he is expected to do so in
isolation from his family. If he does not succeedearning these skills, or if he does,
but continues to be violent, then it is the youngnmvho is judged as having failed,

not the intervention or the theory behind skill depment programmes.

From the participants talk there is one difficultiyat | identify with current
intervention practices. These young men often h#fdrent understandings about
why they were violent compared to the understarglinfprming the intervention
programmes they were in. Logically, such contraolicst would make choosing to be
non-violent in the future as a result of the in&rtion, problematic for these young
men. For example, Kelly drew on the idea that bemigxicated from drugs and
being pressured by peers were the reasons he ctmdrito aggravated robberies.
He is likely to experience difficulty in making sssnof how thelToughest Inmate
Competitionmight assist him to be non-violent. Or Drew, whaasginvolved in fights
to have fun with mates, to make friends and toaaahthe position of ‘man’, would
have trouble applying the prosocial skills leamtai programme such as EQUIP to
address his violence. This programme views viaess anti-social, but is unable to
account for the practices of violence that enachhmoad within discourses around
manliness that Drew described. If discourses, siscnose about traditional forms of

masculinity, are used to explain why violence waspptrated, then it is not
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workable to use intervention designed on the bafsanother discourse, such as the
popular theory of skills deficit.

The impetus to try to ‘get it right as a man’ megasticipants have little interest in
intervention. After all, within dominant discoursdsfining normative masculinity,

violence is one of the primary paths to manhoocer&tore not only is intervention
seen as irrelevant, but also therapy-based intBorensuch as counselling, is
vehemently rejected because the positioning availaithin therapeutic discourses
and practices strongly contradicts the ‘man’ positiof traditional masculinity

discourses. Being positioned as, ‘disordered’, abnbrmal’ equates to being

vulnerable; not a manly position.

It seems that containment, with its focus on retidn and punishment, has more
influence over what happens in these secure fasilthan scientifically informed

psychological approaches to therapeutic intervantithis is not withstanding that
the containment practices are also based on pesifpgychology. It may be that
economic pragmatism is more dominant, since itsclests to contain offenders than
it does to run therapeutic units. In addition, poditical context must be considered.
There is considerable public pressure to incarearaire violent youth and increase
sentences. However, there is also interest in sefagilities being intervention

focused so that young men who have been violentloaase a different future.

In the next chapter, the discourses operating ar@axual violence show a very
different picture to those that relate to particisa general violence. This has

implications for both theorising about sexual viale and intervention possibilities.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

WHEN VIOLENCE IS SEXUAL

This chapter explores the sexual violence of thbge participants who had
convictions for sexual offending, which includedpezing genitals and masturbating
in public as well as offences that directly engagmtims, that is, fondling, forced
oral sex, as well as anal and vaginal rape. Thi¢leese five participants also talked
of their involvement in general violence, whichdve analysed in the previous two
chapters. Here | investigate the differences betwearticipants’ talk of sexual
violence and their talk of general violence. Whenitially designed this research, |
intended to examine both types of violence, genendl sexual, and expected to be
analysing and reporting on these globally. Howevke differences in the way
participants talked about these two types of viodewere so significant that it has

necessitated dealing with them separately.

In this chapter, | explore their sexual crimes guadticipants’ understandings of
them. | provide a reading of the various constangiof sexual violence and locate
these in the wider discourses of traditional mads and within the dominant
discourses that various theories of mainstream hmdggy use to explain sexual
violence. | also examine the subject positions madslable to these young men
within these discourses and the potential effdwtsd have.

| begin with the difficulties these young men hadliscussing their sexual violence
and what made this so challenging for them. Justhasl asked participants to share
with me their stories about their general violeand how they understood it, | asked
about the sexual violence they had committed. Hewemost of the young men
were very reluctant to tallat all about their sex offences. The particular negative

effects of being positioned as a sex offender &eudsed and | show how they help
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explain the participants’ reluctance to talk. Aadissive analysis of what little detail
about their actions that was provided by some @pants indicated a number of
contradictions in the young men’s positionings. tiegrants also had significant
difficulty in describing any ideas about why thegdhbeen sexually violent when |
asked them directly, but | explore a number of sdéteat emerged in their talk on the
potential effects of their sexual violence on theatims.

Talk of Sexual Violence

The reluctance of participants to talk about tsexual violence became evident very
quickly in the interviews. The idea that we would talking in detail about the
sexual offences that had led to their imprisonmegnall was a shock to some of

them. Even that | would know about these offencas asurprise for Quentin:

Shirley: So what about the other charges of indecent assaulte
Quentin: Ehe
Shirley: Was it indecent act, | think it was.

Quentin: Yeap. That's it.

Shirley: So for -

Quentin: How do you know about that2 Who told you?

Shirley: Um ... [name of staff omitted] filled me in on the charges.
Quentin: Boy he's a loud mouth.

Quentin seemed surprised and alarmed that | waatedk about his sexual violence
as well as his general violence, “How do you kndvowd that? Who told you?”.

Quentin’s questions suggested he had an expectatisecrecy around his sexual
violence. This contrasted markedly to general vioée where there was no such

expectation from any of the participants, includ@gentin.

While secrecy is commonly associated with sexualevice and is often viewed as
essential to its existence (Salter, 2003), sucheapectation of secrecy may,
alternatively, be read as constructing sexuallysateuactivity as not being violent,
as indicated in Anthony’s comment below:
Shirley: The one that I'm interested in is in relation to the sexual violation
charge because okay lofs of people call that violence, now | don't

know whether you call that violence, does that kind of fit your idea
about violence?
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Anthony: Na not really.
When | asked participants to describe what thewydho violence was, almost all
referred to general violence that involved somenfaf hitting. Not seeing sexual
abuse as violence may be because the majorityeotitiminant ideas about sexual
violence construct it as taking non-abusive, cossahsexual activity too far, such
as adolescent sexual experimentation, or as norenptactices of coercion (Gavey,
1992). Alternatively, if general violence is a wggung men can perform ‘man’
correctly, then it may be difficult to make sendesexual abuse as being violent
because sexually violent perpetrators are posiioag not getting ‘man’ right:
instead, they are more likely to be positioned ammobrmal’ and ‘deviant’ within
pathologising discourses. In contrast, from a feshiperspective on male violence, it
is possible to construct sexual violence as beiptpatice that is seen as functioning

as a man'’s entitlement and hence may not be coesides violence.

When | began to talk to Anthony about his sexualence, he appeared wary and

unwilling, wanting to avoid the topic:

Anthony: But yeah | don't know - | don't know much about stuff like that.

Shirley: Oh right. So | know yesterday you said that you find it hard talking
about some of this stuff.

Anthony:  Mmmm (agreement).

One reading of Anthony’s comment, “I don't know rwabout stuff like that” could

be that he may have understood/read me as expédttmgo be knowledgeable on
the topic of sexual violence since he had commitderual offences. Given that
talking about sexual violence is not a topic thastpeople openly discuss, it would
be possible to position me as some kind of ‘penmtause my interest could be
constructed as what most ‘decent’ people, partibula woman, would not even
think about, let alone want to talk about. Alteimally, Anthony’s statement can be
read as signalling to me that he did not want szwuks the topic at all, but without
him having to say so specifically, which may hawem difficult for him as like

many young people, he did not wish to go agairsiishes of an adult.

Such reluctance to talk about their sexual violemcehe part of most participants
led me to ensure that | made it very clear thay theed permission not to talk about

anything they did not wish to. Sean was able teréisely declare that he would not:
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Sean: Like what do you want to know?

Shirley: Well whatever you wish fo tell me, just what happened? What you
did?

Sean: Do | have to?

Shirley: No.

Sean: Ah well then | won't, no.

While Sean made it very clear that he would ndt &édout his sexual violence, “Ah
well then | won't, no”, he initially signalled higariness around the topic by asking
me “Like what do you want to know”. It was only Wwithe sexual offences that
participants asked me to spell out what | wantekhtmwv; this was not the case when
| asked them about their general violence. Perlsaeking clarification from me
about what | wanted to cover with regard to thexusl violence was a way to give
the discussion clear limits; the young men wouldt m@ volunteering any
information beyond what was required. Placing retstns may be one way to

maintain silence around sexual violence and tharitrol of the discussion.

Quentin also made it plain to me that he did nohtwa talk about his sexual
violence when he said to me: “Na | don't want t& &bout them eh”. But even after
agreeing that we would not and despite our disonssirning to other areas, later in

the interview it became clear that the topic ofusgxiolence was never far away for

Quentin:

Shirley: So what about - have you thought about some of the reasons why
you did what you did? [Noise of Quenfin playing with drink
container]

Quentin: Did what | did - what does that mean?

Shirley: Well have you tried to sort of think about - tried to make sense of

why you did ite
Quentin: Did what though?

Shirley: Um the assaulteg [I'm thinking of the general violence offence]
Quentin: Oh is this just about the assaults?
Shirley: Yeah

Quentin could be seen as being cautious, seekiagfichtion on what | was
referring to by asking “Did what though?” and hemsed relieved, “Oh is this just
about the assaults?”, when he was reassured thatene only talking about his
general violence and not his sexual offences. Sigitance with regard to his talk

may be read as guarding against falling into ausision of his sexual violence. This
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contrasts substantially with participants’ williregs to talk about their general
violence and suggests a form of protection regartheir subjectivity, their sense of
self. Perhaps by not talking about their sexualevice prevents them being spoken

into existence as sexual perpetrators.

The silence around participants’ sexual violences weevealed in their
inarticulateness even when they seemed motivatedfén to these offences. They
seemed to have difficulty trying to find appropeialanguage as Quentin
demonstrated when suggesting that a judge wantedivi® him a lengthy jail

sentence because of his sex offences:

Quentin: ‘Cause he was going to sentence me fo jail, the judge was. But I'm
too young. He fold me.

Shirley: Did he say why he would sentence you to jail2

Quentin: Ah, for those assaults and that other shit.
[...]

Shirley: So why do you think he would give you that sort of time, why do you
think he-

Quentin: | just reckon he would, for those stupid, stupid umm crimes.

Quentin seemed to be referring to his sexual vodess “that other shit” and “those
stupid, stupid umm crimes” whereas his generalevioé was described simply as,
“those assaults”. Such a different use of languageind his sexual violence is
suggestive of a more negative view of the sexu@énce as compared to his general
violence. While participants did not want to talkoat their sexual violence, it also
seemed that there was no language that they coabs to do so. Given the nature
of this violence, any talk about it would havenclude some discussion of its sexual
aspect. Sex is certainly discussed in a numberrofiis, such as in settings designed
for educational and clinical purposes, in casuakuksions with mates that are
sometimes risqué or boastful, and in the medidjiwitnovies, magazines, television
shows and advertising. Yet there is a general avaiel of the detail around sexual
activity, and when detail does exist it is oftemsioucted as pornography. Therefore
anxiety and embarrassment may be expected whergyoan attempt to talk matter-
of-factly about sex with an adult, especially ongows a woman. But to discuss the
details of sexual activity when it is violent mag particularly difficult. There are

specific contexts in which it may be consideredrappate to talk about sexual
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violence, namely, with police, in court or in thpya Therefore the discourses that
make it possible to discuss sexual violence inclddeourses around justice and

discourses of therapeutic intervention.

Negative feelings and silence

Not being able to find appropriate language to &bkut their sexual violence may
have been part of what constituted the particigastlence. | was interested in
exploring this silence further. When | asked abshbat made it so difficult for them

to talk about their sexual violence, participantsrevbetter able to discuss this
silencing aspect. Bringing up negative feelings veagommon explanation, as

Anthony’s comment indicated:

Anthony: | don't like what | did so | don't talk about it.
[...]

Shirley: Have you thought much about it since then?2

Anthony: Yep. When | think about it, it just puts me in a mood that | get all, ah
you know all depressed and | just don't want to do nothing, | don't
want to talk, don't want to do nothing.

[..]

Shirley: So why do you reckon you find it hard to talk about ite
Anthony: Because I'm ashamed of what | did.
Shirley: And that just - that's enough to just stop you talking about it2
Anthony: Yep.
While Anthony used rational reasoning, “I don'elitvhat | did so | don't talk about

it” to explain why he did not talk about his sexugdlence this same reasoning is not
used for general violence, where there is no rehes to talk. Anthony then focused
on his emotions. He described getting “all deprd@saden he thought about what he
did and found that he did not “want to talk, dowant to do nothing”. Anthony was

also able to say why he felt this way, “cause #shamed of what | did”. From these

comments, Anthony can be read as taking up theiposif being remorseful.

Quentin, on the other hand, cannot be positionedeawrseful. He talked about
different emotions, including anger, when tryingexplain why he did not want to

talk about his sexual violence:

Quentin: Don't really. I'm not really impressed with them.

Shirley: Okay. That's cool.
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Quentin: Pissed me off.

Quentin was “not really impressed” by his sexud#tiotes because they “pissed him
off”. Through this talk he turned these offence® inbjects that were external to
himself, which then enabled him to be positionedhagng an objective opinion of
them, much like anyone else can. Quentin objedtifis own embodied involvement
in the assault and so disconnected himself frometrent. This distancing from the
violence through an objective gaze may be readasnm it possible for Quentin to

live with what he had done.

Like Anthony, Sean spoke of talking bringing themuey of his sexual violence

back and like Quentin, he talked of anger:

Sean: Um, | dunno. | just don't like talking about it 'cause it brings back like,
like I, I dunno [pause 6 secs]. Memories of it and shit and | try o
forget about it. Yeah.

[..]

Shirley: Are there any other sort of feelings that you have when you think
about what you did?

Sean: Anger with myself. Um, [pause 4 secs] ashamed of myself,
everything really.

Shirley: That's a lot isn't it?2

Sean: Disappointed. Yeah.

Sean’s anger was directed at himself because héashamed”. While reflection on

their sexual offending appeared to be a painfut@se for participants, this was not
the case for them when they spoke of their geneoéénce. Instead they were able
to talk more openly about what they did. While sbaoan be considered to be
playing a considerable role in their silence abdleir sexual violence, the

participants also spoke of feeling ashamed abait general violence, yet the same
silence was not an outcome. The intense shamessodiated silence appears to be
related to how sexual violence is constructed anl its perpetrators are positioned

more negatively than those of general violence.

One way that a therapeutic perspective views shareconsider it as a potentially
useful mechanism that may prevent further violefte basis of this expectation is
that because young men want to avoid feeling angerabame they will not commit

further violence (Frances, 1995). Unfortunatelys thas not the case for some of the
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participants who, despite describing feeling ineeslsame, had offended sexually on

more than one occasion or who then went on to commemeral violence.

Shame and suicide

Although producing shame and remorse is often getdor intervention, having a
high level of shame may produce other effects lessiie hoped-for positive effect
of preventing future violence. Immense shame albboetself can lead to questions

about whether to continue living, as was the cas&éan:

Sean: You think well what's, what's worth living. You know. That's what it
came to.
[...]

Shirley: So did you think about suicide, those sort of things?

Sean: No. Oh I'd say if | didn't have any family | would, it would have

happened but that's what's keeping me going is the family really so
yeah. | don't reckon |, | wouldn't do it 'cause | know there's always a
time when everyone gets out so and it's not going to go on forever,
they're going to forget about it.

But for his family, Sean’s suicide “would, it woulthve happened”. Also the idea
that there is “always a time when everyone get$ and that people are “going to
forget about it” provided Sean with the rationate adhoose to live. In Western
cultures, there is often a great deal of shamecagsd with committing suicide.
Paradoxically, while feeling ashamed for what het miay have led Sean to consider
suicide, the shame connected to the act of suitsdé may have played a role in his
not taking that path. Within discourses around itiaahl masculinity, suicide is
constructed in various and contradictory ways.thkiré can be seen as a weak and
cowardly act that ‘real’ men would not contempl@@®nnell, 2000). But as a counter
to this, there is the hyper-masculine notion ofngumen living hard and fast and
dying young, even from suicide, as being preferablegrowing old. Whether a
suicide attempt is successful or not also seerbg t@levant, since success is part of
‘getting it right as a man’, and being successfudlacide may be read as achieving
this, whereas a failed attempt does not (Phillgi¥)4). Given these contradictions
around suicide, consideration of this act becomesnaplex one for young men like
Sean. Such complexity cannot be accommodated byhanetic psychological

theories on suicide, which construct it as beingsed by depression and other
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mental disorders (Fleischmann, Bertolote, BelferB&autrais, 2005), therefore the

act cannot be considered a rational one.

Distancing and separating from sexual violence

Further exploration of Sean’s feelings about wheahhd done indicated that he was

somewhat disbelieving that he had been sexuallgviat all:

Shirley: So why are you feeling all those things?

Sean: Um, because | never thought I'd do something like that like in my life
and Yeah.

Shirley: It sounds like you've sort of been really surprised by yourselfe

Sean: Yep.

Sean can be read as viewing himself as ‘othera atranger because he, “never

thought I'd do something like that like in my life”

Like Sean, Wade was also surprised that he had $earally violent. This was in
spite of his having been sexually violent in thetpa

Shirley: Mm. So was that an unusual thing for you to do or had you done it a
few times before or stuff like that?

Wade: Ah yeah I'd done it before but yeah it was still pretty strange.

Shirley: Right, yeah.

But this previous experience did not provide ardyniination for Wade, as he
considered it to be, “still pretty strange” for hitn have been sexually violent.
Whatever the impact on him, for example, shameudlt, gt did not function as a
preventative for Wade.

Both Wade and Sean spoke of the ‘part of themselwke committed the sexual
violence as alien and separate from the part ahseéves who would judge that
action as appalling. Yet they did it. In this wdney can be read as showing how
one’'s own multiple subjectivities are engaged (Bayil994). Since mainstream
psychology is founded on the concept of a unitaojerent subject, any evidence of
multiple subjectivities in ‘clients’ who are broughto ‘treatment’ would likely lead
to a diagnosis of disorder. Their disowning paftthemselves could be regarded as
a clinical indicator of abnormality, of dissociatio(American Psychiatric
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Association, 1994), rather than evidence of thesibts existence of multiple

subjectivities.

Wade referred to such multiplicity when he desatib®w he viewed himself as

being separate from his body:

Wade: | don't think like everyone else about life though.

Shirley: So how do you think differently?

Wade: Um [pause 9 secs] um | believe that we're more than just physical. |
don't believe, | don't believe that this physical body is mine.

Shirley: Okay. Cool.

