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Abstract

Despite a rapid expansion in research on Sport for Development (SfD), there remain numerous untapped veins of explo-
ration. This article makes a novel argument for increasing the theoretical and substantive depth of SfD research by linking
it to the relatively small, yet developing, body of literature on sport and incarceration. Drawing from the emergent field
of carceral geography and the literature on prison sport, this article provides critical theoretical considerations for SfD
programs that occur in ‘compact’ sites of confinement, such as prisons or refugee camps, or are enmeshed in ‘diffuse’
manifestations of carcerality. Given the structures of inequality that have led to the confinement of more than 13 million
people in prisons, refugee camps, and migrant detention centres across the globe, as well as the multitude of ways that
groups and individuals are criminalized and stigmatized in community settings, there are compelling reasons for SfD re-
search to more deeply engage with concerns of space and carcerality as they relate to sport. As such, this article provides
an important foundation for future analyses of SfD and carcerality, and signposts some potential ways forward for a deep-
ening of theoretical perspectives in SfD research.
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1. Introduction

Despite a rapid expansion in research on Sport for
Development (SfD), there remain numerous untapped
veins of exploration for scholars. One area that has, thus
far, been largely neglected in the SfD literature, is sport
and other diverse forms of physical culture (hereafter col-
lectively referred to as ‘sport’), as well as other forms of
recreation and leisure, in prisons and other sites of incar-
ceration. This article makes a novel argument for increas-
ing the theoretical and substantive depth of SfD research
by linking it to the relatively small, yet developing, body
of literature on sport, leisure, and incarceration. In doing
so, it brings the SfD literature into dialogue with critical
theoretical developments in criminology and human ge-

ography, specifically the emergent field of carceral geog-
raphy, and advocates for a deeper consideration of space
and carcerality within SfD research.

There are compelling reasons to consider and de-
velop connections between these bodies of literature.
There are over 10.7 million people held in prison or
pre-trial detention around the globe (Walmsley, 2018),
as well as an additional 2.6 million refugees living in
camps (UNHCR, 2018) and an uncertain number of mi-
grants forcibly confined in over 2,200 detention camps
in 100 countries (Global Detention Project, 2019). While
there is considerable variation of conditions within and
between these types of confinement, these carceral
spaces share many characteristics—including the promi-
nent social role of sport, and in some instances SfD inter-
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ventions, in the daily lives of many people living therein.
Further, and critical for the theoretical analysis of SfD
and incarceration, carceral geographers have recognized
how the spatial characteristics and embodied effects of
incarceration are manifested in a myriad of ‘diffuse’ ways
beyond these physical sites (Moran, Turner, & Schliehe,
2018). As this article details, there are numerous ways
in which these theoretical developments contribute to a
more critical analysis of some SfD interventions.

As such, this article develops some initial theoreti-
cal connections between the literatures on SfD, prison
sport, and carceral geography. The article is theoretical
in its orientation, drawing from existing literature to per-
form its analysis. However, much of the work on carceral
space and sport that is discussed in this article is derived
from the author’s broad, ongoing investigations into the
social meanings and organization of sport in Canadian
prisons and youth custody centres. The article begins by
sketching some initial points of connection between re-
search on SfD and prison sport, before introducing the-
oretical perspectives from carceral geography that pro-
vide insights into sport and carcerality. The bulk of the
article is devoted to a deep theoretical consideration of
critical considerations for SfD research through the lens
of compact and diffuse models of carcerality. These ana-
lyses provide novel insights, raise critical questions, and
signpost ways forward for a deepening of theoretical per-
spectives in SfD research.