Wade: Yeah. No | think um, | think I'm made up of thoughts, yep. | think this

body's my vehicle just a vehicle.

“Within dominant discourses of [consensual] hetexoslity, young men’s
experience of their bodies is said to include guaed physical pleasure, facile
bodily arousal and perpetual biological readinesséxual activity” (Allen, 2002, p.
130). However, there is also a contradictory carsion of sexual disembodiment in
these discourses. Wade’s view of himself as beingde up of thoughts” and “this
body's my vehicle just a vehicle” may be read asceting a split between mind and
body. Such a split is consistent with the cogn#eweotion dualism, in which nature
(the body) can be controlled by the rational mamn@nand is also to be found
within normative discourses of male sexuality, tb@astructs the body as a machine
to be used (Allen, 2002). Young men’s disconnecfiom their body in relation to
(hetero)sexual activity has also been theoriseddysembodiment, that is as
‘dysfunctional’ because the attention they gavetheir body focused on their
dissatisfaction with it (Allen, 2002). This dissdi#iction is related to concerns about
not achieving a masculine ideal. If young men egmee such sexual dys-
embodiment in consensual sexual activity then ttuscept appears relevant in
explaining the participants’ disconnection fromithmdies. If Wade is not his body,
“I don't believe that this physical body is minedtyit was his body that committed
the sexual offences, then this dys-embodiment makgmssible for Wade to
successfully disassociate himself from his sexi@éuce.
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While splitting from one’s body is one way to besabinnected from the sexual
violence they perpetrated, participants were algenkto move away from their

offences by leaving what they did in the past:

Anthony: I'm just frying to get on with my life.

[..]

Anthony: Yeah well why dwell on the past?

[...]
Shirley: So can you think of a time when it would be useful to talk about it?2
Anthony: Na.
Shirley: So you'd rather just leave it in the past?

Anthony: Yeah.
Talking about his sexual violence discursively fiimed to make it present and may

be read as stopping Anthony’s ability to “get othamny life”, thus he can be seen as
being held and controlled by history. From somerapeutic perspectives,
exploration of past experiences that are thoughtatee had a significant emotional
impact is considered a beneficial process (Hubblal.e 1999). However, within
dominant discourses around masculinity, feelingaressing and exploring emotions
may be regarded as un-masculine, unnecessary’ ‘stdy (David & Brannon,
1976). Hence, the best way forward is to forgetghst and move toward the future.
Whether splitting oneself from some part of thenf, dbeir body or from their
history, all act to achieve disowning the sexuallemce participants committed.
However, these strategies cannot influence howrstivél position young men who

have committed sexual violence.

Positioning as a Sex Offender

Experiencing stigma inside secure facilities

Not talking about their sexual violence assistegés¢éh young men to avoid
remembering or thinking about what they did andlealing with the emotions that
their actions raised; it also allowed them to momeand leave the event in their past.
In addition, silence helped them to avoid beingitpmsed negatively as a sex
offender by others. Wherever possible, participa@msured that no-one knew about
their sexual offences and kept what they had dotleemselves. Participants did not

want their friends or other inmates finding out afbtheir sexual violence. The
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consequences of being positioned as a sex offemeler viewed as being potentially
harmful. This silencing that participants sharethvmne around their sexual violence
contrasted distinctly with their openly telling etls about their general violent
offences and other crimes. Such silence then idikely to be about feeling shame
for doing anything illegal or ‘antisocial’ nor ist ilikely to be about being

embarrassed for being caught. The silencing iglgleaique to the sexual nature of

the violence.

Some participants, however, were not able to kkep sexual violence secret. There
were a number of reasons for this, for example,getting name suppression in the
courts and their offences being reported in the spawers. This resulted in other
inmates knowing about what they had done, as did thends. Being known as a
sex offender inside created problems for partidpaRick spoke of being “teased”
by inmates and this included them making suggesttbat Rick had committed a
variety of sexual acts (“people say that you'veadtins, and this and that”). Rick’s
response was firstly to ignore them and isolateskimbut at other times he also got

into fights as a result.

Sean experienced similar difficulties:

Sean: Like most of, like everybody in there knows what I'm in there for but I,
if's just the details of going into what I've done s, is just so hard and
really because they do, they do take the shit out of you when you
first come in, in here.

While Sean found that the other inmates, “do tdéleeshit out of you”, like Rick, he
described being able to resolve these difficultiesugh the use of general violence
or at least the threat of general violence. Beingitpned as a sex offender was
highly negative for participants, but it was clehat for some of them, using or
threatening to use general violence was a way fwawe their standing within the
inmate hierarchy. If Rick and Sean were successfulinning their fights, then the
“teasing” (Rick) about being sex offenders was liikeo end. While this did not
change their subject position as a sex offendex, figfhting did make available
another subject position, that of a good fightehiok merits respect within
discourses of normative masculinity (Wadham & Pyd2605).
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Wade on the other hand did not talk of using gdnaoéence as a way of managing
being positioned as a sex offender. Instead, Hatexb himself from others for self-

protection:
Shirley: Right. So what do you do?
Wade: | just keep to myself. | don't always have a shower.

Besides “teasing” (Rick) and fighting, Wade’s conmmne‘l don't always have a
shower” suggested that he was concerned that sexlahce could be used against
him by other inmates. Such a fear highlights a comgnheld belief about what is
expected to happen to sex offenders inside seaaiktiés, that is, the notion that
retaliation will be taken against sex offenders diffier inmates in a form that
matches their sexual offences, such as rape. Ogeofmeading this expectation is
that justice is seen to be meted out to sex offienisheprisons in a way that many in
our communities may wish for but are unable to dp@tout. Therefore 'real’ justice
is left up to other inmates because they are positl as already capable of such
violence. In addition, there is nothing to stopnthgince sex offenders are positioned
as the lowest of all inmates. So prisons and insnatn be read as fulfilling a

function of retaliation that no one in the widenaounity would want to admit to.

Responses of others

While participants felt the material effects of gwhject position of ‘sex offender’ in
the various institutions in which they were incaated, the responses of their family
and friends when they found out about their sexigdénce can also be read as being
mostly negative. Participants talked of family memsbbeing particularly upset and
displeased even though most were still supportivhkem, as was the case for Wade:

Wade: My family2 can'timagine it'd be too pleasing.
Shirley: Yeah. Yeah. So were they behind you all the way?
Wade: Yeah they supported me but yeah | can feel their disgust.
[-.]
Shirley: Right. And you said that you thought that they felt disgusted?
Wade: Yeah well | would if someone in my family did that.
[-.]
Shirley: So how was it for you them finding out what you did?
Wade: Um. It was embarrassing.
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Wade acknowledged that it was “embarrassing” fon kazhen his family found out
about his sexual violence. He could also “feel rttaisgust” with what he did.
Interestingly, Wade saw disgust as an appropresetion to his sexual violence, one
he would also feel, “well | would if someone in family did that”. This constructed
sexual violence as a disgusting and embarrassing ff violence and thereby
positioned Wade as disgusting and as an embarrassimehis family. Such a
construction is consistent with a clinical psyclgial view that considers those who
perpetrate sexual violence are ‘abnormal’, ‘deviant ‘disordered’, and that offers
specific diagnostic labels for different types a#xsal violence, for example,
paedophilia, exhibitionism, fetishism, sadism (Arman Psychiatric Association,
1994).

Sean described his sexual violence as being phkatigthard for his mother but he

also found that the responses of other membersiffdmily positioned him

negatively:

Shirley: Okay. Mm. So with your step dad and your brother and sister, um
how do you think, how did they react when they heard about what
you'd done?

Sean: My brother he didn't really understand why | done it and [pause 7

secs] Dad | don't know, because we haven't talked for a while. And
my sister um [pause 6 secs] | think she's more disappointed in me
than anything. [upset, shaky voice].

If Sean and his step-father “haven’t talked for B&/hit may be that Sean’s sexual
violence could be the reason and it may suggest hevstep-father felt about it.
However, Sean was clear that he thought his brdthén't really understand why |
done it” and his sister was “more disappointed ia than anything”. Within his
descriptions of his family’s reactions, Sean camdael as not getting it right as a son
or brother. He had not achieved the expected paence of these positions and his

level of distress demonstrates how significant thébr him.

Wade also talked about issues of understandingsifamily:

Shirley: Right, mm. So did they have much of an understanding about what
happened?
Wade: No | don't think, no they didn't. [pause 3 secs] They can, they know

what | done, but they don't have the slightest understanding of it.

[..]
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Shirley: Yeah. So how did they respond when they first found out?e

Wade: Um, well they were supportive but more "get help".

Although Wade thought his family were “supportivef’ him, they wanted him to
“get help”. Like Sean, Wade also referred to hisifg's lack of understanding about
what he did: “they don't have the slightest un@eding of it”. Claiming that another
does not understand can be read as a way to po#igoother as being unreasonable
in their reactions. It suggests that they are alt fsomehow for not understanding
and if only they did understand they would be foirgg. For Wade that would mean
not feeling disgusted. In some way, gaining unadeding is constructed as being
able to mend the damage and potentially as leawirfgrgiveness. In comparison,
participants’ descriptions of their families’ regse to their general violence was in
the main less emotive and without this desire toubderstood and there was no
suggestion that they needed help.

The “disgust” (Wade), the “embarrassment” (Wadbg tdisappointment” (Sean)

and the lack of “understanding” (Wade) that fansilsommunicated to participants
are reminiscent of those ubiquitous media reporteerey family members or

neighbours express their surprise and shock wheyn discover that someone they
knew well had done an act that appalled them, sischexual violence, an act that
they would have described as being completely &butharacter’ for the perpetrator.
Hence, young men who have been sexually abusivebmalemonised, resulting in

all their behaviours, relationships and interactioboth current and past, being
scrutinised anew against this discovery about Hims new position of a sex

offender. Such a perspective helps to re-constitinée unitary, humanist subject
through the process of viewing the deviancy as agttarising the young man’s

essential self.

Unlike the responses of family, the reactions ohedriends were described as being
more forgiving. Some of Wade’s friends maintainbdirt friendship with him and

visited him in jail:

Shirley: Yep and they're sfill your mates?
Wade: Yeah.
Shirley: Mm. So what does that say?
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Wade: [pause 5 secs] Um, [pause 3 secs] they don't care about what I've
done.

Wade arrived at this conclusion after some thougkdsoning that because they
remained his friends this meant that “they donfetabout what he did. While this
can be read as implying that his friends acceptedfor ‘who’ he was rather than
what he did and so perhaps even forgave him, @ siggests that Wade may have
considered his friends to be unconcerned or evemidsive of the serious harm his
sexual violence may have caused since he thoulgéy don’t care”.

While Sean lost friends because of what he had,denalso kept some. He talked of
one friend in particular and of having visitors wliere aware of what he had done:
Sean: He's not like other people who grudge a person for what I've done
in life, so. I've lost quite a few mates from, from it. Yeah. But I've even

got a couple of girls, like girls - one of my sister's friends they can still
come up and see me, yeah. So it's good.

Shirley: Have they talked to you about it at all2

Sean: No. They asked me why | done it. | just said | don't know and they
said, "oh fair enough”, yep.

Sean explained that his friend is, “not like otheople who grudge a person for what
I've done in life”, and seemed to suggest thatfiend was unconcerned about his
sexual violence. Indeed, he went on to mention ‘thag even got a couple of girls,
like girls” visiting him. Sean’s emphasis on thgender can be read as putting
forward the idea that if girls are still his frishthen his crime can be positioned as
not particularly serious, since his crime was asfaome of their own gender, that is,
another girl.

While Sean and his friends had not talked aboutshigial violence in any depth,
some asked him, “why | done it” and were satisfitah fair enough”) with his
explanation (“I don’t know”). The silence aroundsal violence can be read as not
being restricted only to the offenders; rather Sefrends can be read as accepting
his silence without wanting to inquire any furthér.may be that hearing about

sexual violence is as difficult as talking about it

In talking about his friends, Wade made the pdnatt tthey had not been sexually

violent:

Shirley: And what do they think about it2
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Wade: | don't know what they think about it but we don't talk about it. But
they haven't done anything like that.

Wade’s statement that his friends “haven't dondhang like that” may be read as
his attempt to position his friends as ‘normal’ &ese they do not sexually offend. In
this way he cannot be positioned as being part gfoap that is sexually violent,
hence, he cannot be positioned as being more ‘dvldnlike the case of general
violence about which participants spoke frequemtfydoing violence with their

friends, for example, gang fights and aggravatddbeaes, no participant described

taking part in sexual violence with a group of fidis.

Perhaps one of the more negative subject positmadable for young men who
have been sexually abusive is to have done so witto-offender. From the
perspective of therapeutic intervention, if thexrenore than one young man involved
in perpetrating a sexual offence, then they aresidemed to be more dangerous,
more deviant and a higher risk of re-offending @lan, 2007). Given that sexual
abuse primarily occurs within a sphere of secrany silence (Salter, 2003), then
committing sexual violence with another perpetratan be viewed as necessitating
some kind of planning and communication. In additiehe possibility of co-
offenders discussing the sexual assault afterwaardgperhaps enjoying this and even
sharing victims, can constitute the sexual violeasemore ‘abnormal’ than that
perpetrated by a solo offender and more serioususec further offending is
predicted.

When sexual violence is planned, it is viewed ngght Within dominant

discourses and practices of justice, as with amyecrof violence, the notion of

intention positions the violence and the offenderennegatively than when the
notion of passion is used (Gelsthorpe & Padfie()3). Violence resulting from out-
of-control sexual or emotional arousal, such asgng often referred to as a ‘crime
of passion’. Premeditated violence, on the otherdhas planned and is punished
more severely than an impulsive act stemming frassn. The involvement of
emotions such as passion is taken to be a mitgydtactor, whereas the act of
planning can be read as implying the involvemena aonscious, rational mind in
the decision to perpetrate the violence, thanstrumental violence. In instances of

premeditated, planned sexual violence it beconi@isudt for an offender to position
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himself as ‘not understanding what happened’ apak of ‘sexual urges’ being the

cause of his violence.

The negative subject positions available for yooren who have committed sexual
violence depends, in part, on the context of thalemnce. Co-offenders who commit
sexual violence are generally positioned as beiongerntsick’ or ‘weird’ than single
offenders within discourses of deviancy. The aca@ang-rape, while an act with
co-offenders, however, is constructed in multipleys: First, it can be viewed as
action that requires some planning and communicatious demonstrating some
rationality and premeditation. Second, this typseftual violence can be constructed
as irrational, as being out of control. In this stoaction, perpetrators are considered
unable to manage their sexual arousal. Howeverg-games involving young men
can also be read as starting as teenage sexualmegptation, in which group sex is
part of the performance of manhood. Such an exptanaan have a ‘boys will be
boys’ flavour to it, which positions the offendexs simply making a grave error
because they are high-spirited young men, whouta#ly’ have a barely controlled
urge to have sex (Allen, 2002). However, this posiican only be relevant if the
victim of the gang-rape fits with discourses aroundrmative (hetero)sexual
relationships. The victim must be an adolescentfgirthe explanation to work: that
it was sexual experimentation gone wrong. Henceggape when constructed as
group sex enables young men to get it right asan’rwithin dominant discourses of

manliness. Any other type of victim would positithe co-offenders as ‘deviant’.

Speaking the Detail of Sexual Violence

With most of the participants avoiding talk abolkeit sexual violence, it was no
surprise that only two (Wade and Rick) provided deyail on the sexual offences
they committed that resulted in their being in.jdihe most detailed account came
from Rick. He was the only participant who talkedely about what happened and
he was the only participant who claimed that he iwascent of the sexual violence
charges. At the beginning of the interview, Ricls@ned that | was made aware of

his claim of innocence:
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Shirley: Thanks for coming. Maybe we'll just start with looking at what it's like
here for you?

Rick: Yeah. Oh, if's quite um annoying actually. Um, just because of the
fact that um | was found guilty but pleaded not guilty because like |
didn't do it. But um the grounds that they had, there was no DNA
evidence. Um. The only evidence they really had was three people
saw some person leaving the scene. Um they were examined and
all that sort of court process, um but their reconciliation of what the
person was wearing and who, what the person looked like was
quite different to the person | am, yeah.

Shirley: Oh. Okay. So you're saying that you didn't do what you're in here
for?
Rick: Yeah. Yeah. Yeah.

Rick “pleaded not guilty because like | didn't dbbut was nevertheless convicted
of the sexual offences. | needed to clarify thatrtot guilty plea was because he was
claiming innocence, “So you're saying that you didio what you're in here for”.
Being innocent of a crime is not necessarily thiy omason for pleading not guilty in
court. In my professional experience, | have worletth men who attend therapy
sessions in which they admit to their sexual viokehut still plead not guilty in court
in the hope they will not be convicted. Despite ¢le&@m of innocence, Rick was able
to provide considerable detail of the assault, mpyhat he heard it all during the

court process:

Shirley: So what did they say that you'd done?

Rick: Um. They said that | raped a 17 year old girl. Um. They said that
there was a party at [location omitted] and um some, some of the
stuff did happen like I'm they said | walked to a corner and um we
had an argument which that did happen. But after that | left. Um.
Apparently what they're saying is | got aggressive to her and
pushed her in a bush and pulled down her clothes and physically
raped her and um they said that she was screaming and oh all that
sort of stuff and which made my term here a bit longer due to the
fact that um the person didn't get off her or whatever the witness
said. So yeah.

[..]

Shirley: Right. I'm sort of getting the picture now, yeah. So was she raped
by somebody else do you think?2

Rick: Um well there was signs of um a tore, a tear or something to some
part of her vagina or something like that. Um, but apparently there
was someone else seen in the area um more to a description of um
the witnesses.

A frequent defence used to claim innocence is 4o alaim that the sexual violence
did not occur. However, Rick did not question tthegt victim was raped, he accepted
the physical evidence (“a tear or something to s@ax¢ of her vagina”) but then

assumed that someone else was responsible. RicklmBswhat happened when he
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mentioned how others spoke about him getting “aggive to her and pushed her in
a bush and pulled down her clothes and physicafed her”, “she was screaming”.

| read Rick’s willingness to talk and the detadtlime provided as language produced
by his claim to innocence because the shame, eadsanent and guilt feelings that
other participants’ described as stopping them ftalking could not be a barrier to
talking for Rick.