2. SfD and Prison Sport Research: Initial Points
of Connection

SfD, despite its similarities to historical ‘sport-for-good’
efforts, is a relatively recent phenomenon that focuses
on leveraging sport to achieve a wide array of social, ed-
ucational and health outcomes (Darnell, 2012; Darnell,
Field, & Kidd, 2019). SfD interventions are typically imple-
mented in Global South countries with funding and ide-
ological support from governmental, nongovernmental
and corporate donors based in the Global North (Darnell,
2012); however, the logic of SfD is increasingly being ap-
plied to programs targeting supposedly ‘vulnerable’ or
‘at-risk’ groups in Global North countries (e.g., Hayhurst
& Giles, 2013; Nols, Haudenhuyse, & Theeboom, 2017;
Scherer, Koch, & Holt, 2016). Scholarship on SfD has pro-
liferated in the past two decades (Schulenkorf, Sherry, &
Rowe, 2016). While a recent overview of SfD research
(Darnell, Chawansky, Marchesseault, Holmes, & Hayhurst,
2018) notes a paucity of critical theoretical perspectives
among most SfD scholarship, researchers have developed
critical analyses of SfD using diverse approaches, such as
political economy (Darnell, 2012), postcolonial feminism
(Hayhurst, 2016), critical race theory (Forde, 2015), and
the Capabilities Approach (Dao & Smith, 2019; Darnell
& Dao, 2017), among others. Less common, but signifi-
cant, are analyses of SfD spaces (e.g., Forde, Waldman,
Hayhurst, & Frisby, 2017; Oxford & Spaaij, 2017), which
will be discussed in greater detail in a later section.

At first glance, there may seem to be little to link SfD
with sport and physical recreation in prisons. Unlike SfD,
prison sport is not institutionalized—rather, its form and
availability will vary widely depending on the jurisdiction,
the type and security level of confinement, and the pris-
oner subculture in specific institutions (Norman, 2018a).
Further, although some youth custody institutions pro-
vide sport initiatives that are, like much SfD program-
ming, explicitly linked with specific social or pedagogical
outcomes (Meek, 2014; Meek & Lewis, 2014; Norman,
Ricciardelli, & Sonoda, 2020), in adult institutions activ-
ities are often detached from such intentions and are
viewed by staff a way for prisoners to expend aggression
and thus be more docile (Martos-Garcia, Devis-Devis, &
Sparkes, 2009; Norman, 2017). Indeed, there is scant ref-
erence to prison sport in the SfD literature. The most
explicit connection between the two was provided in
a study by Gallant, Sherry, and Nicholson (2015), who
framed the outcomes and management of sport partici-
pation by prisoners—such as improved health, skill devel-
opment that could contribute to desistance, and partner-
ship between prisons and external sport organizations—
as SfD. Although the authors did not deeply develop this
connection or situate their study in the SfD literature,
their explicit linking of prison sport and SfD nonethe-
less provides a valuable entrée to bridging these areas
of study.

Whereas SfD is a burgeoning realm of research
(Schulenkorf et al., 2016), socio-cultural research on
sport in prisons remains relatively limited. Among
the major sociological themes in the existing litera-
ture are the contributions of sport to: constructions
of hegemonic masculinity in male prisons (Andrews
& Andrews, 2003; Sabo, 2001), the control and man-
agement of prison populations (Martos-Garcia et al.,
2009; Norman, 2017) and prisoners’ micro-resistances
to these regimes of social control (Martinez-Merino,
Martos-Garcia, Lozano-Sufrategui, Martin-Gonzalez, &
Usabiaga, 2019; Norman, 2017; Norman & Andrews,
2019), and the likelihood of prisoners desisting from
crime after being released into the community (Meek,
2014; Meek & Lewis, 2014). A new vein of recent re-
search (Gacek, 2017; Norman, 2019; Norman & Andrews,
2019), which this article builds upon, explicitly engages
with theoretical developments in carceral geography to
consider the spatial significance of sport in prisons.

Yet, despite their differences, there are a number
of substantial ways in which these areas of study po-
tentially align. For example, the SfD sector’s major fo-
cus on providing programming in the Global South par-
allels a trend in which, with the notable exception of
the United States, the highest prison populations and
rates of incarceration are found in BRIC or Global South
countries (Walmsley, 2018). Meanwhile, as incarceration
rates of girls and women have skyrocketed by over 50%
since 2000 (Walmsley, 2017), SfD’s core interest in gen-
der equality and female empowerment, and important
critiques thereof (Chawansky & Hayhurst, 2015), take on
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relevance in prison sport programs. Further, both SfD and
prison sport can be rationalized or analyzed through a hu-
man rights lens. The SfD sector has placed a strong em-
phasis on sport as a human right and/or a vehicle toward
achieving human rights (Darnell, 2012). In prisons, the
right to outdoor recreation and exercise is enshrined in
various global guidelines and policies (Norman, 2018a)
and its significance to prisoners’ health, social life, and
dignity is acknowledged in some considerations of hu-
man rights in prisons (Coyle & Fair, 2018).

While such overlapping interests provide a small
window into how the SfD and prison sport literatures
might inform each other and offer some fertile ground
for further analysis and critique, this article argues that
there are deeper theoretical reasons to link these ar-
eas of research. In so doing, the article suggests that
research on SfD could more deeply consider both its
spatial significance and its relation, in at least some in-
stances, to carcerality. In these efforts, the article draws
inspiration from Darnell and colleagues’ critique of the
narrow focus of the SfD literature and call for critical
scholars to adopt “an increasingly holistic approach to
[SfD] research, rather than an exclusive or bordered
one” (Darnell et al., 2018, p. 147). To perform this anal-
ysis, the article draws heavily from theoretical devel-
opments in carceral geography, most notably the dis-
tinction between compact and diffuse carceral models
(Moran et al., 2018).

3. Carceral Geography: Novel Theoretical Insights
into Sport

Carceral geography is an emergent subfield of human ge-
ography that is concerned with the critical examination
of the “the nature of carceral systems and experiences
within them, the spatial geographies of carceral systems,
and the relationship between the carceral and an increas-
ingly punitive state” (Moran, 2015, p. 2). Philo’s (2012,
p. 4) influential articulation of this area of study consid-
ered its focus to be “the spaces set aside for ‘securing’—
detaining, locking up/away—problematic populations of
one kind or another” However, carceral geographers
have demonstrated that the effects and characteristics
of incarceration spread far beyond the physical bound-
aries of sites of confinement and, further, that there
is significant mobility of bodies, material goods, and
ideas “within, between, and beyond carceral institu-
tions” (Moran, 2015, p. 72). Carceral geography can be
understood as focusing on two closely related models
of carcerality: compact and diffuse (Moran et al., 2018).
The inspiration for analyzing these carceral models is the
work of Michel Foucault (1977), who argued that the so-
cial control apparatuses of the prison “merge and inter-
twine wider society with the carceral in a diffuse way...via
‘carceral circles,” which, like ripples in water, extend far
from the prison” (Moran et al., 2018, p. 668).

Drawing on a wide range of theoretical and disci-
plinary perspectives, carceral geographers have deep-

ened and extended Foucault’s postulation by analyzing
a variety of “other compact carceral sites [beyond the
prison] which resemble the prison both in functional
form and in mode of operation” (Moran et al., 2018,
p. 669) and by considering how carcerality is manifested
in diffuse ways through social means (e.g., the social
stigma faced by former prisoners) or technological ap-
paratuses (e.g., surveilled spaces for youth deemed ‘at-
risk’ of criminal behaviour). Further, critical scholars have
increasingly recognized how spaces of incarceration en-
gender embodied practices and corporeal transforma-
tions that endure far beyond the period of confinement
and can contribute to social stigma or difficulty adjusting
to life in the community (Caputo-Levine, 2013; Moran,
2015). The horizons for critical analysis of various SfD
interventions are significantly broadened by the insight
that compact carceral sites share notable similarities
and that carcerality is manifested and embodied in dif-
fuse forms beyond these spaces of confinement. Further,
carceral geography provides an intriguing lens through
which to engage in nuanced analyses of carcerality within
specific sport spaces.