Wade also talked about his sexual violence. Howewecomparison to Rick, his
description of the assault was a very brief accowith little detail, making it

somewhat vague but nevertheless quite matter-tf-fac

Shirley: Yeah. So when you, do you want to talk about what you did?2

Wade: Yep. Okay. Um, | think it was on the weekend. Um | was walking
home from a mate's house. | think, oh no we hadn't, we hadn't
drunk anything that day but um yeah | was walking home um and |
seen these two girls and | just thought um, I'd feel their arses or
something just and went up behind them and ah felt their breasts
and that. And that's prefty much if.

Shirley: So you just wanted to touch them?2

Wade: Yeah.

Shirley: So did you think about what might happen?

Wade: I, no. | was only thinking about that at the time, prefty narrow-

minded at that time.

While there were moments of being specific, “thaugm, I'd feel their arses”, “felt
their breasts”, Wade then became vague with “or edbmg” and, “and that”.
Additionally, his use of “just” within this desctipn and ending with, “And that's
pretty much it” operated to minimise the effectggesting these actions were not
particularly harmful to the victims. Wade can bersd¢o draw on old patriarchal
notions that it is acceptable for men to touch amman’s body parts: smacking
women on their bottom was once viewed as a forflatiery. From this perspective
it makes what he did seem less serious and almuishportant since he was
attempting to be a ‘man’. Wade can also be redskay) very focused on achieving
what he wanted when he said he was “narrow-mindéwdt is, with a rationally
driven goal to touch these young women. This carséen to fit the notion of
masculine entitlement being legitimate within doamhdiscourses of the gendered
order (Connell, 1995).
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Using a life history approach with two young menowhad sexually offended,
Messerschmidt (2000a) described their sexual vodesms an available masculine
resource they used to become “real” men. Messeilgthmterpreted the young
men’s sexual violence as being a “resource for aawamg the masculinity
challenges” (p. 286) these young men experiengethdir peers in school. These
challenges are defined as those “contextual intieres that resulted in masculine
degradation” (p. 298). Therefore these young mestrileed feeling powerful when
sexually assaulting their victims and drew on nwi@f male entitlement to justify
their actions. However, this means of ‘doing’ maess did not improve their
victimization at school. Paradoxically, from a mtgictural perspective, it is possible
to also read the sexual violence of these young asenot ‘manly’.When being
sexually violent, the young men also described gedwes negatively, for example,
as feeling worthless. Such a reading highlights tentradictions multiple

subjectivities entail.

Wade also went on to talk of feeling “excited befarhappened” and even though
he “knew it was wrong” it seemed that carrying the assault was all he “cared
about at the time”. Wade can be read as constguttim situation as one in which he
was unable to control his emotional reaction thhougtional means and so he

committed the offence.

When asked about the victims’ reactions, Wade esipbd how quick the assault

was:

Shirley: So, so how did they react?

Wade: Um, [pause 6 secs] | dunno. One, it was all pretty quick. Oh one of
them just said ah let go and a few seconds later | did and just went
off.

Shirley: Okay so did they yell and scream or were they quiet?

Wade: No just quiet. Just one, one of her mates said “let go of me”. A
couple of seconds later | did.

Shirley: Okay. So there was no struggling or-

Wade: Oh there was a struggle, but no screaming or anything like that.

Shirley: Okay, so then you just let go and they left and you left?

Wade: Yeah.
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Wade’s description may be read as making the assauhd relatively harmless
because “it was all pretty quick”. The short lengfitime the sexual violence took
became even more prominent in Wade’s descriptioanwtte said it was over in “a
few seconds”. It is possible to position Wade asasbad as those sex offenders
who subject their victims to long-term abuse, Ibig also a way of minimising what
he did because it implies a corresponding lack asfrhfor the victims. Wade can
also be positioned as a ‘gentleman’ because whenaobnhis victims, a young
woman, said “let go of me”, to which he acquiestadcouple of seconds later”.
Despite Wade’s earlier description of being undbleontrol his desire to touch his
victims, here his action of stopping the assaultkdy can be read as constructing his

actions as highly rational and in control.

Wade also talked about how he felt guilty afterdlssault:

Shirley: Yep. So what did you do afterwards?

Wade: Went home. Oh I ran home.

Shirley: Yeah. Why did you run?

Wade: Um, because | knew what | did was wrong. But why | run | wouldn't

know, it was an instinct after you've done something wrong, run.

[..]

Shirley: So when you ran away and you got home, what was it, what was
that like?2

Wade: Guilt. Huge guilt trip you know.
[-.]

Wade: How did | manage feeling guilty, um it just happened all of a

sudden it just happened. Yeah after | did it | just felt guilty at the
time. But a few days later | pretty much got over it.

Wade “ran home” because he “knew what [he] did wesng”, and it was not until
after the assault that his rationality was restaed a strong emotion of a different
sort took over: “Guilt. Huge guilt trip”. One reax is that feeling guilty positions
Wade as experiencing remorse for what he did.

However, he then went on to say that “a few dater lapretty much got over it".
Unfortunately for Wade, his ability to get over higiilt in a matter of days,
positioned him negatively as not caring and nohdeincere in his remorse. This
could lead to questioning whether he really felt gailt in the first place or whether

it was self-preservation, fear of getting caught@wiever, within discourses of
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manliness Wade’s ability to manage and gain comivel his emotions in just a few
days enabled him to achieve ‘man’ since being an'nsgabout controlling emotions

and having the power to overcome them, that idpnger feeling the emotion.

On the other hand, within either the context of ph&tice system or the therapy
setting Wade can be viewed negatively because hilisyato overcome guilt in a
short time positioned him as heartless and no longenorseful. Therefore
contradictory positionings exist; either to be aarmwithin dominant discourses
around masculinity or to be judged as having noomsm within the justice or
therapeutic discourses. Inhabiting multiple sulygitds enables movement between
these available subject positions and so prevenys ddemma of contradictory

positionings developing.

Reflections on the Experience of Their Victims

When | asked participants about the impact thexuak violence had on their
victims, most participants unsurprisingly had didfity talking about this aspect.
Sean, on the other hand, was able to talk about liewaping of his victim will
“have affected her life”. He said that if they wereer to meet up again it would be
“a harder thing for herthan for him. He said he tried not to think abduiacause it

was emotionally painful for him, as did Anthony.

In comparison to Anthony and Sean, Wade had thoggit¢ a bit about his victims

and the impact his sexual assault may have hakemn:t

Shirley: So what do you think, what do you think the effects might have
been for the victims?

Wade: Um, well they said they haven't been affected by it but | think they
will be. In the future | reckon, um yeah in the future | reckon it will
affect them in some way.

Shirley: Do you have any idea what way?2

Wade: Ah yep. They could turn out like me in fact, they could turn out like
me.

Shirley: And what's that?

Wade: Just doing the same sort of stuff that | did.

Shirley: Okay so you think that

Wade: Yeah | think, that's the main thought, yeah it could turn around and

attack me ... [unclear].
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Shirley: So do you think that they would do the kind of stuff that you did?

Wade: Because they're women probably nof. But | reckon they!'ll just be
more, have more, more thoughtful towards oh, they'll just have
different thoughts about men I reckon.

Shirley: Mm. So how do you think they'll be different, different thoughts?

Wade: Um because what they went through, they might be more wary
about what, what men can do or, yeah |, I really can't see it through
their shoes but

Even though Wade claimed the victims “said theyemivbeen affected by it”, he
saw it differently: “I reckon, um yeah in the fuéut reckon it will affect them in
some way”. In exploring this idea further, Wadetesathat he thought his victims
“could turn out like me”, “doing the same sort d@tifé that | did” and that they
“could turn around and attack me”. Wade’'s commemqigeared to be constructing
sexual violence as occurring because of the impathe cycle of violence. (The
cycle of violence construct was covered in Chaptee) This cycle suggests that if a

person becomes a victim then they will perpetraéd $ame violence in the future.

However, in trying to apply this logic to his owictims, Wade seemed to run into
difficulty. As | have already argued (see Chaptee}; within the cycle of violence
theory, the impact of gender is not well accouritedwhich may explain why Wade
seemed unable to sustain his idea, precisely bechiss victims were women,

“Because they're women probably not”.

Although Wade rejected his own theorising aboutvitsims turning out like him
and becoming sexually violent, he put forward tdeai that “they'll just have
different thoughts about men”, and be “more wargubwvhat, what men can do”.
This prediction of his victims being suspiciousarfd losing trust in men fits well
with a feminist analysis of men’s sexual violengaiast women (Bograd, 1990;
Brownmiller, 1975; Gilmartin, 1994; Segal, 1996). at¢ can be read as
acknowledging that the impact of his sexual viokenould have had a harmful effect

on his victims. Thus he could be positioned asdempathic towards his victims.

As Wade contemplated the differences between hisemo victims and men
generally, he gave further consideration as to Wwhydid not think they would

become sexually violent, like him. Firstly, he sagtpd “their self esteem is much

217



more different compared to a man” and then wentooexplain how he saw this

difference:

Shirley: Do you want to tell me a bit more about that, because | think that's
really interesting because | think you might have something there.
How do you think that their self esteem is different?

Wade: | don't reckon they'd have enough ‘balls’ to do what | did.

Shirley: Oh okay.

Wade: Yeah, so |, it will come down fo how it's their physical strength, or
some physical aspect and they probably wouldn't do that sort of
thing.

Shirley: And it sounds like um you need a certain amount of what is it

Wade: Courage.

Shirley: Courage?

Wade: Yeah.

Shirley: Yeah to do what you did. Because do you remember whether you
were feeling scared or anything or nervous about doing it ore

Wade: Oh definitely nervous, yeah.

Shirley: Yeah?

Wade: Yep.

Shirley: So is that where the sort of courage comes in?

Wade: Yeah to do that sort of stuff when you're nervous, yeah.

When Wade began talking of women'’s self-esteemeasghdifferent to men’s and
claiming that that is why they would not sexualffead, | was interested in what he
had in mind. | was very surprised, though, wherdbscribed the difference as “I
don't reckon they'd have enough ‘balls’ to do wihaéitd” and that committing sexual
violence takes “courage”. He reasoned that womeunldvaot be sexually violent
because they would have neither the physical stnengr the necessary courage. |
read Wade’s reference to ‘balls’ as a metaphor doacting masculine power,
therefore, Wade could be read as constructing $exisdence as a way to
successfully perform ‘man’ because of the strertgtakes and he demonstrated his
courage by overcoming his nervousness. Of coulsg,also positions women as

lacking in all these attributes and as being ‘dtteeman.

Possible Explanations for Sexual Violence

Although participants were unable to offer explaoad for their sexual violence

when asked directly, they provided some ideas aditations of their reasoning
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indirectly. One idea; that the discourses of tiaddl masculinity were involved in
producing sexual violence against women, becamdeaviin Rick’s comments. He
spoke of believing that sexual violence occurrednfryoung men’s attempts to be
“macho” men, which he also considered was the realw young men’s
involvement in gang fights.

Rick: I think it's them, more macho sort of who's bigger than who sort of
sifuation. Yeah.

Shirley: So is that different to you know what happened to that girl is it a
different sort of thing. Like raping a girl is that different to the macho
thing of men bashing up men or?

Rick: Well to be honest, | wouldn't really say it is much different 'cause |
mean to rape something | mean it's just like standing over them sort
of thing. Yep.

Shirley: Yeah. So it's still part of that kind of macho stuff about-.

Rick: Yeah. Yeah.

Shirley: Being bigger and stronger and-

Rick: Definitely.

Rick’'s comments can be read as suggesting that rpamgk control are involved in
sexual violence when he offered the idea that re@dout men being macho, “it's
just like standing over them”. Rick may be seemitaw on a feminist discourse of
rape when he explained that the reason men rapeewdo be “macho”, the same
reason he said men assaulted other men, “I woulelty say it is much different”.
He was contradicting the notion that rape is altedua man being ‘out of control’
with sexual urges, instead he suggested that raseawvay of gaining control and
thereby being a ‘man’. It is possible that becatsek has made the claim of
innocence in regard to sexual violence that heble to take such a position that

enables him to make ‘antimacho’ comments.

While participants utilised ideas of traditional soalinity in their constructions of
sexual violence, the notion that such violence alasut sex was also raised. Wade
did so as he talked about issues around sex belegant to his sexual violence. He

began by discussing his discomfort when he wasmar@tomen:

Shirley: So do you feel uncomfortable around women or are you scared
you'll do it again ore

Wade: No | just feel uncomfortable around some women, mm.

Shirley: Do you know what kind?
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Wade: Mm attractive women.

Shirley: So what's that about do you reckon, why is thate
Wade: [pause 8 secs] Oh | dunno. ... [unclear] sex or something. [slight
chuckle].

When asked, Wade thought that being “uncomfortabteind some women” was
somehow related to “sex or something”. Wade’s cleuakhen he said this could be
read as him finding the idea of sex or talking alsmx as somewhat embarrassing or
anxiety provoking. If sexual violence is seen am@e@bout sex, then Wade can be
positioned more positively within the discoursesnairmative sex, perhaps as a

young man experimenting with sex.

Wade extended the concept of sexual violence baoayt sex when he talked of
what seemed to be a simple solution to stop hisoffiexding, “I don't know why |

just don't go out and get a girlfriend or somethiikg that.” However, he did not

want to, “Because women are too complicated.” Weale be read as positioning
women as mysterious objects, as if they are ardiftespecies to men, requiring a
great deal of understanding in order for it to losgible to have a relationship with
them. This concept of women as ‘other’ fits the capt of hegemonic masculinity

and the gender order in which men are defined @smomen’ (Connell, 1995).

Wade continued to describe more of his reasonsdbwanting a girlfriend:

Wade: Um [pause 7 secs]. Well | don't really want to, | don't want to be with
a woman like everyone else is. | don't want to, | don't want to have
to have a girlfriend or something like that. | just want to be able to
satisfy my needs and get it over and done with. Yeah | don't want
any attachment of any kind.

Wade applied an instrumental logic to his idea Haating a girlfriend might stop his
sexual violence. It did not seem to be a solutiecanise not only did he not “want to
have to have a girlfriend”, but also because hewated “to be able to satisfy [his]
needs”. If women are “too complicated”, then depeig a relationship would seem
to be too much trouble for Wade when all he wanted to satisfy his physical
needs. Aspects such as emotional connection or nticnéove that are often
associated with normative sexual relationships weteluded, “I don't want any
attachment of any kind”. Wade constructed sexu#ingcy as a mechanistic act in
which he actively rejects emotional or bodily inéiay. He wants to “get it over and

done with”. Such a focus on exclusively meeting fftigsical “needs” may seem to
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enable him to achieve the ‘man’ position within doamt discourses around
masculinity. However, Wade can also be positiongdgetting being a man’ too
right since he has taken the focus on meeting lysipal “needs” to an extreme. It
has been argued that within the ‘male sexual nesidsburse there is a “glorification
of the male ‘sex drive’ and male orgasm ‘needs’ ami® to justifying men in

whatever they have to do to get intercourse — eape — and this defines the
‘normal’ male as one who is ‘hungry’ for intercoets(Hite (1977) as cited in

Gavey, 1989, p. 470).

While Rick denied he committed the sexual crimevitmich he was jailed for, the
victim claimed it was him. Notions about romanteationships and their ending
were implicated in Rick’s comments when | askedualwhat relationship he had

with the victim:

Shirley: Right. Was she your girlfriend?

Rick: Um no she wasn't, she was just a friend of mine. But now we no
longer have that friendship.

Shirley: Yeah. So she said it was you who did ite

Rick: Yeah. Um, [sounds of eating biscuit] we did go out prior to the, to
the time. Um, | did break up with her for another one of her friends
and after that she came quite possessive and ringing me and come
round to see me and doing that quite a lot.

Shirley: Okay. So do you think that thate

Rick: | think she was quite jealous actually. Um because the person that |
broke up with her for was one of her good friends as well. Um she
was in our circle of friends as well. So yeah she sort of despised that
person.

Although the victim was not his girlfriend at thiene of the rape, she was an ex-
girlfriend. In explaining why she would accuse hafnraping her when he stated he
did not do it, Rick drew on the classic notion abthe vindictiveness of a spurned
woman when he suggested that she had became pgsisessive and ringing me and
come round to see me” and “quite jealous actuafiér he broke it off with her to

go out with her friend. Since Rick had claimed ioeace for the rape, he may also
be attempting to position the victim as a young \@aammaking false rape allegations,
thus positioning him as the victim. Instead of itlea that the rape was perpetrated
by another man as Rick suggested earlier, thisgsapof a false rape claim tended

to work in his favour when it was coupled with idea of consensual sex in the past.
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The effect of false rape allegations is to makend®ef any practice as either sexual
violence or consensual problematic within the pestystem as it often becomes a
debate that is reduced to a man’s word againstraamts and potentially reinstates
old rape ‘myths’ (Gavey & Gow, 2001).

Conclusion

This research suggests that sexual violence igrumbesd as a non-rational event, and
is therefore not able to be discussed rationallgking it difficult for young men to
talk about. As rationality is associated with pemiong ‘man’ correctly, the
participants’ silence around their sexual violerman be seen to support this
positioning. Participants’ considerable reluctataealk about their sexual violence
was also related to the negative emotions thaisthee raised for them when they

reflected back on what they did.

When asked directly about why they thought they ha&#n sexually violent,

participants struggled to come up with any ideasweler, it was possible to
identify some of their ideas, particularly whenythalked about their victims and to
locate these ideas in wider discourses. There sedra few possibilities for young

men to explain their sexual violence without beipgsitioned negatively as
‘abnormal’ and ‘deviant’ within discourses arounatimlogy. However, when they
drew on dominant discourses of manliness they oectsd their sexual violence as

involving bravery and courage and also of contngliothers.