The handful of studies that consider sport within a
carceral geography framework provide some important
entry points for theoretically deepening SfD research.
Gacek’s (2017, p. 73) analysis of Canadian male prison-
ers’ ‘imaginative mobilities’ included a nuanced consid-
eration of how sport and recreation enabled “inmates to
psychologically enter the inner spaces of their minds to
avoid and distance themselves from the prison life that
exists ‘outside’ their anatomical control.” According to
Gacek (2017, p. 82), these activities enabled prisoners to
psychologically transcend the boundaries of the prison,
stave off boredom and enjoy pleasurable (imaginary)
experiences—and, in so doing, “to endure the boredom,
mundanity, uncertainty, and (in)security of the prison
culture.” Norman and Andrews (2019) similarly consid-
ered how prisoners used sport to produce spaces that
enabled them to cope with their confinement, while also
recognizing how sport shaped prison spaces in unique
and sometimes contradictory ways, including promoting
violence or exclusion and “asserting [prisoner] agency in
the face of administrative control” (Norman & Andrews,
2019, p. 459). Finally, Norman (2019) examined yoga as
an alternative form of physical culture that facilitates con-
tact between the ‘inside’ (prisoners) and ‘outside’ (mem-
bers of the community), creates spaces for otherwise
suppressed emotional expression, and, notable for this
article, interacts outside the prison with diffuse carceral
effects such as the stigmatization of former prisoners.
While sharing a general focus on sport in carceral space,
these studies also suggest the possibilities for a carceral
geography perspective to deepen the analysis of specific
forms of sport and human movement within particular
carceral sites.

Given the great social and geographic diversity of SfD
programs, there are numerous ways in which consider-
ations of carcerality and space might enrich the critical
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analysis of SfD. This article represents an initial consid-
eration of these, with the aim of laying a foundation for
deeper future research in this area.

4. SfD, Prison Sport and Carceral Space: Theoretical
Considerations

Despite the significance of socially-produced space to
SfD, spatial analyses are limited in the SfD literature.
Scholars have rightly noted that complex phenomenon
of SfD must be understood as occurring “across local,
global and transnational levels within the [SfD] sector”
(Giulianotti, 2011, p. 52), while specific SfD interventions
have been found to cultivate ‘safe spaces’ for emotional
expression, psychosocial wellbeing, or social support
(e.g., Oxford & Spaaij, 2017). Using vignettes arising from
their research, Forde et al. (2017) provided a compelling
insight into considering how SfD programs facilitate a va-
riety of types of movement in and through diverse spaces
and, in so doing, produce complex and contradictory
spatial meanings related to neoliberalism, community,
gender, and social injustice. SfD research has thus only
tentatively linked to potentially-relevant developments
in the broader field of sport geography, such as disci-
plinary surveillance and resistance in sport spaces (Bale,
1993), the contradictory meanings of physical activity
as a ‘therapeutic landscape’ (van Ingen, 2004), the pol-
itics of health promotion through physical activity space
(Fusco, 2007), or emerging non-representational analy-
ses of movement, time and space (Andrews, 2017). This
article contributes to initial efforts to deepen the connec-
tion between SfD and sport geography research through
its engagement with the prison sport and carceral geog-
raphy literatures.