From this analysis of participants’ talk, sexuablgnce is unexplainable, it is not
rational, not able to be subjected to reason argirbt able to be spoken. This is a
very different picture to participants’ talk of thgeneral violence. Participants are
positioned differently in the discourses aroundegahviolence compared to the
discourses of sexual violence. As perpetrators ehegal violence they are
considered to be strong young men, defending ttegiutations as being ‘tough’,
being in control, standing up for themselves and baxcking down. These are all
attributes that are seen as positive within dontindiscourses of traditional
masculinity. In contrast, as sex offenders theypmstioned as ‘weird’, ‘abnormal’

and ‘sick’. The young men who have committed bgfies of violence are therefore
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positioned in contradictory ways and so inhabittipld subjectivities in relation to
their violence. The differences and contradictibesween their general and sexual
violence are also evident in the next chapter whesglore the issue of intervention

for participants in relation to their sexual vioben
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CHAPTER EIGHT

INTERVENTION FOR SEXUAL
VIOLENCE

After exploring participants’ talk and silences,daafter identifying their ideas
around their sexual violence in the previous chrapteow turn to their talk about
intervention in relation to their sexual violencéust as there were differences
between their talk about their general violence garad to their talk about their
sexual violence, so it was with their ideas onrigation. In my exploration of
intervention, noticeable differences emerge betwkew the young men viewed
intervention for their sexual violence and how thegwed intervention for their
general violence. These differences were strikitegticipants had not had nor were
they involved in any interventions for their sexuvilence, therefore, in this chapter,
I look at what relevance their exposure to intetnprogrammes for their general
violence had for their sexual violence. Next, lutote the participants’ quest for
answers and for understanding about why they westeadly violent. | also scrutinise
their desire and expectations for specialist irgetdon. Finally, | explore the fears
some participants expressed about attending afsexder intervention programme
in the future within the adult prison. Throughotiist coverage, | consider the
influence and implications of the dominant theo@esl intervention approaches of
mainstream psychology and also highlight how perfog man within dominant

discourses of traditional masculinity may be acbeev

Intervention Experiences

In Chapter Six, | explored participants’ experienoévarious interventions targeting

their general violence or other crimésvas interested in whether they thought there
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were any strategies that were useful or relevantthieir sexual violence.
Unfortunately, none of the participants talked ehéfiting from these interventions
in relation to their sexual violence, or of beingeato understand why they were
sexually violent. Wade made these points and a¢stribed his disappointment at
not getting enough individual attention in the unit

Wade: Yeah. Yeah. | don't redlly like doing the group activities, you don't,
you just don't get much attention at all.

[..]

Shirley: So the group stuff [EQUIP], has it helped you, has it sort of given you
any ideas about why you did it, what's going on?

Wade: Um, no it hasn't really given me any ideas why | did it. No being in
here so far it hasn't really done anything for me.

Similarly for Anthony, in referring to an interveoh programme designed to
identify his pattern of offending, it seemed thatwas unable to apply any learning
to his sexual violence:

Shirley: It sounds really interesting, have you been able to use what you
learnt there to figure out the sexual violation stuffe

Anthony: Na ‘cause it wasn't based on that (sounds of eating).
Shirley: So you do think that stuff is different2 [Pause 11 secs]
Anthony: [A nod indicating yes]

Anthony could not apply the concepts from this mation programme to his
sexual violence. This is despite the majority @& thterventions for sexual violence,
such as relapse prevention, also utilising a smégproach to the programme
Anthony spoke of, which examined what is known agadtern of offending
(Johnson, 2007). Such an inability to apply theteas may be because Anthony
constructed his sexual crimes as being differenhisogeneral violence or other
crimes. As we have already seen, the two typesodénce, general and sexual, are
spoken about by participants as being very diffeaend as being disconnected from
each other. Therefore believing that different ime@ation approaches are required
for each of them follows this logic. Even withinetHiterature and intervention
practice, this difference is reflected. Working rdqmeutically with sexual offenders
has become a highly specialised field of enquiny professional practice. However,
it is possible to see that the broad concepts thiotm be implicated in causing

general violence, such as the cycle of violendachk of social skills, the inability to
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control arousal or the effect of drugs and alcarelalso considered as causal factors
for sexual violence. Consequently, the interventapproaches for both types of

violence share many similarities.

Despite intervention programmes in New Zealandylmung men who have been
sexually abusive existing in both the communityvasl as one specialist secure
facility, | was surprised to find that none of tparticipants talked of being offered
any intervention that was designed to specificaltidress their sexual violence.
Instead, what was available was a mandatory sjscedx offender intervention
programme that some of these young men would badittg that was located within
the adult prison system. Although, participantsidmot enter this programme until
they were adults themselves (18 years old), whiak more than a year away for

some. Participants spoke of their frustration abbl@mwing to wait for such specialist

intervention:

Wade: Yeah well aofter being in here for a year I'll be looking forward to a
change anyway so.

Shirley: Mm sure, yeah. Yeah and the focus will be a bit different won't it
because it's a specialist programme?

Wade: Yeah if's more focusing on my offending, yeah. Start getting
somewhere then.
[...]

Wade: That's why | want to get startfed doing something because I'm just

wasting time here at the moment.

Unlike participants’ reactions to intervention féeir general violence, Wade
conveyed an interest in attending interventionafSgetting somewhere then”, but
he can also be read as expressing frustration atyab receiving specialist
intervention when he spoke of “I want to get st@ed I'm just wasting time here”.
Wade appeared to be ready for action and motivdteth characteristics that are
viewed positively from an intervention perspectiamed that positions Wade as a
good candidate for intervention. In addition, Wadfgcus on action can be read as

agentic and so as performing ‘man’ correctly.

Wade directly expressed his interest in undertakimgrvention for his sexual
violence when | asked him whether he thought hellshioe locked up:

Wade: Um, no not confinement. | think | should be getting help.
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Wanting “help” is in sharp contrast to how partamps spoke about intervention for
their general violence in Chapter Six; where intetion was seen as being mostly
irrelevant for them. To explore this contradictionther, |1 focus on participants’ talk

about their not understanding why they were seyuwadilent.

The Why Question: A Target for Intervention

Most approaches to intervention claim that somenfof change in the object of the
intervention is an aim. In order to effect change logical to expect that identifying
a target for change is necessary. Therefore whatson considers to be the cause of
their problem is generally explored. When askedualbeir reasons for being
sexually violent the predominant response fromigggnts was not knowing why.
Anthony, for example, could say little beyond utigra few minimal responses such
as, “Dunno”. Like Anthony, Wade came up with thensaanswer, that is, he did not
know why he was sexually violent:

Wade: For why | did it2 Um, [pause 10 secs] yeah |, | really wouldn't have a

clue. I've thought about it heaps but | haven't really found any
answers.

[..]

Wade: [pause 4 secs] [sigh] [...] | really don't know why, | don't know why it
happened.

Not withstanding their reluctance to talk about ithsexual violence, some
participants were keen to talk at length aboutrtimeit knowing why they were
sexually abusive. Even though Wade had “thoughtualicheaps”, he still had not
“really found any answers”. Sean also spent a gteal of time thinking about why
he did it:

Sean: | ask that question nearly every day but | don't know why. Just start
with one big question is why.

[..]

Sean: Mm hm. | think and think and think and then it comes to the
question and | don't know why. So why do | keep thinking. Yeah.

Shirley: Yeah, yep. So have you come up with a few different reasons or a
few different ideas?

Sean: Not one.

Shirley: No, none?

Sean: No.
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One reading of the focus these young men have omeing able to explain their
sexual violence is that it is a successful way refvpnting any further conversation
about their ideas on the topic. Their puzzlement #reir attempts to figure it out,
however, may be read as applying significant effortational reasoning (therefore
‘manly’) in that they can be seen as trying to utales a very difficult task, as Sean
said “I ask that question nearly every day”, “Irthiand think and think”. But their
lack of success that Sean described “I don't knowy’vand their lack of ideas, “Not
one” according to Sean, can be read as indicatiag dn answer does not exist.

Therefore the failure is not theirs.

Nonetheless, both Wade and Sean made it clear thahéhey wanted to know why

they were sexually violent. Firstly, Sean linketto his desire to know himself:

Shirley: So what's it like having questions and you can't answer them?

Sean: Hard because | like to know myself and then | think that like if | don't
answer them well I'm never going to know, so.

Next, Wade described his many ‘why’ questions:

Shirley: So you've got lots of questions about it all. So what are some of your
questions that you've gote

Wade: Um why, why, why | think, why | think like that.

Shirley: And what's that?

Wade: Um [pause 9 secs] why | do things like that, why | do things the way |
do.
[-.]

Shirley: So what other sort of questions do you have?2

Wade: [pause 6 secs] All | want to know is why | did it.

Despite Wade having many questions, “why [ thikde lthat”, “why | do things the
way | do”, ultimately his questions all coalesceuward, “All | want to know is why |
did it”. Finding the answer to his one question t¥hy | did it", can be seen to have
become something of a quest for some of the ppaints that they were not able to
move beyond. These young men can be read as coimggrtheir sex offending as
difficult, if not impossible to explain, but beingble to explain would make it
controllable. In contrast, they had no difficulty effering multiple reasons for their
general violence; indeed, there was little consitien of ‘why’ they were physically

violent.
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A dominant construction of sexual offending is tltats ‘deviant’ or ‘abhorrent’
behaviour that is unacceptable. Therefore thoseepeting such violence are
positioned as ‘abnormal’, as ‘sick’ or as ‘devianWithin this context, continually
asking or wondering ‘why’ they did it enables pagants to avoid such negative
positions. If the ‘why’ questioning is read as ecalar process, then there can never
be a satisfactory answer and thus the perpetratomever be finally positioned as
‘sick’. According to Jenkins (1990), the search f@musal explanations for sexual
violence is of little benefit since it can be ardkxss quest. Not only is any answer
possible, but every time ‘why’ is answered, thevwarsleads to another ‘why’
guestion being asked, thus becoming a circulargascFor example, one possible
answer to, ‘why was | sexually abusive?’ is ‘be@lisvanted to humiliate her’,
which leads to another question, ‘why did | wanttoniliate her?’, which could be
answered, ‘because she made fun of me’, which lEadrother why question, ‘why
did she make fun of me?’ and so on. This circutacess is an endless and fruitless
endeavour that ultimately results in blaming oth&ise ‘why’ questioning then can
be seen as an effective means to avoid respomgifoli sexual violence, but more
importantly, from a discursive perspective, staymgh asking why constructs
sexual violence as unfathomable and so the young cam avoid the negative
position of being ‘abnormal’ within the dominansdourses of sexual offending.

If, on the other hand, sex offending was ‘normalise even admired (as can be read
as occurring for general violence), then these gauen would not be trying to work
out why they did it. Instead, they would be draworgthe idea that being sexually
abusive is an ‘everyday’, taken-for-granted, ‘nofmeale activity. While this notion
does not fit the dominant discourses around sexu@knce that views such
behaviour as ‘detestable’, a feminist analysisrsfien alternative that views men’s
sexual violence against women and children as thdeeeryday’ because it is part
of the practices of men’s dominance and the patrarorder in which determining a
distinction between consensual and non-consengxabscomes difficult (Gavey,
1992). This suggests that a public/private duaksmsts in which sexual violence is

publicly denounced, but in private, practised estesly.
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The explanations that are available from feminrstlgses of male violence do not
position offenders as ‘sick’. Instead, they areifjmsed as active members of a
social system whose violence is enabled by thegpeltral gender order, which in
turn supports this social structure (Brownmiller97%; Segal, 1996). One
fundamental idea about using violence to mainta&endominance is that while not
all men are violent, all men are nevertheless deebenefit from the resulting

patriarchy, and it is not possible for men to esctiys benefit (Connell, 1995). Rape
for example, may be an act by one individual man, the fear of rape amongst
women may position all men as potential rapists @uadefore to be feared. Being
feared is a position of power.

Within a construction of sexual violence as malé&rigechy, one subject position
available for sexual offenders is that of beingational actor and part of a larger
social system. This may be a challenging positamnybung men. Such a rationalist
position suggests that they actively choose tms fof violence to achieve what they
want. They are therefore knowingly responsible, gnedanswer to ‘why did | do it?’
might be something like, “I did it because | wantedsaw an opportunity to do so
and then went ahead’. Such an answer would likekitijpn the perpetrator within
discourses of pathology as ‘abnormally bad’, asl @d calculating, being without
empathy and as being very dangerous since he asedality to justify his violence.

Neither of the two positions available, that ifynarmally bad’ or ‘sick’, are likely to

be very attractive to participants, given the powemnormative constraints within
dominant discourses of manliness (Connell, 200Bgré&fore it may be preferable for
the young men to continue not understanding why tliere sexually violent, and
equally to continue to desire an answer to theinywquestion. This offers what
might be thought of as an ‘unknowing’ position thaty be a more bearable
alternative. Asking ‘why’ is rational and exclude®nsideration of a worst

alternative — that they were not manly.
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Participants’ Expectations of Intervention

Wanting answers to why: Young men’s hopes

Sean and Wade talked extensively about what thpgdto gain from attending the
specialist sex offender intervention programme. hBatere hopeful of finding
answers to their ‘why’ questions, as Sean explained

Shirley: Yeah. I'm just wondering you know what it will be like for you if you
got some of these answers?

Sean: Then I'll be like I'l know why | done it then it will help me forward and
| can go outside and not do it again, you know that sort of thing. But
Mum will, Mum wants answers as well so, yeah. She'd like to know
why | done it. [voice shaky, close to tears].

It seemed that finding answers was viewed as babig to achieve a number of
things. Sean was close to tears when he said higri'M/ants answers as well”.
Sean’s emotional response may be read in any nuoflbeys. One way is that Sean
was demonstrating empathy for his mother, partibplavith regard to her

incomprehension of what her son had done; thissdsmed to fit well with his own
experience. Another way he can be read is as ctngewith his own hopes that

once his mother understood she may then be alblectpt him as a son.

In addition, Sean equated gaining understandinghgfhe was sexually violent, “I'll
know why | done it” with not being sexually violeagain, “I can go outside and not
do it again”. This implies that once Sean has thewar to why he did it, then
presumably either that knowledge itself will som&hbe enough to prevent a
reoccurrence of him being sexually violent or h# lae able to take some action that
will ensure he does not do it again. This conssrinis behaviour as a mistake, one,
which if he had known better, he would not have enadthe first place. This is
suggestive of a rational approach that is revemedominant notions of masculinity
as well as constructing the human body as analogimus ‘machine’. The latter
approach is not an unusual viewpoint in positipisychology, as mechanistic terms
are often used to explain human behaviour. For ei@min the information
processing approach human cognition is seen asaquot to computer functioning
(McShane, 1991). Thus rationality will prevail, #&se machine operates by
predetermined rules of physical mechanics. It isye see the parallels to the

positivist scientific paradigm, in which understarglis linked deterministically to
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knowledge; and to the modernist concept that s@ierknowledge leads to our
freedom, and gives us control over our bodies, ovaure, over the world (Gergen,
1990). Of course, within this construction therenasroom for such a question as:

What happens if he does not understand why he examBy abusive?

The talking cure

In order to get the answers they sought, partitgpapoke of talking about their
sexual violence within a therapeutic context. Ualilparticipants’ views of
counselling as being irrelevant to their generalence and the strong dislike they
expressed about it, when it came to their sexu@érnce no such barriers seemed to

exist, as Wade described below:

Shirley: So you like the idea of counselling and stuff like thate
Wade: Ah?g

Shirley: Talking about this sort of thing?

Wade: Yeah.

Despite the difficulty these young men had in tadkiabout their sexual violence,
they appeared to accept that it was a necessatyopdine specialist therapeutic
intervention process. Sean explained that to anksewhy’ question he would also
be required to provide answers within the spedialexual offender intervention
programme:

Sean: Because | know that it will be a lot harder than here because you

have to talk about everything you did and they're not going to
take, | don't know for an answer, so yeah. [small chuckle]

Sean can be read as suggesting that the ubiquitaisno” response is actively
used to avoid talking about this issue, but wouwtlbe acceptable. Equally, nor will
denial be accepted, according to Wade:

Wade: To help the courses work, | think honesty, (pause 4 secs) about sex
and every thing.

Both Wade and Sean may be read as being opemgvdind motivated to engage
with specialist intervention as well as taking somesponsibility for making

intervention work for them, that is, in answerirgit ‘why’ questions. They also
showed an awareness of the expectations that stertwention would have on them.

They may therefore be positioned as willing thetdisesubjects, who already have
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an understanding that talking in detail about thesxual violence will be an
important part of the therapy process and any tahoe will be considered denial or
dishonesty and constructed as resistance (Mardbalhandez, Hudson, & Ward,
1998; Salter, 2003). Hence this position as therpsubject will enable their talk,
and it has already enabled Wade and Sean to aitwphis is precisely what they

will do within intervention.

Within particular contexts, talking has been camsid as having powerful effects.
Within a Foucauldian concept of confessions (Roub@94), the practice of
counselling has strong parallels to the practicethaf confessional in Christian
religions, for example, the confidentiality aspebg positioning of the counsellor as
the professional expert, the cathartic effect,getting it off one’s chest’ all of which
may be regarded as similar to handing the probleen w a higher power. Even the
non-judgemental attitude of the counsellor canXygeenced as forgiveness and so
likened to the absolution offered by a priest.

Whilst Sean and Wade can be read as demonstratirgwillingness to be a part of
intervention, in recognising the difficulty of bgirable to talk about their sexual
violence, Wade explained that the most importask far new inmates is, “learning
to talk about it first”. But he suggested that thédking should focus on their

thinking:
Shirley: So when they first come in, to just talk about. What would they need
to talk aboute
Wade: How they think.

Wade is very precise that “How they think” should bonsidered appropriate
material for talking about their sexual violenc&isTfits well with rationalist notions
of manliness. Talk of feelings and emotions wasablgt absent from Wade’s
proposition. Such a construction of counsellingetyiptervention makes it more
acceptable as a ‘man’ if it is focused on thinkiather than on feelings. In this way,
the therapeutic gaze may be more technical rattaar teflective, so that even the
exploration of emotions and feelings can be death wnechanically. Cognitive-
behavioural therapy which is frequently the curittierapy of choice may be read as

offering just such an approach. Within the sexmudfer ‘treatment’ field any thoughts
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which are considered to have caused the sexuatngdelthat are ‘discovered’ are
judged to be cognitive distortions, that is, thimkierrors that are used as excuses to
be violent (Johnson, 2007). Such erroneous thinksngeen to fall outside what is
viewed as rational because it resulted in a nap+rat crime (sexual violence) and is
thus separated off as an error that once identiéea be expunged. Therefore a
cognitive-behavioural approach is consistent wiik tationality within dominant

discourses around traditional masculinity.

Wanting to ‘remodel’ thinking

Wade was able to further articulate his ideas atoilve need for intervention to
focus on thinking. He also described, in consideralepth, the specific issues that
he thought were the important ones he needed londidsa The next quotation from
Wade provided a picture of the issues with whiclséemed to struggle in relation to
his sexual violence. He spoke of his need to changéhinking because he was able
to link this to the action of being sexually violeMVade described what he wanted

the specialist intervention programme to help hiithw

Wade: | just need to change my whole thinking pattern virtually.
[...]
Wade: Um. | need to discriminate all my bad thoughts.
Shirley: Right and you want to change them into more positive thoughts?
Wade: Yeah. | just want to getrid of it. | don't really care.
Shirley: Okay. So do you have a lof of bad thoughtse
Wade: | don't think so, just um, just when | see a woman | want to change

my thinking pattern when | see an attractive woman.

[...]
Wade: Um, I'd rather think nothing.

[..]

Wade: Because I've experienced this, the thought's always there. And if |
ever come to that situation again then that thought just pops into
my head. And then | think about what | did then and it's all fucked

up.
The way Wade talked of changing his “whole thinkipgttern” suggested a

mechanistic process of fixing a fault, a task thatconstructed as achievable and
perhaps relatively simply. From this perspectiv@nking can be seen as a rational
object that is separate from himself as a young amthseparate from any emotions.

Within the context of sexual violence the notionhaiving “bad thoughts” and his
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concern about acting on them can be read as Wawlanty about doing hurtful,
violent or even sadistic things to the “attractm®men” that he noticed, thus
positioning Wade as dangerous and ‘sick’. Fromra@rvention perspective, having

such “bad thoughts” can position Wade as volatike @ high risk of re-offending.

Equally though, the “bad thoughts” that Wade merdtb can be read as being
associated with the concept of sex because sextem @onstructed as ‘bad’,

‘naughty’, or ‘dirty’. From this perspective Wadétsad thoughts” may be viewed as
a common expression of being a ‘man’ within dissesrof traditional masculinity.

Wade also spoke of only having “bad thoughts” whersees “an attractive woman”.
This could mean that he does not experience sualygttts when seeing women who
are not attractive to him. This can be read as ithgaon a commonly-held idea about
sexual violence, that is, that such violence isualsex (Segal, 1996). From this
perspective, then, Wade can be positioned as #ghigealormal’ heterosexual young

man who is sexually interested in the opposite Bakpnly those who measure up to

the dominant Western concept of beauty.

Wade can be read as not taking up the positiotebabrmal’, ‘sick’ or ‘weird’ if his
victims are attractive women. This is because suchoice may be considered to be
the closest match to what is viewed as the dominamhative sexual relationships,
that is, similar aged, heterosexual partners. TToeré/WNade can be positioned as a

‘normal’ young man, even if slightly misguided, it discourses of manliness.

Wade talked of how he thought about his sexuakvicé when he found himself in a
similar situation, “and its all fucked up”. One d&ag of his comments could be that
for Wade, remembering his sexual violence led sol@ing sexually violent again.
His experience of the “thought just pops into mydieis suggestive of a lack of
control over his thinking. Viewing Wade’s commefrtsm the perspective of a sex
offender intervention programme, it is possibleptsition Wade as a high risk for
further sexual offending. This is because, firstlis thinking is read as not being
under his control, which is presumed to be abouttivg to be sexually abusive; and
secondly, Wade’s ability to identify his thoughts laeing bad may suggest some
familiarity with them, which may in turn be readiadicating an ingrained pattern of
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thinking, perhaps fantasising, which is often vidvas rehearsal for future offending
(Johnson, 2007).

At the same time, Wade can be positioned as beingra good candidate for
intervention because not only does he admit to Wkatid, but he is also prepared to
talk about his sexual violence. He can be readeasodstrating a strong motivation
to change and as being ‘psychologically-mindedat tts, focused on his internal
experience (Hubble et al., 1999). This positiommvigich deems Wade suitable for
intervention and which suggests that interventicay rhe successful with him can

therefore see him as having a lower risk of refaffag.

On the other hand, these same characteristicsNade demonstrated can position
him negatively. Much of the intervention for sexwablence based on mainstream
psychology utilises some type of psycho-educati@eahponent that includes such
concepts as offence chains, patterns of offendingeapse prevention (Johnson,
2007). As a result, those attending such programaneexpected, over time, to be
able to identify various elements in their own einde. Therefore Wade’s
willingness to talk openly and his ability to aldgaidentify the role his thinking

plays in his sexual violence, without having fitstdertaken specialist intervention,
can lead to his being positioned as ‘weird’ ané asore high-risk offender. He has
come to this conclusion without intervention, whictay suggest a high level of
engagement with these ideas. Consequently, he mapositioned as being firmly

entrenched in these offending patterns.

Faith in the powers of experts

Wade'’s interest in intervention seemed to hingenisnneed to change his thinking

and he talked of not being able to do this alone:

Wade: Yep, stop the thought. But you can't get rid of the experience so |
need someone to get rid of the thought, you know get rid of the
thoughts somehow.

[..]

Shirley: Yep. So you're really keen to-
Wade: -yeah.

Shirley: -get someone to-

Wade: -get it off my shoulders.
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[..]

Shirley: So you can't do thate

Wade: Um. With some help | think | can but, can't do it myself.

Shirley: Okay. So more group stuff or more, what kind of thing would help?

Wade: | think a psychiatrist could help because they know more about
your thinking pattern, they know more about why you think and
how, mm.
[...]

Shirley: Right and you think that um some of the courses [i.e. sex offender
programme] and stuff is going to help you do thate

Wade: Yeah. They'd better.

Although he would like to “get rid of the experiericof his sexual violence, Wade
stated that he knew that was not possible, andneduto focusing on his thinking
because he needed “someone to get rid of the ttibagth “someone to get it off my
shoulders”. He talked of the need for professiasaistance from “a psychiatrist”
because he said he “can't do it myself". Wade higth lkexpectations of the sex
offender programme and thereby the assistanceptbégssionals could provide and
his “They’d better” can be read as not only pladimg responsibility for ‘fixing’ him

onto an outside source but also as having an ekeofi¢mreat behind it. That is, if the
intervention did not get “rid of the thought” thenaybe something will happen,
although it is not possible to speculate what thaght be. If he continued to be
sexually abusive, then the fault will lay with theeffective intervention programme

for not ‘fixing’ him.

As patrticipants can be read as taking what | camgiol be an ‘unknowing’ position
about their sexual violence, then it becomes ptesdib take up the therapeutic
subject position and engage with the professionvdkde’s wish to see a psychiatrist
drew on the expert status of that profession asgbable to provide him with the
correct answer, ‘the truth’, that he sought. Effesdy, this positioned professionals
within the sexual intervention field as experts wdould ‘fix’ him, and he can be
read as an object to be ‘treated’. This appearedntore any agency he might have,
and his positioning of professionals as the expedsiced Wade'’s responsibility for
intervention to be a success. Therefore, ultimated is not responsible for stopping

his sexual violence in the future.
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Despite the positivist psychological theories otiyoviolence that can be read as
positioning young men as not responsible for tkimlence, one of the mainstays of
sexual offender interventions is the requiremestt thffenders ‘face up’ to their
offending and take full responsibility for it (Jadom, 2007). However, taking
responsibility can be read as a rationalist idea itlhplies knowing, that is, knowing
what they did, why they did it and possibly whethery will do it again. From this
perspective, if Wade was to take responsibilityHisr sexual violence, then he could
be positioned as knowing. However, such a positbrknowing can be viewed
negatively because to be rational is to have cbaid control means an ability to
choose one’s actions. Choosing to be sexually nigi®sitions the perpetrator as
dangerous. Wade is therefore positioned more pebjitby not taking responsibility,
by not knowing, and by relying on the experts talfout what went wrong with him
and to fix him. Indeed this fits with a pathologigi view of these young men as

‘abnormal’, requiring professional help to becomermal’.

One effect of positioning men who have been sexwadilent as ‘abnormal’ is that a
feminist analysis of men’s violence cannot be auhliwhich offers a rational
positioning and therefore a knowing one for youngnnwho have been sexually
violent. The statement: ‘I did it because | chogeig therefore allowable. But this
cannot be said in the dominant discourses arouxuat®ffending in which sexual
violence is constructed as being perpetrated by anhinority of ‘sick” men who
need to be ‘treated’ to become ‘normal’ so thaythal not rape again. The effect
this construction has on intervention is that tektis immense: the efforts of experts
are focused on changing a deviant ‘abnormal’ oféeridto a ‘normal’ individual.
Therefore any failure to ‘fix’ sex offenders wilbhbe the responsibility of the expert
since the ‘fault’ or ‘abnormality’ that leads to mmitting sexual violence is an
internal one, located in the individual offendeurtRer, the responsibility to change
ultimately rests with the offender. Failure for theccess of intervention can arise
from the offender's ‘resistance’, ‘non-compliancet ‘not facing up’ to their

violence.
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Fears About the Adult Sex Offender Programme

While Sean and Wade were both keen to attend thk selx offender intervention
programme when they turned 18 years old to gaintwhay desired, that is,
understanding or explanations for their sexualernok so they would not be sexually
violent again; they also had misgivings becauseotld mean going into the adult
prison system. While Wade believed the environnvemild be “more like a rehab

than a prison”, Sean was concerned about encongtarhigh level of violence by

the adults:
Shirley: What is it about getting in with the adults that concerns you?
Sean: Just the sort of things that you hear that goes on and that in the

adult places and just being, being sort of teenager [small chuckle]
and you think you'll be like a bum boy sort of thing really, yeah. Yep.
[...]. It's only if you've got a mouth on you that you actually get
beaten up [...]. A couple of people have been stabbed.

For Sean the adult prison as he described it veksgerous place where there would
be a great deal of physical violence and where ysuag man he expected that he
would be selected as a “bum boy”. Sean appearbd thawing on a commonly-held
view that young men’s experience in adult prisanv®ived being forced to be sexual
partners for inmates who had considerable powdrimthe system. This points out a
contradiction within discourses around manhoodntsiexual violence to dominate
other men appears to be the most extreme form mfaoand power within prison
systems and those men that are successful withrébasn a high position in the
inmate hierarchy (Jewkes, 2005; Town, 1998). Yeinrhaving sex with other men
IS not acceptable within traditional masculinity.edg¢monic masculinity is
homophobic (Plummer, 1999; Town, 1998). Homosekuais one form of
masculinity that is subjugated, excluded as beiaglyn(Connell, 1995). One way to
resolve this contradiction is to consider that nmakde rape confers the position of
woman onto the male victim, for example, by beiefgired to as the rapist’s ‘bitch’.
This positioning is necessary because only women salbjugated in a hyper-

masculine world.

Wade’s concern of being in the adult prison toakfgerent turn. He did not like the
idea of being with adult sex offenders, “I'm nad teeen on going and mingling with

all those other people”. He explained why:
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Wade: [, I want to do the course it's just that | don't want to be around
those sort of people.

Shirley: Yeah so what do you think would, what do you think it is about
those sort of people?

Wade: | dunno, they just got issues | reckon and | don't think | have the
same sort of issues that they have.

Shirley: Okay. What kind of issues do you think they have?

Wade: Umm. Well half of them offend on kids which | don't find foo

pleasant, | don't want to be mingling with those sort of people.

[..]

Shirley: Yeah. So you think there's a big difference between offending
against kids and offending against your own age?

Wade: | think there's a, there is a difference but | wouldn't say a big
difference. But there is definitely a difference in the psychological
department.

Wade’s reason for not wanting to be around thetaduolates in the sex offender unit
is because he believed that “they just got isstiest are different to his, “I don't

think | have the same sort of issues that they’hdvee basis of Wade’s distaste and
reluctance to “be around those sort of people” Iraa around who their victims

were: “Well half of them offend on kids which | dbfind too pleasant”. Wade was
not able to say what the difference was betweesetlvetho offend against children
and those who sexually offend against someone theirage but he was sure there
was a difference in the “psychological departmetitat is, an issue with the mind,

positioning them as ‘sick’ mentally.

One reading of Wade’s comments is that he drew upaonstruction of sexual
violence as a hierarchy based on the type of victhuch a hierarchy could be
envisaged as the top being the least ‘deviant’'raade up of victims and sexual acts
that most closely match the dominant normative rogtxual relationships; in the
middle of the hierarchy could be other males arittl alictims; whilst the bottom of
the hierarchy is least like the norm, includinggisd contact with animals and dead
people. Those offenders who are at the bottom érglich a hierarchy would be
positioned as being more ‘sick’ and more ‘weirdanhthose at the top. Descriptors
such as ‘unnatural’ and ‘abnormal’ are more likédy be associated with those
offenders closer to the bottom of the hierarchyervention positions these men as
more serious and dangerous as there is a purpabsence of control (Johnson,
2007).
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Since Wade’s victims were young woman who were cimailar age to himself
whom he also considered attractive, according ieodbnstruction he can be read as
being positioned at the top of the offender hidrgrdn contrast, the sexual violation
of children does not match up well with what is sidered normative sexual
relations. Hence, Wade positioned these adult iesnas being further down the
hierarchy and as being qualitatively and negativifierent to himself in his effort
to take up a position closer to the normative prastof consensual heterosexual
relationships. He can be read as referring to amptying with this hierarchy in
which he positioned these adults as being far witvae him, while at the same time

knowing that his position also as a sex offendenld/dink him to them.

In addition, Wade’s claim to peer age victims mayréad as constructing his sexual
violence as some form of sexual experimentatioh iti@st young people engage in
as part of their developmental processes (Messeidch 2000b), rather than
something able to be constructed as ‘abnormalsick’. Such a construction is often
called upon to explain sexual violence perpetratgdyoung men and in effect
enables such violence to flourish. However, Wad#thheo young women as victims
at the same time, which makes such a claim a httbee difficult to sustain, since it
falls somewhat outside the usual experiences ofleadent experimentation.
Alternatively, from the perspective of traditionabtions of manliness, having two
young women as victims rather than one could pwsitWade as being more
successful as a ‘man’. Paradoxically, he claimsne®d psychological help —

implying he is indeed ‘sick’ or ‘abnormal’.

Wade’s youth can also be used to position him nfaveurably than adults. Often
young offenders are not seen as being as seriouadalés because of their
developmental stage (Walsh & Ellis, 2007), eligtia level of indulgence for their
indiscretions on the basis that they did not undedswhat they are doing because of
their age. Attention to developmental issues iseaiead within sexual offender
intervention. From a dominant developmental perspegoung sex offenders are
viewed as becoming progressively more serious,imeing to re-offend unless
intervention is provided and the younger age isnsige be more amenable to
‘treatment’ (Hollin, 1996).
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Conclusion

The picture that emerges from this analysis ofrigetion for sexual violence is one
of contradictions. Participants had very differatgas about intervention in relation
to their sexual violence compared to their gengralence. Intervention for their

sexual violence was wanted, particularly specialsrapeutic intervention of a
psychological nature, whereas such strategies wa@nsidered inappropriate and so

as irrelevant for their general violence.

Their crimes were not understandable/intelligitdetihiem. Participants took up an
‘unknowing’ position, in that they did not understa why they were sexually
violent, making control over it therefore unlikeljherapeutic intervention seemed to
be considered by participants, not just as helfifut,as essential for them and was
talked of as being vital to ensuring they were rmatxually violent again.
Significantly, such intervention was spoken of asvgling a way for them to know
why they had committed sexual offences. In addjtitheir sexual violence was
constructed as resulting from some unknowable fiagide them that required
experts to remedy. Despite some fears of beinglvedoin a programme within an
adult prison, participants were keen to get staatedl described high expectations of

being ‘fixed’ by the professional staff involved.

Yet, wanting therapeutic intervention does not matp with performing ‘man’
correctly within dominant discourses around manh@=ing a therapeutic subject of
intervention positions participants as ‘abnormald asick’, which implies not being
in control. This lack of control further positiolsem as not masculine. However,
taking up an ‘unknowing’ position with regard toethreasons for being sexually
violent may hold the ‘abnormal’ positioning in ala@ge and the rational, masculine
concept of the body as a machine that needs todnel@ maintains their manhood.
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CHAPTER NINE

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This thesis offers a way of looking at, or (re)thng, youth violence in a way that
differs from a mainstream psychological approachhave brought a critical
psychology framework alongside poststructural cpteeand discourse analysis
firstly, to critique dominant theorising of youthiolence and the subsequent
intervention approaches; and secondly, to critycalinalyse young men’s
understandings and explanations of their own videas well as their ideas about
intervention. | offer suggestions on ways to (r@jhyouth violence that is informed

by the complexities highlighted in my analysis.

When | began this research it was clear to me #tintion to context and

complexity were needed to achieve comprehensive rmamdist theorising and

effective intervention for youth violence. The wjite | offer here shows that it is not
possible for psychological approaches based ons#iyst scientific paradigm to

attend to important social, political and historicantextual issues nor can they
effectively account for or engage with the compiesi and contradictions of the
multiple subjectivities involved. | have arguedtthanodernist psychology is limited
by its philosophical and theoretical foundations.Qhapter Two, | described these
foundations as being a positivist science with bjedivist epistemology and realist
ontology. Such a basis can be read as restridiegubject to that of a mechanistic,
coherent, stable and rational individual (Henriqutsal., 1984). In contrast, a
discursive approach that is informed by poststmattaoncepts provides a way to
incorporate important contextual issues and addiessomplexities demonstrated
by these young men who have been violent. Disceupsevide various contexts

within which we are constructed as subjects, aral pbststructural concept of
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multiple subjectivities enables an exploration ebple’s complexity that accepts all
of their contradictions.

In this chapter, | cover the major conclusionsvéheeached in this thesis and discuss
their significance for (re)thinking youth violencd; also consider possible
implications for intervention. First, | outline howy analysis of the talk of the seven
participants has revealed numerous contradictiomnd differences that are of
significance when (re)thinking youth violence. Ighiight the differences that |
consider relevant between general and sexual \delemhis is followed by my
exploration of aspects of rationality and emotidnalso consider the notion of
responsibility with regard to theories of youth lelace and intervention approaches
and explore the talking and the silences of paicis. Next, | discuss how | have
read participants’ intervention experiences. Fipall offer some possible ways

forward.

Contradictions and Differences

The analysis | present in this thesis shows thatradictions and differences abound.
They occur within the texts by the same participdgtween participants and
amongst the different subject positions availalle,well as between the various
discourses identified. Dominant discourses arouadittonal masculinity provide
significantly different ways of constructing youtlolence compared to discourses of
pathology located in mainstream psychological tiesor Important differences
emerged between general and sexual violence thaicipants committed.
Distinctions were also apparent in participantspldgment of rationality and
suppression of emotion. There were also contraxtistibetween participants’ talk

and their silences, and their acceptance and disiro$ intervention.