4.1. SfD and Compact Forms of Carcerality

A clear entry point to connecting the prison sport and
SfD literatures is found where similarities exist between
prisons and various other compact carceral sites SfD in-
terventions occur. Indeed, in his research on prison sport,
Norman (2017, 2018a, 2018b) has argued that there may
be considerable value in comparative research on sport
across a range of ‘total institutions’—such as military fa-
cilities, youth custody centres, and refugee camps—that
share carceral features. Though not explicitly describing
them as compact carceral sites, researchers have exam-
ined the social meanings of sport in a variety of spaces
fitting this description, including camps for refugees and
migrants (Dukic, McDonald, & Spaaij, 2017; McGee &
Pelham, 2018; Spaaij et al., 2019) and various historical
sites, such as mental institutions (Ellis, 2013), Japanese
internment camps in the United States (Mullan, 1999),
and Canadian residential schools for Indigenous youth
(Forsyth, 2013; Te Hiwi & Forsyth, 2017). In cases where
SfD programs have operated in compact sites, carceral
geography offers researchers rich insights for analyzing
the oppressive daily experiences of confined people and

the potential liberatory or punitive effects that sport
may generate.

A notable feature of certain compact carceral sites is
the social construction of time and its relation to space.
Prisoners, for example, experience time both as a fixed
passage of years, months and days (‘clock time’) and in
temporal flows, relating to the monotonous daily rou-
tine of prison life, which may be made to feel faster by
tactically engaging in particular activities (Moran, 2012).
As such, prisoners often speak of ‘killing’ or ‘passing’
time and describe particular spatial and temporal ex-
periences as facilitating ‘hard’ or ‘easy’ time (Wahidin,
2006). In sites of incarceration, “the embodied experi-
ence of time is inextricably bound up with the embod-
ied experience of space, and vice versa” (Moran, 2012,
p. 310). Further, at a macro-level, Gill, Conlon, Moran,
and Burridge (2018) noted that contemporary carceral-
ity is defined in part by the relationship between time,
space, and global structures of inequality, leading to:

The organized warehousing of sections of the global
population forced to wait purposelessly on the mar-
gins of developed economies in prisons, camps, slums
and detention centres in response to global political-
economic conditions. The calibration of carceral space
to accommodate this wastage, over and above aspi-
rations to reform or even punish the incarcerated, is
a hallmark of the neoliberal carceral landscape. (Gill
et al., 2018, p. 190)

Some prison sport literature has engaged with questions
of time, space, and carcerality in ways that may be trans-
latable to SfD research. Notably, some research on prison
sport has identified its impact on the perceived pas-
sage of time as one of the most significant outcomes
for prisoner participants (Gallant et al., 2015; Martos-
Garcia et al.,, 2009; Norman & Andrews, 2019; Sabo,
2001). At an instrumental level, Gallant et al. (2015, p. 53)
suggested that prison sport programs “may distract in-
mates...[and] positively impact individual mood as well
as the overall mood of the facility.” More critically, Gacek
(2017) argued that sport and recreational activities could
not just help pass time, but also be a form of ‘imagina-
tive mobility’ that could temporarily transport the par-
ticipant beyond the daily frustrations of their incarcera-
tion. Building upon these findings, Norman and Andrews
(2019, p. 462) found that prisoners’ engagement with
sport could facilitate stillness and mental escape, and in
so doing help them “cope with the spatial and temporal
restrictions placed upon them, both in their regular daily
routine and in exceptional circumstances such as being
confined to their cells during a lockdown.” Research on
leisure in prisons (Fortune & Whyte, 2011; Yuen, Arai, &
Fortune, 2012), meanwhile, has highlighted the possibil-
ity for leisure activities to bring prisoners and commu-
nity members together in a shared venture and, in so do-
ing, increase the possibility for carceral spaces to “be re-
imagined as spaces that are vital for promoting commu-
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nity cohesion and increasing social acceptance” (Fortune
& Whyte, 2011, p. 31).

These findings have significant implications for un-
derstanding the experiences of SfD participants living in
compact carceral sites, such as refugee camps. Insights
about time and carceral space raise questions about
both the liberatory and punitive possibilities of sport in
such environments. For example, might an SfD program
in a refugee camp enable participants to experience
time and space in more pleasant ways? Or, given the
global pressures within the SfD sector to produce ‘posi-
tive’ outcomes that may not align with participants’ ex-
periences or interests (Donnelly, Atkinson, Boyle, & Szto,
2011), might an SfD program in a compact carceral space
reinforce the slow passage of time and bureaucratic
spatial management of residents’ daily lives? And, in
line with critiques of SfD’s enmeshment in global forms
of structural inequality and circuits of capital (Darnell
et al., 2018; Darnell & Dao, 2017; Forde et al., 2017;
Oxford & Spaaij, 2017), to what extent does SfD in com-
pact spaces contribute to or challenge “the institution-
alized disposal of time...[and] wastage of human life”
(Gill et al., 2018, p. 190) that characterizes contempo-
rary carceral logic?

A further consideration arises from the possibility for
SfD or prison sport programs to operate as a form of
social control within a compact carceral site. Carceral
spaces, both compact and diffuse, are characterized by
“the deployment of a new range of strategies of so-
cial control and coercion” (Moran et al., 2018). Prison
sport studies (Martos-Garcia et al., 2009; Meek, 2014;
Norman, 2015, 2017) have found that prison adminis-
trators may view sport as a means for diverting pris-
oners’ energy and attention away from their punitive
conditions of confinement, making sport participation a
short-term management tool “with no implications for
the long-term development of the prisoner in terms of
their rehabilitation into...society at the end of their sen-
tence” (Martos-Garcia et al., 2009, p. 86). Further, the
opportunity to engage in certain forms of sport (and the
possibility of this privilege being withdrawn) may be used
as an incentive to induce particular forms of behaviour
(Meek, 2014; Norman, 2017), while the instrumental ra-
tionales underpinning sport provision may contribute to
a broader correctional philosophy that sees individual
choice, rather than structural factors, as the sole cause
of criminal behaviour (Norman, 2015). In such a context,
specific uses of sport may represent resistance, however
small, against regimes of control. For example, prison-
ers may participate in weightlifting or bodybuilding to
develop muscular physiques that visibly represent the
threat of violence (Norman, 2017), play sport to demon-
strate agency in the face of inherently disempowering
experiences of incarceration (Martinez-Merino et al.,
2019), repurpose recreation spaces or equipment for il-
licit means (Norman, 2017), or simply shape the experi-
ence of carceral time and space in more pleasurable ways
(Gacek, 2017; Norman & Andrews, 2019).

Historical research on compact carceral sites offers
further insight into the operation of social control and
resistance in these spaces through sport. For exam-
ple, Indian residential schools—which were government-
funded, church-run boarding schools for Indigenous chil-
dren in Canada, operating between 1880 and 1996—
used sport as part of their broader agenda to eradi-
cate Indigenous culture and assimilate youth into Euro-
Canadian society (Forsyth, 2013). Students, who were of-
ten forcibly removed from their families and forced to
endure abusive and austere treatment, participated in
physical training exercises and military drills that were
intended to control their bodies, assimilate them into
Canadian culture, and teach them deference to author-
ity (Forsyth, 2013); meanwhile, boys’ ice hockey, which
flourished at some residential schools, was viewed by
administrators as a way to generate “student compli-
ance, obedience, and discipline...[translating] into well-
behaved, moral, and disciplined boys off the ice” (Te Hiwi
& Forsyth, 2017, p. 82). Yet, participation in sport could
bring benefits and prestige, as well as a temporary relief
from the pains of the carceral experience. As Te Hiwi and
Forsyth (2017, pp. 107-108) noted, despite the social
controlimpetus behind an ice hockey program at one res-
idential school, “many boys took up the opportunity for
fun, competition, and recreation, and to escape from the
struggles of daily life at the school, albeit temporarily.”
Similarly, for some Japanese Americans held in intern-
ment camps during WW?2, participation in or spectator-
ship of competitive baseball matches represented an im-
portant social activity and “a way to deny the oppressive
facts of wartime imprisonment” (Mullan, 1999, p. 17).