The inconsistencies that emerged could be viewedh fa positivist scientific

paradigm as unsatisfactory because consistencyemudarity are highly valued as
‘normality’. This view is congruent with the posist assumption of a coherent fixed
and stable, singular ‘truth’. Anything outside thdeal coherence is considered
‘abnormal’ and so requires ‘fixing’. In interventiderms, that means being ‘treated’

in order to attain the requisite unitary, ratiosabject.
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In contrast, inconsistency, contradiction, confasamd uncertainly are embraced by
a poststructural discursive perspective. From suglew, it is possible to see that a
variety of discourses converge around youth vide®@ven that discourses produce
what they name, (Foucault, 1969/1972) they theegfoovide the social context that
constructs youth violence. Discourses combine,scoa®r, feed into one another, as
well as merge and blend. It is within this integpllat contradictions arise, since
each discourse offers its own set of subject pmosstiand divergent ways of
constructing objects (Davies, 1994; McHoul & Grat898). For example, within
dominant discourses around manliness the protecfiathers from the violence of
other men provides a subject position of ‘protédfiagle, 2006), some participants
took up this position at a very young age whengqmiing their mother from their
father's violence. However, these same participduaige sexually violated young
women, which goes against this notion of protectidithough, paradoxically, this
action can potentially fit with the normative iddzat men are entitled to sexual

gratification.

Multiple subjectivities and contradictions

Like all people, young men who have been violerd lthfferent subject positions
within different discourses at the same time. Baneple, within discourses around
family relationships a young man may perform theifan of a son or brother; an
inmate within discourses around prisons; or in alsses of crime he may be
positioned as a rapist or robber; as a studentiwitbrmative notions of teaching
and learning; in romantic discourses he may takehepposition of boyfriend, in
discourses of friendship he may take up the pasitiomate. These various positions
result in these young men inhabiting multiple satiaties at the same time from
which they experience the world, and hence areramtly contradictory. This
explains not only the contradictions in what thegy sand do; but also the
contradictory or ambivalent motivations they havealifferent times. This explains
how they can appear to be different people to warimthers, such as teachers, police,
friends, family and professionals, since thesersthee interacting with these young
men from the specific discourses and subject mostihey inhabit. For example,
Wade was positioned in numerous ways by otherstodle the position of being a

leader in his group of mates by convincing thendaocrime with him. In contrast,
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the manager of the unit described him as a follomtes was easily led by his bigger
mates. He was positioned as a violent thug by ¢éinae station attendant whom he
robbed, who was so scared of him and his matehiaiould not move and begged
not to be hurt. Taking the position of ‘good sowade talked of missing the full
contact visits with his mother. Finally, taking tpesition of research subject during
our interview, Wade was a friendly young man whgwed talking about himself

and what he had been doing.

Such a discursive perspective with its inclusionmafltiple subjectivities offers a

picture of the diversity and complexity that hasemehighlighted in this thesis.
Incorporating such complexity may be a valuable cept in theorising youth

violence differently and also offers another dil@ctfor intervention approaches. For
young men, the ability to acknowledge differing j@ab positions may facilitate the
understanding of their own violence and may enageirthem to take up non-
violence as a preferred choice. Future theorisingrad youth violence could take up
this challenge and intervention approaches may éxeldped to incorporate this

notion of multiple subjectivities.

Competing discourses: ‘Abnormality’ and ‘manliness’

Before undertaking the research interviews, | agglithere would be a measure of
influence from normative notions of masculinitythre participants’ talk about their
violence. | was, however, not expecting the pemeaasess of its influence. ‘Getting it
right as a man’ seemed to underlie much of whatiqgygants said and did not leave
many topics or areas untouched. As a result, mgrest in applying a critical
psychology framework to critigue dominant theomgsiabout youth violence and
intervention widened to include comparisons witle tiliscursive impact of the

dominant discourses of traditional masculinity.

Within pathologising discourses young men who comialence are positioned as
‘abnormal’ because the factors that are theorisedcause youth violence are
considered to result in individual pathology. Thtise therapeutic subject position
offered is a pathologised one, one that requinestinent’ to become ‘normal’. In

contrast, dominant discourses of manliness offerstibject position of ‘man’. | read
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participants’ desire to ‘get it right as a man’besng important to them, and violence
was an accessible way to enact this position. Ranhg ‘man’ correctly was a

positive position for these young men. For examigdgating in gangs was described
as an attempt to be a macho man, being respectenthiey men and gaining a

reputation for being tough.

In comparison, the pathologised position of theapeutic subject does not assist
young men to ‘get it right as a man’ and can everrdad as conflicting with their
attempts to do so. Being positioned as ‘abnornraéitional and out of control does
not enable young men to perform ‘man’ correctlpcsibeing a ‘man’ is the epitome
of rationality and control. As they are contradigtmotions, it is not possible for
young men who have been violent to be positiondd be a therapeutic subject and
as a ‘man’. This is similar to the proposal thatnnoannot be both a victim and a
man (Eagle, 2006).

From this discussion, it follows that any theorgsand intervention in youth violence
must take account of the complex effects betweemative notions of manhood and
normative explanations of violence and their imgactyoung men who have been
violent. Acknowledging the pervasiveness of dominatiscourses around

masculinity for these young men is required.

Self and others

The dominance that theories derived from traditigpgychology have on youth
violence was evident when the young men talked talioe violence of others.
Although patrticipants did not often draw on thebeoties to explain their own
violence, when they attempted to account for tluevice of other young men they
accepted them uncritically. For example, partictparsed the concept of the cycle of
violence and social skills deficiencies to explthe violence of other inmates, yet,
they did not use these concepts to account for then violence. This difference
makes any theorising that is based on researcly ysing men’s opinions about the

violence of others quite limited.

Participants’ use of these dominant psychologigalanations for other young men

shows that such theories were well-known to paudicts and accepted as common-
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sense explanations of youth violence by them. Gitach acceptance, it could be
expected that participants would apply these saxm@aeations to their own

violence. However, these young men did not recegrhieemselves within such
theories. One reading of this is that the pathsledipositions these dominant
explanations offer, such as ‘abnormal’ and ‘deviamére resisted by participants as
they compete with the position of ‘man’, thus, emting an unbridgeable gap for
them. Different explanations need to be construtheatl are inclusive of the various
subject positions young men take up in relatioth&r violence in future theorising

and interventions.

General and sexual violence

Similar theorising is generally used to explainbgeneral and sexual violence
perpetrated by young men. Some examples incluéecytble of violence notion that
proposes victims will become perpetrators (Chapp@03; Lambie et al., 2002;
Widom, 1989); the mitigating-substance view that tholence results from being
intoxicated by alcohol or drugs (Walsh & Ellis, 200the social cognitive view that
violence occurs because young men have deficitsaim social skills (Goldstein &

Keller, 1987; Marshall, Anderson, & Fernandez, 19%®t the five participants who

committed both types of violence viewed their gahgrolence and sexual violence
differently: they were experienced differently, enstood differently and explained

differently by these young men.

There was a striking difference in participantdk thetween general and sexual
violence: whereas general violence was spoken ddtional terms, sexual violence
was associated with irrationality. Participants evésrthcoming about their general
violence and were able to offer a range of explanat In comparison, they had
difficulty in talking about their sexual violenca@were generally confounded as to
why they did it. Differences also emerged betweemegal and sexual violence when
it came to issues of responsibility and particisadeas about intervention (topics |

discuss later in this chapter).

Different discourses, subject positions and sulyigiets are involved when a young

man is being sexually violent, compared with contingt general violence. | have
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argued that the dominant discourses around traditimasculinity have a significant
influence. General violence enables young men téope the subject position of
‘man’ correctly. This makes any intervention topstbeir general violence unwanted

as it takes away an accessible means of being@.'ma

In contrast, the young men had no language toatadiut, or to help them understand
their sexual violence: they were almost able to ategthe experience. The
participants took up a ‘not knowing’ approach teithsexual violence; that is, they
could not explain why they had been sexually vibl&he consequences of this were
that they did not have to agree to the existenddaf sexual violence in a way that
positioned them as ‘sick’ or ‘deviant’; patholodigmsitions made available through
discourses of abnormality. But a further contradicemerged: the young men were
unable to take up such positions of abnormalitytreesy were emasculating. The
‘unknowing’ position they had taken up, leaves oplea possibility of ‘getting it

right as a man’. Participants, therefore, may retdiionally knowable or readable,

plausible men as sexual offenders.

While discourses around manliness appeared toitéeilthe participants’ general
violence, sexual violence may be read as not parfay ‘man’ correctly because of
the idea that a ‘real man’ does not need to foreeoman to have sex with him.
Instead, a ‘real man’ has women wanting to have w&k him. However, a
contradiction exists. It is still possible to resgkual violence as getting the position
‘man’ correct because the young man is taking wieat be considered his right: this
Is indeed the way Rick described it (in Chapterefriwhen he talked of rape being
macho. But this construction is only possible & thctim fits the normative sexual
partner, that is, being of the opposite sex androfippropriate age; otherwise the
sexual violence is read as deviant. A further aahttion exists. Within specific
contexts in which a man uses sexual violence terabanother, such as in war and
within prisons, even if the victim is a man, thegegrator can be read as having
performed ‘man’ correctly. This is possible becabhsehas demonstrated his power
and control over others. The violence is constdi@e instrumental, as having a

rational purpose and thus, as having little to dih whe perpetrator’'s body in terms
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of gaining sexual pleasure. Rather, it becomes tnoed as a disembodied
experience (Allen, 2002).

An alternative subject position is available forupg men who have sexually
offended: the rational subject. Dominant discourdesaditional masculinity do not
offer a way for these young men to understand tkekual violence, since one
reading is that a ‘real man’ does not need to t@mkeoman by force. A feminist
analysis, in which sexual violence is viewed asracfion of gaining and maintaining
patriarchal control and power within the gendereorduggests a rational subject
position (Bograd, 1982; Brownmiller, 1975; HermaA892). Such a position may be
read as fitting with traditional conceptions ofgga man and emphasises that young
men make a rational choice to offend sexually, dasetheir sense of entitlement as
a man. This notion of entitlement coalesces ardhedmale sexual needs discourse
in which the male sex drive is paramount to aclmgwrgasm, thus, meeting their
sexual needs (Gavey, 1989, 1992).

Whilst a feminist analysis may seem to offer a way from the unmanly, ‘sick’
position of pathologising discourses, this ratisiahanly position can also be read
as a deviant one because the instrumentality iegobuggests an unfeeling, uncaring
‘sub-human’ (Hare, 1999) and so can exclude thsitijpom for young men who desire
to be ‘real’ men. Therefore, the ‘unknowing’ positithat the participants have taken
up, in which they could not explain their sexuallence, is preferable as it locates
them outside the dominant discourses that positibem more negatively.
Discursively, there is no language for sexual woke that perpetrators can draw
upon that does not either position them as devianés therapeutic subjects. Neither

position is viable according to normative notiofisnanhood.

Rationality and emotion in youth violence

From a scientifically informed psychological persipe, one of the ways violence is
categorised is either as instrumental or expresgioience. This categorisation is
based on what function violence is thought to seling&rumental violence is seen as
aiming to achieve goals, such as obtaining mondyereas expressive violence is

viewed as a response to an emotional state (Blacki993). Rationality and choice
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can be thought to operate for instrumental violebhaé not expressive violence.
Rather, expressive violence is viewed as an absehaationality because the

emotion, such as anger or sexual arousal, is niog lwentrolled.

For many theories within scientific psychology, isagtlity is what mediates

emotions (Walkerdine, 1988). Yet, participantshrs tstudy described an interesting
mix of emotion and rationality in a way that coulicis a clear division between
instrumental and expressive violence. Even in tidstof committing a violent act

in which a high level of anger is theorised to €xit was apparent that the
participants continued to make rational choices.dxample, during gang fights they
described choosing where to hit on the body and hovdeploy weapons (see
Chapter Five). In addition, emotions were not abserparticipants’ instrumental

violence. For example, participants identified feacitement and anger with victims
as being involved in the armed robberies that hadristrumental purpose to obtain

money.

Positivist psychology primarily constructs youtholeince as ‘abnormal’ and
subsequently accounts for expressive violence is Way. This positions those
young men who perpetrate violence in terms of tip@ithology; commonly, as
having an overabundance of a negative emotion, aadmnger, and a deficiency in
the skills necessary to manage these emotions $aid& Glick, 1994; Novaco,
1997).

In contrast, the ability to adequately explain nastental violence from a
pathological perspective is problematic. The use rationality, for example,
participants made a ‘conscious, rational’ decismnose violence to obtain something
they wanted, makes it difficult to argue that p&vlyg is involved in their violence.
Since rationality is revered as the most appropriabde of thinking to achieve
appropriate behaviour, and hence, theorised abdleway to ‘manage’ emotions,
performing instrumental violence becomes a demdrssiject position — as ‘evil’ —

as it is a perversion of rationality (Staub, 2003).

It is still, however, possible to overcome the idiffty that instrumental violence

presents. The search for some form of historictdglagy in individuals can be used
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to explain present-day violence. Therefore, evéiomal motivation for violence can
be viewed as ultimately having an irrational orhgdwgical historical cause. For
example, for Drew’s act of committing an armed retybfor money, to be able to
party on the weekend, cannot be viewed as pathdlogigelf becausehe made a
rational decision, but it can be argued that itgins came from an historically
‘dysfunctional’ or abusive family life (Widom, 199%here the appropriate skills

and values, such as moral development, have natditened (Gibbs, 1993).

Additionally, there is another way that instrumént@lence can be constructed as
pathology and so position participants as ‘abnoruadl, that is, by the process of
categorising individuals according to mental digosd For example, personality
pathologies such as conduct disorder, sociopatihyeffcan Psychiatric Association,
1994) or psychopathy (Hare, 1999) all refer todbmmission of violence as one of
several factors involved in these diagnoses. Suclorders also characterise
perpetrators as having little emotional connectmtheir violence.

Young men whose violence is judged as expressive lm positioned more
positively than perpetrators of instrumental via@lerbecause committing expressive
violence can be judged as not having control olieirtemotions. Therefore, they
cannot be blamed for what they do, that is, thexehest control’. Instead, they are
positioned as ‘abnormal’ and needing ‘treatmengradoxically, intervention to
control emotions often utilise cognitive-behavidureerapy strategies, which in turn

specifically rely on rationality for their efficacy

To complicate the picture further, rationality isftmdamental aspect of dominant
discourses around masculinity (Seidler, 1994). Jdieng men in this study perform
‘man’ by rational means. This comes across in ggednts’ talk in numerous ways,
for instance, they chose drugs and alcohol in irlato the type of violence they
envisaged perpetrating. Such choices provide annaltive way to conceptualise the
role that drugs and alcohol are thought to playaath violence. Dominant notions
of intoxication suggest a lack of rational contaold the effects are thought to cause
violence, yet, participants decided the specifigetyf intoxication they were after,
depending on the type of violence they plannedioRality equates to being in
control within dominant discourses of manlinesscdmtrast, emotionality is about

252



being out of control, often associated with beiaméle and thus ‘not-man’. Hence,
these young men resisted being positioned as nohdaontrol by emphasising
agency and rationality in their decisions aboutgdtaking. Much of objectivist
psychological theorising is unable to account fod &ence, adequately respond to

this use of rationality portrayed by participants.

Taking responsibility and not taking responsibility

Taking personal responsibility for one’s actionsas idea that is extensively
promoted as an important aspect of what is constluas having ‘good’ character
and living a moral, ethical life. Being responsildeextolled within most religions
and enshrined or inferred in many legislative aeglufatory practices. For example,
one requirement of registration for social workerdNew Zealand is that they be a
fit and proper’ person (Staniforth & Fouché, 2006hich suggests expectations of
accountability through a character trait of beindresponsible’ person. It is no
surprise then to find that responsibility is aruesghat frequently comes up within

the context of theorising about and applying inéations for youth violence.

| have argued that one outcome of dominant psydndbtheories of youth violence
is that the young men are not held responsibléhigr violence, whether it is general
or sexual, or expressive or instrumental violedde reason for this is that the cause
of the violence is believed to lie in the younggmers past environment or it is
attributed to present-day external events. An exarmpthis would be the position of
being a past victim of violence (such as Sean ek Riho contended with violent
fathers) or of being intoxicated (such as Kelly &ukntin who committed violence
whilst “stoned”). Since the young men cannot infloe the past or control the effect
of drugs, then it is possible to contend that tbagnot be held responsible for the

violence they commit.

However, it is possible to read the young men ia gtudy as actively taking up a
position of responsibility for their general viokn and as not wanting to blame
others. They do not transfer responsibility onteirthmates or family, external
circumstances or the use of substances. For exarRpt& made it very clear
(Chapter Five, p. 125) that he did not think hisifst was to blame for what he had
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done. Participants’ also emphasised that they ntlaglechoice to be violent, and
spoke of having control over their decisions. Withdlominant discourses of
traditional masculinity, to have such agency isallgt important in being manly.
Thus, these young men can be positioned as talkergppal responsibility for their
violence because they are making rational choindsage in control and in doing so,

become a ‘man’.

Understandings and meanings are contingent on diogalscontext (Foucault,
1969/1972). These young men also at times drew wypelhknown psychological
theories to explain their violence, with the efféleat this allowed them to avoid
responsibility for what they had done. This avomaoften seemed to arise within
specific contexts in which there was either som& ¢ the young man, such as in
the justice system where sentencing was determoredhere there may be some
advantage to him, for example, eliciting favouratvteatment or sympathy from an
authority figure, such as a parent or residenceageamn Within these contexts, the
benefit of avoiding responsibility can be read asaeighing the usual priority for
them, which was to perform ‘man’ correctly. Thefeliing contexts within which
these young men were variously located signifigarsthifts the meanings they
attribute to their violence and therefore offeredffedng subjectivities as they
navigated across different discourses.

While participants took up a position of being m@sgible for their general violence,
these young men did not take responsibility foirteexual violence. | have argued
in Chapter Seven that they achieved this by takipgthe ‘unknowing’ subject

position. At the same time, participants considehefapeutic intervention as a way
of providing the means to help them find out whgytthad been sexually violent.
This combination of an ‘unknowing’ position, togethwith a willingness to accept
intervention, can be read as providing participamih useful protection against
being confronted or challenged about their sexi@lernce and against being held

responsible.