These insights on social control and resistance in
carceral spaces provide an important point of connection
with existing SfD research, which has recognized that
sport programs may attempt to socialize young people
into hegemonic values and promote a neoliberal view
of individual responsibility for ‘development’ (Darnell,
2012; Darnell & Dao, 2017; Hayhurst & Giles, 2013). Yet,
there is scope for a deeper investigation of how coercion
and autonomy operate in SfD contexts. How might SfD in-
terventions, like sport programs in carceral facilities, be
“both a carrot and a stick..., sometimes being viewed as
an attractive activity for prisoners that can also promote
good behaviour, and other times being withheld, as a
form of punishment” (Norman, 2017, p. 603)? And how
might SfD participants, particularly in compact carceral
sites in which their agency is severely curtailed, find
ways to engage in tactical forms of micro-resistance to
the oppression experienced in their daily lives (Martinez-
Merino et al., 2019; Norman, 2017)? In this vein of analy-
sis, carceral geography’s sensitivity to the ways in which
carceral time and space are embodied (Moran, 2012)
offers a useful entry to considering how SfD programs
in compact sites inscribe the carceral upon the bodies
of participants and, notably, how participants can use
sportin unintended ways to produce spaces that are sites
of pleasurable or meaningful experiences. Such ques-
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tions have begun to be explored in prison sport research
(Norman, 2019; Norman & Andrews, 2019), and would
align well with cutting edge theoretical concerns in SfD
research around human movement and space (Forde
et al., 2017), “hope and social change” through sport
(Forde & Kota, 2016, p. 445), and “questions of social-
ization, identity, bio-politics, and the body [as they are]
produced and constrained within the terrain (both ma-
terial and discursive) of the [SfD] sector” (Darnell et al.,
2018, p. 140).

4.2. SfD and Diffuse Forms of Carcerality

While some SfD initiatives occur at compact carceral
sites, these are clearly the minority of programs. Yet,
there are a myriad of ways in which diffuse forms of
carcerality may be manifested in and through SfD in-
terventions. Firstly, there are impacts of imprisonment
felt by individuals and communities beyond the phys-
ical site of the prison. As Moran et al. (2018, p. 670)
explain, “techniques and technologies of confinement
leach into everyday domestic, street, and institutional
spaces with which both former inmates and their loved
ones...come into contact.” This may be seen in a variety
of SfD programs in Global North countries for ‘vulner-
able’ or ‘at-risk’ (usually young) people (e.g., Bustad &
Andrews, 2017; Nols et al., 2017; Scherer et al., 2016;
Schulenkorf et al., 2016), a group that may well include
participants who have been incarcerated or who have
been subjected to diffuse manifestations of carcerality
such as police surveillance. Further, sport activities are
sometimes used in community programs that exist as al-
ternatives to incarcerating young people (e.g., Joseph,
2015); yet, as Fishwick and Wearing (2017, pp. 49-50)
demonstrated, such diversionary programs, although
avoiding direct incarceration, nonetheless “govern and
direct mobilities—that is, where young people go (or do
not go)...creating ‘liminal’ spaces of semi-confinement.”
Lastly, returning to Gill et al. (2018), spatially—and
economically-segregated slums or urban townships sit
alongside compact carceral sites as spaces for “the orga-
nized warehousing of sections of the global population
forced to wait purposelessly on the margins of developed
economies” (Gill et al., 2018, p. 190). Some scholars have
fruitfully examined the deployment of SfD programs in
slums (Forde & Kota, 2016; Willis, 2000), yet critical ana-
lysis of sport, poverty and urban space remains limited
(Gruneau, 2015).