For a young man who has been violent, taking resipdity is a concept that is
considered, particularly from within the specialeffender intervention field, as
involving more than simply the admission of guifiaking full responsibility also
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includes acknowledging the harm caused, demonsgratemorse, showing a
willingness to make amends, providing an apology giwing some indication that
the young man does not intend to do it again, f@meple, by developing relapse
prevention plans (Johnson, 2007). However, sudkstase problematic for young
men who have been sexually violent and who takéhepposition of ‘unknowing’
and who construct their sexual violence as irratiomhis is problematic because the
concept of responsibility suggests the applicatmh rational reasoning links
perpetrator and action, and action with effect.tiBigants’ enthusiastic talk of
wanting specialist intervention for their sexuablence therefore poses a dilemma.
Whilst their willingness for intervention suggesitey are also motivated to take full
responsibility for their sexual violence, at thengatime, the ‘unknowing’ position
prevents them from engaging in the rational proadssiking responsibility within
intervention programmes. In addition, since theknowing' position also prevents
them from being positioned as ‘deviant’ and ‘abnalfmtaking up the position of
therapeutic subject of intervention becomes diffickmtervention approaches could

be developed to take account of these various sibgsitions.

Responsibility for success of intervention

Young men can be positioned as not being resp@nsgdl their violence when
dominant explanations of youth violence suggesdtttia causes of their violence are
external, occurring outside their control. Howewehen it comes to intervention
informed by these same dominant explanations, yoneg are held responsible for
its success in specific ways. Such interventiongrammes tend to propose that
therapeutic subjectshangetheir thinking (which is viewed as faultylearn the
necessary skills to overcome their deficiencégptheir unacceptable behaviour and
control their unruly emotions (see for example, Hollin &wkells, 1996; Johnson,
2007). This constructs intervention as ‘treatmetitat thereby requires the
therapeutic subject position to be a compliant dhds only by following the
instructions provided by professionals that youngnmare able to successfully
complete the programme. If undertaking these talsles not lead to stopping the
violence, then it is the young man who is respdasibr this ‘failure’, since it is

thought that he has not fully complied with alltnustions. At times, such ‘failure’
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may lead to repeating the programme to enhanceniteg of the required tasks; the
effectiveness of such intervention programmes isnof/iewed as being temporary
and short-term (Marshall et al., 1998). Alterndifyea lack of success in stopping
violence after intervention may be considered withi traditional psychological
perspective, as being due to the young man hawingamental character flaws,
which in turn can result in him labelled with a ge&mality disorder diagnosis

(American Psychiatric Association, 1994).

Participants’ responses to intervention differedrkedly between their general
violence compared to their sexual violence. Intetnem for general violence was
deemed irrelevant and not needed by participariiss Was primarily because their
general violence functioned as a way to performnim@rrectly and as such was
considered an ordinary and necessary part of thairyday life. Therefore, these
young men did not take responsibility for interventdesigned to stop their violence
because this would end this means to be a ‘marcoitrast, participants positioned
themselves as not understanding their sexual el&or why they did it, they were
therefore relying on specific intervention expeti® assist them to understand it.
They constructed intervention for their sexual erale as them needing to be ‘fixed’
by experts because it was beyond their skill omesemprehension. Hence, they
cannot be held responsible for its success wheimtée/ention requires considerable

expertise.

The notion, within intervention programmes, tha&inig full responsibility for one’s
violence is essential to preventing future violeragpears to be particularly
problematic when applied to young men’s generalevice. As discussed earlier,
participants can be read as having taken respdihsifor their general violence
when they drew on dominant discourses of manlitesescribe the control they had
and the rational choices they made to be violeotv Iparticipants used the concept
of responsibility in relation to their general \@oke differs markedly, however, from
that same concept used in an intervention setkong.example, within intervention
approaches, taking full responsibility requiresramkledging the harm the violence
caused. In contrast, participants used the levélaoin they caused as a measure of
their success in being a ‘man’. They spoke of gyto inflict damage to their
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opponents in gang fights in boastful ways. The wiseks of the concept of taking
responsibility within intervention programmes isetéfore of questionable value
when taking into account the multiple discoursed giroduce differing meanings of
young men’s general violence. Some readings obrespility as the example above
shows may produce violence rather than reduce itifferent conceptualisation
around the construction of responsibility is reqdifor (re)thinking youth violence

and within interventions.

Talk and silence

The various subject positions taken up by the yoonam in this study were often
inconsistent with the positions made available wwithe dominant discourses around
abnormality and deviancy that are found in scierdtify based psychological
theories concerning youth violence. The young naéicetl about themselves as being
acceptable as men; as achieving manhood by beimapnitrol. They spoke more
about what they gained from their violence than twthay lost. The positions taken
up by the young men regarding their general videmeere different to their
positions regarding their sexual violence; theystes being positioned as ‘sick’ by
taking up an ‘unknowing’ position. In contrastthh@eneral and sexual violence are
often theorised in similar ways: as irrational, afitcontrol, and ‘abnormal’ and

‘disordered’.

There are differences between how these young aikedt about, experienced and
constructed their violence, and how a scientijcaiformed psychology constructs
youth violence. The positivist scientific paradigpnivileges knowledge that is
‘discovered’ by the application of the scientifieethod. Subjective knowledge and
experience, such as that described in the partitsptalk, is not legitimated as ‘fact’
within the objectivist paradigm until it isbservedscientifically, interpreted and
another construction offered. From this perspectiie young men are likely to be
positioned as being wrong, uninformed and not keogkable about their own

violence.

From a poststructural perspective, the young menread as providing different

‘truths’ to those proposed by dominant theoriesu€h theories are not accepted as
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the ‘truth’ by the young men, then these ideas amyl intervention based on them
are seen as irrelevant for them. Thus, interventiéormed by these notions can be
read as problematic for young men as it risks emlagon if they accept ‘treatment’
for behaviour that they construct as ‘unmanly’. eftative interventions therefore
require development that are relevant to young mienterstanding of their violence
and takes account of the impact of discourses arbegemonic masculinity.

Silences and sexualities

Although participants were talkative about theimgel violence and had little
hesitation in describing to me what they did, sitkerwas the main response |
received when | asked them about their sexual nggde Shame and embarrassment
were the primary explanations participants gavenimr wanting to talk about their

sexual offences.

Precisely because sexual violence involves a sexshponent, discussion
necessitates talking about sexual matters. Howelatailed and open discussion of
sex remains socially unacceptable. Various disesurs sex are used to keep the
topic out of reach of open dialogue and to kedpbbo, as it is both mystified and
demonised. At the same time, it is also used iredding to sell commodities and is
presented as tantalising. | have argued that thenstand embarrassment participants
spoke of may be as much associated with the difficaf talking about sex as it is
about the violence they committed. If sex was acttipat was constructed in such a
way that enabled it to be talked about more opamig not as pornography, then
talking about sexual violence might be more likely.

Within dominant discourses of manliness, the baslycanstructed as a machine
controlled by men’s rational mind (Connell, 2008%t, sex and sexual violence
engage the body in a way that often defies a ralistnmind-body split (Allen,
2002). For example, sexual arousal and orgasm erngagnind intimately in bodily
experience, but such unavoidable bodily experianeg, nevertheless, be brought
into conflict with rational control. It is possibléhat the silences, shame and
embarrassment of participants result from the tfaat sexual violence can be read as
involving a lack of rational autonomy and controldathus, not being masculine.
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Hence, the silences of participants may have ned®twith experiencing the shame
of being positioned as ‘unmanly’; that is, the laafkrationality than the shame of

harming another.

Interventions

In this thesis, | not only explored participantsiderstandings of and ideas about
being violent but also the interventions they eigrered and what they considered
useful. Unexpectedly, few participants spoke ofnbeinvolved in therapeutic
intervention inside the secure facilities. Thoseovdd, described attending a group
programme compulsory for all inmates within a mattr facility. None talked of
having individual one-to-one intervention. Muchtbé discussion about intervention
with participants concerned experiences they haat po the current offences for
which they were incarcerated. Despite some padaitg) desire for therapeutic
assistance for their sex offending, having to waityear before a specialist
intervention programme was available to them wasustration. From a critical
psychological perspective, the lack of therapeutiervention is surprising, given the
extent to which the ‘psy’ complex (re)produces theminant discourses that
construct youth violence as ‘abnormal’ and its daamnice over the practices of such

social institutions (Rose, n.d.).

The dominant psychological theories used to expjauth violence appear to be
somewhat disconnected to what actually happendaese young men in the secure
facilities. For example, as discussed in Chaptex, She Toughest Inmate

Competitionused techniques of motivation to urge inmatesushghe limits of their

bodies in completing a series of activities desigttedemonstrate physical strength
and endurance. It is difficult to envisage how thisuld contribute towards stopping
young men from being violent in the future. Thigpaymasculine competition that
used abusive verbal encouragement, such as sweamthgputdowns (re)produces
violence as a means to achieve manhood. Thereémedut consideration is required
in relation to institutional practices to avoid popting such performances of

violence.
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Participants talked of attending intervention pesgmes, such as anger
management, that is used for a theorised lack misal control, or EQUIP, which
focused on the development of prosocial skills. ey, the extent to which these
programmes were effective at stopping these youreg lmeing violent may be
guestioned when considered from the discursiveyaizal present here. Sean made
this explicit when he continued to be involved ights with other inmates, despite
claiming that intervention helped with his angerg(p. 181). It is notable that Sean
had not viewed anger as being a problem relatdusteiolence. This suggests that
intervention programmes are administered enmasgmtgs of offenders regardless
of whether the issue being targeted, such as daftemger or a lack of social skills,
is relevant to them or their violence. Therefolee tndividual, therapeutic subject
disappears during the practical application ofrigation in which all young men
who have been violent are thought to benefit frosmgame intervention. Alternative
intervention approaches could be designed to bettgch individual young men’s

understandings of their own violence.

The institution as intervention

All the participants in this study positioned theives as positively as they could in
comparison to other inmates. Such positioning neydad as an effect of dominant
discourses of traditional masculinity. It has beegued that friendships between
men are constituted by a wariness or vigilancehef tierarchical aspects of the
gender order, in which case friends are construageddversaries (Phillips, 1986).
The inmate hierarchy produced by the competitiveemymasculine environment of
the secure facilities results in a disciplinaryqass whereby violence and the threat
of violence amongst inmates acts as a techniqudiszipline (1975/1977), with
sanctions against inmates being meted out by ottmeates (Jewkes, 2005). This
hierarchy was made evident in this study when gpehts described such
disciplinary practices and accepted them as beewgssary to maintain order and

establishing their own location in the pecking orde

There are some likely benefits to the institutiooni these inmate disciplinary
processes. Firstly, fewer resources are requir@daiatain the system. Secondly, the

processes assist in the socially constructed viet prison environments act as a

260



deterrent to others. Any tolerance for violencehmitsecure facilities (re)produces
violence as part of the broader institutional pcas of regulation and control. For
example, despite the potential that inmate fightiag attract additional charges for
them, participants were not always charged. Drewkespof believing that one

decision not to charge him was made because hisiathe fight (see p. 114).

Within secure facilities, institutional practicesf aegulation use offender
management systems that employ behaviourist ptegip their routines and reward
and punishment systems (Domjan, 2006). Such systecus on the provision or
removal of privileges in an inmate’s daily regimsshtschedule after an assessment
of their specific behaviours each day. These metloddnanaging offenders appear
to operate as an intervention designed to chanavimurs and so are presumed to
‘rehabilitate’. Facilitation of non-violence as haice for young men would seem to
be a more complex issue than any simplistic rewvaard punishment milieu can
accommodate. Whilst behaviourist reward and punestinsystems are designed to
modify individual behaviour, they cannot effectiyetleal with the institutional
practices to which these young men are respondingh as an inmate hierarchy

based on competition and violence.

The management of offenders cannot act as a sutbedhar interventions designed to

stop future violence since each have different aams approaches. Management of
offenders involves the control of a population ffenders wherein security issues
are paramount. Intervention, on the other hanaorsstructed as revolving around

individual change that goes beyond daily behaviaod focuses on reducing the

likelihood of re-offending.

As | have read from participants’ descriptions, biyper-masculine environment of
secure facilities is produced through several meiactuding the extensive level of
fighting inside (not prevented by the offender ngeraent systems) and such
institutional activities as emphasising physicabvpess that in turn emphasises
competition among inmates. The encouragement aoVies that not only test

strength but also pit individuals against each otheuld seem to be at odds with the
purposes, first, of incarceration (with its implices of rehabilitation), and second,

of intervention (with its inherent expectations pfeventing future violence).
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Therefore, the institutional context can be reat ordy as (re)producing violence,
but (re)producing violence as a way to perform ‘hwmrectly through an emphasis

on control over the physical and combative inmateanchy.

Violence: A focus of intervention?

If one purpose of incarceration is to address diifegy then there is a commonsense
expectation that intervention informed by mainstmiepsychology would directly
explore the offending events. None of the therapeimterventions participants
experienced involved an exploration of their vidlaat. They did not talk about their
violence. They did not explain why they were vidlemhey did not share their
understandings of what they did. This absencefstlerof offence-focused
intervention is unexpected given that interveni®igenerally expected to target the

prevention of future violence.

However, there may a way to explain this silencidgoidance of examining what
the young men did also avoids having to engage thi¢ghapparent rationality to
perform violence. One criticism of mainstream p®johgy, from a critical
psychological perspective, is that the disciplinastructs substantial areas of human
behaviour as pathology and contributes to the ptolu of dominant discourses
around ‘abnormality’ (Laws, 2001; Rose, 1985). Withhese discourses youth
violence becomes constructed as ‘abnormal’, or iatgv behaviour, and as a

consequence rationality cannot be attended to.

The silencing of violence within intervention desegl to prevent future violence
implicates the workers involved. Research targetdlis area may offer suggestions

for future training of professionals.

Unfortunately, when intervention ignores addresdingse young men’s violence
directly, there are no discursive opportunities f@mung men to develop new
understandings about their actions, nor to explat®rnative discourses or
subjectivities. Participants in this study were ablte to make a connection between
indirect interventions and their violence. For eyx#éan Wade did not see how
learning to socialise was relevant to addressisgsbkual violence (see p. 181). If

violence is not talked about and named, then notence cannot be constructed as
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an accessible choice for these young men. If vadas talked about, then alternative
discursive positions can be constructed, but tinéit happens the possibility is non-

existent. Therefore, interventions must be desigoeshable this to occur.

Intervention and general violence

A dilemma exists for designing intervention apploegthat will adequately address
young men’s general violence. Therapeutic inteeanfor their general violence

was meaningless to participants. They were unabtenstruct their general violence
as pathology; rather it was constructed as an itapbmeans to become manly. This
raises questions about the aims of general violerteevention programmes. A key

question is: whether non-violence is a realistialgo

Youth violence is constructed differently accordiogdifferent discursive contexts.
By changing the discursive context within which thelent actions of young men
occur, the meaning of their violence shifts. Foaraple, sport is regarded as a
legitimate context where men can be violent to othen and not result in criminal
arrests. It is, instead, governed by the agreeesraf the sport. Another example
where violence is acceptable is within military tetis, where rules of war designate
enemies and specific action is authorised accolgii@pth of these examples can
discursively position men according to dominantioreg of manliness: they are
positioned as demonstrating sporting prowess atamjlhonour. Non-violence may
not be a realistic goal for intervention, a provoeaalternative may be to open up
other, different possibilities in which young merperformances of violence are

constructed as activities that are legitimised wwigociety.

The value of talking

Participants made it clear to me that while talkings important for them,
counselling was not. They highlighted the benetiitsy gained from talking with
their family and friends as well as with other intesawho were supportive. The
ability to talk on numerous topics with others wesceived to be a key component
to having good relationships. Taking the advicdrieinds or other inmates was also
thought to be helpful. However, counselling waswad unfavourably by most

participants. They spoke of it as being unnecessaryelation to their general
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violence and described the idea that anyone wanjtyer find it helpful talking to a
stranger as an odd one and such talk could pollgrite viewed as boasting about
what they had done. Yet most of the participarasest they found talking to me (a
stranger) as acceptable to them. Some descrilasdsitisfying, even suggesting that
talking about what they had done in a similar wagt we had during the interview,

would be a useful intervention strategy.

In my analysis, the act of talking about their gahgiolence with a stranger was not
the problematic issue; rather, it was the discersiontext of counselling. For these
young men a requirement to attend counselling jposithem as therapeutic subjects
— that is, as ‘disordered’ — who must be ‘fixed’ &g expert so they will not be
violent again. As we are constituted by, and ctaumstiourselves through language,
talking is an integral part of being human and péthe subjection process. Foucault
(Foucault, 1975/1977) emphasised the impact tHasgeveillance has: we manage
our conduct to ensure we are accepted and becorappaopriate subject. For these
young men, agreeing to undertake counselling waellt in their being active
partners in a process of creating their own sulvégtas therapeutic subjects. An
ever present concern of these young men was begesnman. Hence, subject
positions offered within the discursive contextluérapy that speak of ‘disorder’ are
emasculating. The therapeutic subject positiomisigtenable one for these young

men.

Intervention and sexual violence

Unlike general violence, sexual violence can bel res being a suitable target for
therapeutic intervention by the participants insttstudy. Sexual violence is
constructed as ‘deviant’ and offenders are pathséay Dominant discourses
exclude the possibility of a rational man being usdly violent. In this regard,

positivist psychology and dominant discourses adlittonal masculinity agree. The
‘unknowing’ position that participants took up ielation to their sexual violence
allowed participants to resist being positioned‘deviant’ and at the same time
enabled them to construct their willingness foemeéntion as a rational search for
understanding. The participants who were due tendtta specialist sex offender

programme (Sean and Wade) wanted intervention. Ex@lained that this would

264



help them understand why they were sexually violmd that this understanding
would therefore stop them doing it again. Theywatyi took up the therapeutic

subject position made available to them.

In turn, the ‘unknowing’ position taken up by paipiants made intervention by
experts essential for them to ensure they wereseatially violent again, since
(rationally) they cannot ‘know’ how to stop if thelp not ‘know’ how or why they
were sexually violent. Experts are required becabsg represent someone who
‘knows’ about sexual violence, who can explairaitd who can therefore ‘fix’ them.
Creating expertise has the effect of also creamd)maintaining the silence of those
who are not experts. Intervention was desired btigi@ants; it provided the means
to understand, but also enabled them to maintair gilence around their sexual
violence. A rationalist approach, however, canrmeteal the ‘unknowing’ position
described in this thesis and consequently mainthiessilence about the embodied

sexual experience involved.

The reluctance and silences of the participantBigwresearch were similar responses
to those | had found in my professional practicevofking with young men in a
mandatory sex offender ‘treatment’ programme (skapter One). Yet, within such
programmes, offenders do develop a willingnessalta One possible reading of this
willingness relates to the young men being postitbras therapeutic subjects.
Intervention is a context within which not only akeere expectations that they will
talk about what they did and why, but also the mflehe therapist is to facilitate
such talk (Johnson, 2007; Salter, 2003). Thosecgaants in this study who were to
attend the sex offender ‘treatment’ programme wthely turned 18 years old were
aware of such expectations. They knew that theyldvbe expected to talk in detail
about what they had done and accepted this asopdte intervention context.
However, within a research context such an expeataloes not exist. Participants
in this study were instead positioned as co-produceknowledge who were free to
contribute as they wished and for those in thig\stthis meant they chose to reveal
very little detail about their sexual violence. dloing so, maintained a position

congruent with an ‘unknowing’ subject.
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Sexual violence is constructed differently withinffetent discourses, thereby
producing differences in the desire for intervemty perpetrators. In other contexts,
war campaigns, for example, the rape of women i$ welerstood (Denov, 2006).

Sexual violence can be used either as a rewarddidiiers, as a specific tactic to
demoralise the enemy or as an attempt at ethremsleg through affecting the gene
pool of the enemy. In such a discursive contexdrehs no need for intervention as
there is no quest for understanding, the actioasble to be justified. Therefore, it is
possible that sexual violence can be a rationalntedbat is understood by

perpetrators. This differs markedly from the papaats in this study, none of whom
could speak of any rational reason for their sexi@énce, hence their ‘unknowing’

position.

If intervention approaches are to be differentyfloung men who have been sexually
violent, it will be necessary to find a way to waskth their ‘unknowing’ position,

which negates the possibility of them engaging wlhikir sexual violence. The act of
sexual violence needs to be considered in reldtoits discursive context so that

alternative discourses become accessible.

Possibilities for youth violence intervention

Young men who have been violent are positioneth@speutic subjects in dominant
discourses around youth violence. They become knasna ‘client’ within
discourses around intervention. Science-informegipslogical therapeutic models
are generally individualistic whereby the theramagages with a voluntary client
who is, in turn, theorised as being actively engagied motivated to improve their
current situation, albeit in complex ways (Hubhiale, 1999). Within this discursive
context, the idea that a person must want to changeder for change to occur is a
common notion. Therefore, undertaking interventatihh young men who have been
violent and who are positioned as requiring mangatoeatment’ because they are
‘disordered’ has long been recognised as a sodrtension in intervention settings
(Salter, 1988). As the participants of this stutbady indicated, they were averse to
intervention for their general violence, and whitsiring intervention for their
sexual violence, their ‘unknowing’ position provil@an additional challenge. It is

therefore a complex task to effectively work witbth a ‘client’ who is also a
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mandated ‘violent offender’, since the later canrbad as contradicting the basic

premises of how to provide intervention to a presdmoluntary ‘client’.

Despite being positioned as a therapeutic subjgming men who have been
incarcerated for criminal violence do not have H@mme opportunities as other
‘clients’. Some groups of ‘clients’ have developsitiong political movements to
address their needs better. For example, sexuallassurvivors (Bass & Dauvis,
1988) and mental health service users (Colemary)2@dve been able to influence
the discourses around intervention to some ext@stllting in improvements in
services and increased community awareness; deghlpitecontributions not always
being accepted by positivist psychology. Young embloffenders however, cannot
name the type of services they require, nor cay pihevide feedback on whether an
intervention was appropriate or useful for themstdad, evaluation of offender
intervention programmes is conducted within a pastt research paradigm,
generally using recidivism rates of re-offendingmeasure the effectiveness of the
intervention (Martinson, 1974). The developmeningérvention for young men who
have been violent is therefore constructed on #sshof expert opinion rather than
on any expressed needs of the ‘client’ as the dise context of mandatory
‘treatment’ silences young offenders. A provocatlternative would be to evaluate

programmes with input from young offenders.

In relation to possible intervention approachesilipt (2001, 2006) discusses how
nurses, psychologists and other professionalsrapfidated in the reproduction of
discourses of masculinity, therefore Phillips coeld that violence is enabled. She
(2006) offers the following suggestion for professils to take up “deconstructing
dominant gender norms with our clients ... assisthgnts in becoming critical
thinkers, ... to question the consequences and Weméfi.. practices of masculinity
., encouraging clients and multidisciplinary caljgies to challenge, vocally and
visibly, the pervasive cultural representations af restrictive and governing
‘normative’ masculinity” (p. 421). Whilst criticalesistance to dominant discourses
around hegemonic masculinity can be considered@atraim for intervention, there
are difficulties in precisely how to go about tHisis not possible for professionals to
stand outside the dominant discourses as if a iseeHdive self exists. One approach
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to employing discursive resources to resist dontiiscourses is offered by Laws
(2001), who suggests professional practice be @wty drawing on alternative,

even contradictory discourses in order to offegrathtive subject positions to youth.

Regardless of the specific model of or approadhtervention employed, some type
of change of the individual is generally put fordias the ultimate goal; that is, a
change in behaviour, thinking, emotions, attitudesidapting to circumstances. For
dominant psychological approaches, this is basedhenconcept of the unitary
conscious, rational subject (Henriqgues et al., 19&bwever, such a goal is
problematic from a poststructural perspective ihatead holds a person to be a
complex being made up of multiple subjectivitieattls constantly being constituted
and reconstituted through discourses. Thereforentédrvention is about seeking
change, the question becomes: what particular sulgesition(s) and in which
discourse(s) should the focus be to make altemainsitions accessible whereby
violence is not involved? As already shown, thetip@ants in this study are
positioned in numerous ways, many of which are lated to the production of
violence. From a poststructural framework, thergtsgies that aim to facilitate non-
violence would need to consider the multiple dissesa involved and the various
subject positions available and accessible. Workiith young men’s explanations
and understandings of their violence using an aggronformed by poststructural
discourse analysis may be one way to hear théiritahll its complexity and so

provide another reading of it.

For intervention approaches to be effective insdisgj young men to choose a non-
violent future, consideration of how they view inention is necessary. Young men
in this study appeared to only engage with intetieanf it was seen to be relevant to
them and if it did not position them as unmanlye @ontent of the participants’ talk
strongly suggested a lack of engagement with ietgion and they constructed
intervention as not working for them. In their owords, they pointed to the issues

that need further consideration.

A key question for intervention posed by the disowe positioning taken up by these
participants is, how can intervention make nonemgke an accessible choice for

young men, while still acknowledging and enablihgm to take up a position as a
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‘real man’? To achieve this, intervention approactveuld need to consider how to
account for multiple subjectivities, question tlmrdnant masculinity discourses that
constructs violence as a legitimate performancbeaoming a ‘man’, assist young
men to resist the discourses and practices ofniel@nd make alternative discursive
positions available so that non-violence can becanlegitimate and achievable
choice for young men. These points highlight theéepbalities of a discursive

approach to intervention that science-based apbesaare unable to attain.

(Re)thinking Youth Violence

Employing a poststructural discursive analysis loé participants’ talk within a
framework of critical psychology has enabled mgrethink youth violence. The
analysis | offer here has highlighted the limitagaf, and questioned the relevance
of positivist psychological theorising of youth ieace and the subsequent
interventions. In addition, by identifying the pasiveness that dominant discourses
of traditional masculinity have in youth violence has drawn attention to the
significance that normative notions of manlinesgehan the construction of youth

violence and the production of young men’s suby#as.

A positivist, scientifically-based psychology cabhraccount for the complexity
demonstrated in this thesis. Dominant psycholodicabries used to explain youth
violence enable these young men to avoid respditgilior their violence by
constructing the cause of violence as being exitéonthem and as needing experts
to ‘fix’ them. Intervention approaches become irefive when they offer these
young men positions of ‘abnormality’ and when thase unable to offer non-

violence as an accessible and acceptable choibewnitasculine discourses.

A psychology based on modernist assumptions hds Iiterest in, and cannot
contend with contextual issues, whether socio-galit historical or even contexts of
gender. The broad literature from critical psyclggithas made this point clear (see
for example, Fox & Prilleltensky, 1997; Prilleltdtys& Nelson, 2002). The extent to
which the ‘psy’ complex dominates the field of yloutiolence acts to legitimate
positivist psychological claims to authority (Rose].) over what can and cannot be

said about these young men and how research shmdded.
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This study has raised numerous contextual issuesam to youth violence by
identifying the effects of discourses and the sttbjgositions that are produced.
Normative psychological approaches may intend bimgytbut different discourses
change their meaning; what can be said and dom@endiscourse, for example, a
discourse of ‘abnormality’, cannot be said or donanother, as it produces another
meaning. A positivist paradigm cannot incorporatehs shifting meanings. This
study suggests that these participants regardsoeghird interventions differently in

accord with the discursive positioning being oftete them.

The ideas | have put forward in this thesis carb@simply taken up and used by
mainstream psychology as an adjunct to its posttigcience. There would be
insurmountable difficulties in attempting to empldgas developed in one paradigm
for use by another. For example, a positivist aggion that only one stable ‘truth’
exists would render accounts from young men aldweit violence that differ within
different discourses as invalid. They may be poséd as liars or mistaken, rather

than viewed as expressing different subjectivities.

(Re)thinking youth violence requires taking accoohtthe significant impact that
dominant notions of manliness has on young men'stcoctions of their violence,
as well as the subject positions made available tardsubsequent subjectivities.
Within these pervasive discourses of manhood, nad@desquates to being manly. One
of the conclusions | have reached from this rese@ahat the only way intervention
can hold any promise for stopping youth violencéyslooking at ways that non-
violence can become a legitimate and accessibleeefor young men who are
trying to get the subject position of ‘man’ righdnfortunately, the analysis in this
study has shown that intervention and the therapsubject position are constructed

as not-masculine, making intervention unappealargydbung men.

Alternative discourses around being a ‘man’ ar@rahe importance so that young
men can still ‘get it right as a man’ without crimal violence. Connell (1995) argues
that multiple masculinities exist. The masculinendgr order is combative and
hierarchical and institutional practices (re)proelticis hierarchy. These practices, in

turn, cannot be isolated from the wider social erhtHence, alternatives to criminal
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violence and alternative masculinities cannot bensmered independent of

discourses in which becoming-a-man is constructed.

This thesis suggests there is value in finding way®-think youth violence theories
and intervention approaches; ways that go beyoadithitations that mainstream
psychology offers and thus, beyond the strictufgsositivist science. Embracing the
complexities around multiple subjectivities, and tontextual issues revealed by the
discourses involved, means accepting and explgamgdox and contradictions. This
study has shown that without attending to the wayswhich violence and
intervention interact with personal projects of &g a ‘man’, efforts to reduce
youth violence will likely be ineffectual.
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Appendix A. University Human Ethics Committee approval
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23 January 2002

Ms Shirley Robersen
79 Balfour Strest
Mornington
WELLINGTON

Dear Ms Roberson

Thank you for your revised application for human ethics approval which was received on 20
November 2001, Your application has been considered by the Human Ethics Committee, after
receiving a further report on supervisory arrangements. Or Jenny Neale, who as Deputy Dean
of Humanities and Social Sciences convenes the Faculty Research Committee which approves
supervisory arrangements for research projects in Humanities and Social Sciences, met with Dr
Lise Bird, Dr Jan Jordan and me cn 28 November 2001 to consider the appointment of a
clinical supervisor acceptable to the University and to CYFS. | am pleased to report that Mr
Nick Findley, Practice Manager at the Kingslea Residential Facility in Christchurch, has
accepted the Unlversity's invitation to act in this role.

On the basls of the revisions made to the initial application and the establishment of
safisfactory supervisory arrangements, the Human Ethics Committee has approved your
application. Approval is given for the period 23 January 2002 to 31 March 2003.

This has been an uncommonly drawn out process but the committee is delighted that it has
reached a positive conclusion.

With best wishes for your research.

b el
S /GGraema Kennady
\ - Convener, Human Ethics Committee

cc: Lise Bird
Jan Jordan
Penny Hawkins, CYPS
Nick Findley
Jenny Neale

OFFICE OF THE VICE-CHANCELLOR
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28 February 2002

Shirley Roberson you
79 Balfour St famd,1
Mornington amuly
WELLINGTON

Dear Shirley

RE: Adolescent talk on Adolescent Violence

Thank you for providing the Research Access Committee with the ethical approval from
Victoria University for your research proposal. | am please to confirm that the RAC have
now given final approval for your research.

The following sets out the terms by which the Child Youth and Family agrees to your access
to information held by it.

Access to our information

Access to our files is contingent on your signing the attached Deed of Confidentiality as an
acceptance of the way in which information held by the Agency will be used by you. it also
reflects the seriousness of any breach of the information privacy principles contained within
the Privacy Act 1993.

Draft

You will send to the Convenor of the Child Youth and Family Research Access Commitiee at
National Office Wellington the penultimate draft of your report to ensure that legal, ethical
and matters-of-fact are adeguately addressed.

Liaison with the department

Your contact person within the Department is the secretary of the Research Access
Committee, Sina Solia (extension: 44) and or the Convenor, Penny Hawkins
(extension: }&({)30). RS P

We wish yotj' well in"completing your research and look forward to receiving your final report.

Yours sincerely

Sina Solia
Secretary
Research Access Committee

National Office

tevel 5. Bowen State Building

Sowen St PO Box 2622

Wellirgton, N/

Phone: 04 918 9100
Department of Child, Youth and Famly Services - Te Tari Awhing i te Tamaiti, te Rangatahi, tae atu ki te Whianau v Phone: 0508 family

or 0508 326 459
Fax: 04 918 9299
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Appendix C. Department of Corrections research appoval

Policy
I)evciopmenl
Mayfair House
DEPARTMENT 4452 The Terrace
OF CORRECTIONS Privale Box 1206

Wellington, New Zealand
Tel 64-4-499 5620, Fax 64-3-16( 3214

9 September 2002

REI 3/3

Shirley Roberson
79 Balfour Street
Mornington
WELLINGTON

Dear Shirley

Research Approval

1 am pleased to be able to inform you that your PhD topic ‘'Young People’s Talk About
Their Violence’ has been given approval provided you agree to and sign the attached
Thesis Research Agreement.

| enclose two signed copies of the Thesis Research Agreement. Would you please sign
both copies and return one copy to Clare Dominick, Policy Development.

I wish you all the best for your research.
Yours sincerely
: Jared Mullen

General Manager
Policy Development

encl Two copies research agreement

Reducing Re-affending
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Appendix D. Invitation to participate

VICTORIA UNIVERSITY OF WELLINGTON
To Whare Wananygn o fo Upokuc te Ttn 9 Maui

T

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE
IN A RESEARCH STUDY CALLED

‘YOUNG PEOPLE'S TALK ABOUT THEIR VIOLENCE’

THIS INVITATION IS:
T0:
Young people who:
% are between 13 and 18 years vld.
% have dome something that has been called vielent.
FROM:

Shirley Roberson, who is a PhD student at Victoria
University of Wellington.

INVITES YOUu 710:
Talk with Shirley about your experiences, ideas and understanding of
what you did.

WHAT HAPPENS NEXT!

* If you would like to know niore, your name will be given to
Shirley and you can meet her. She will tell you more about the
study.

Y Once you have heard ali about the study from Shirley you can
take some time to decide if you want to take part.

IF You WANT TO MEEY SHIRLEY:

& The date is:
Yo The time is:
Yr You ean eontact Shirley on: 021 157 6091
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Appendix F. Interview topics

INTERVIEW TOPICS

‘YOUNG PEOPLE'S TALK ABOUT THEIR
VIOLENCE’

There are six topics I'd like to talk with you about,

Vou can start wherever you like.

Vou don’t have to talk about some things if you don’t want to.
Von can stop the interview any time you want.

LR

1. YOUR IDEAS ABOUT THE WORD VIOLENCE.

2. A DESCRIPTION OF WHAT You bID.

What it was like for you at the time.
How yon imagine others would describe what you did.

b

3. YOUR IDEAS ON THE EFFECTS OF WHAT Yyou bib.

On you and your relationships.
On others.

7t

4. YOUR IDEAS ON WHY you DI WHAT Yyou bDIb.
r How pou suppose others might explain why yon did it

5. ANY HELP VOU HAVE RECEWED.

What's been useful, and what hasn't.
Vour view of why others have tried to help yon.

3t

WHAT IT'S LIKE FOR YOU TO TALK ABOUT WHAT VOU DID.

Why you might want to talk,
What's difficult, and what helps.
Vour views on talking in a group.

3 &

N

ANVTHING ELSE You WANT 10 SAY.
THANK YOU FOR TAKING PART IN THIS STUDY
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Appendix G. Consent form

VICTORIAUNIVERSITY OF WELLINCTON
T Whure Wanunyi o fo Upoke o te ke o Maui

APS

CONSENT FORM
70 PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY CALLED

‘YOUNG PEOPLE’'S TALK ABOUT THEIR VIOLENCE’

% This research study has been explained to me and ! understand what it is
about.

% | know ! dow’t have to be involved.

Yt | am happy with the answers given to all my duestions.

¥ | understand that if | provide information that suggests either myself or others
may not be safe or give details of unreported serious crimes, the researcher
will tell a staff member this information, but only this information.

¥t | undetstand that talking about what | did might be uncomfortable for me. If
1 need some help, | know 1 can tell Shirley and | can talk to staff about it.

7 | know | can stop the interdiew at any time.

% I agree to take part in this research study as it has been explained to we.

Name of participant:

Signed: Date:

Contact phone number:

Current Address: Address for Brief Report:
(If your address is different iu 12 menths)

O I would like to be sent an andie and brief written report of the results of this
study when it is completed to the above address. (This will be about 12 months
after the interviews).

FOR THE CUSTODIAN OF PARTICIPANTS UNDER 16 VEARS OLD

% | consent to ,
who is in my castody to participate in this study.
Name of custodian:

Signed: Date:
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Appendix H. Transcriber confidentiality agreement

TRANSCRIBER’'S CONFIDENTIALITY
AGREEMENT

IN A RESEARCH STUDY CALLED
‘YOUNG PEOPLE'S TALK ABOUT THEIR VIOLENCE’

! agree to keep all information that | hear and see
as « result of my work as a transcriber confidential.

Nanze:

Signature:

Date:
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