In the SfD literature, Scherer et al. (2016) offer one
of the most significant considerations of diffuse carceral
effects in their examination of an urban SfD program
in Canada. They observed that the young men in their
study were “subjected to a nearly insurmountable set
of obstacles associated with an urban carceral network”
(Scherer et al., 2016, p. 190) and argued that some for-
merly incarcerated men “are still doing hard time in the
‘free’ market as a result of the additional punitive con-
ditions that they are subjected to in the carceral city”

(Scherer et al., 2016, p. 193). Another example of the in-
tersections of diffuse carcerality with SfD can be seen in
Midnight Basketball programs in the United States in the
1990s (Hartmann, 2001). These programs can be consid-
ered a forerunner of SfD, for although “there may not
have been a direct through-line from Midnight Basketball
to the emerging global [SfD] sector, but they inhabited
the same conceptual and historical frame” (Darnell et al.,
2019, p. 6). Midnight Basketball targeted “poor, inner-
city youth and young men of color” in an attempt to re-
duce crime and drug use (Hartmann, 2001, p. 350). These
programs not only racialized and criminalized partici-
pants, but also created spaces of surveillance and diffuse
carcerality: early iterations featured prison guards as
coaches and police vehicles parked prominently outside
gyms, while programs typically had a significant presence
of uniformed police officers at each session (Hartmann,
2001). Yet, within diffuse carceral spaces such as slums,
sport—albeit, often outside of or in opposition to insti-
tutionalized SfD programs and organizations—may be
part of larger efforts by residents to create local solidar-
ity, advocate for social change, or create spaces that de-
velop collective hope and resistance (Forde & Kota, 2016;
Gruneau, 2015).

Another important characteristic of diffuse carceral-
ity is that the effects of incarceration are “mobile and
embodied” (Moran et al., 2018, p. 670)—that is, confine-
ment can generate bodily practices and comportments,
or what Caputo-Levine (2013) terms the ‘carceral habi-
tus,’ that are carried with individuals after they leave the
physical site. As Moran (2015, p. 35) explained, “incarcer-
ation has a particular set of prison-dependent, tell-tale
inscriptions [and] the stigma prisoners may experience
after release is to some extent enabled by the ‘lack of
fit’ between these inscriptions and the circumstances of
release.” This revelation has implications for sport prac-
tices within and beyond carceral spaces. For example,
in a consideration of the spatial dynamics of yoga prac-
tice during and after incarceration, Norman (2019) iden-
tified a potential incompatibility between former pris-
oners’ ‘carceral habitus’ and the (racialized and classed)
spaces of private yoga studios where they might seek to
practice upon their release. More positively, research on
Stride Circles—communities of volunteers and incarcer-
ated women formed through weekly leisure nights at a
prison in Ontario, Canada—found that the post-release
continuity of the Circles enabled former prisoners to nav-
igate enduring carceral effects, such as social isolation,
difficulty adjusting to life on the ‘outside,” and stigma
(Fortune, Thompson, Pedlar, & Yuen, 2010).

In the case of SfD, these insights raise questions
about how sport spaces are constructed in ways that
might create or exacerbate social marginalization. For ex-
ample, understanding how immersion in carceral spaces
or exposure to diffuse forms of carcerality can inscribe
the body in ways that are stigmatizing in other contexts
(Moran, 2015) could enable more nuanced critiques
of various SfD or sport and social inclusion initiatives.
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Indeed, many sport interventions operate from a ‘deficit
discourse,” “which positions ‘at-risk’ youth, refugees, im-
migrants or the poor as fundamentally lacking in skills,
abilities or motivations” (Darnell et al., 2018, p. 6; see
also Nols et al., 2017; Spaaij, 2011). In such a context,
how might the sport participation of refugees and asy-
lum seekers, many of whom have extensive experience
living in carceral spaces such as camps or detention cen-
tres (e.g., Spaaij, 2011; Spaaij et al., 2019), be affected
by their embodied experience of involuntary confine-
ment? And how might this carceral habitus interact with
the ‘football habitus, or other sport, which has been
shown to facilitate social interaction and engagement by
asylum seekers in sport-based social inclusion programs
(Dukic et al., 2017)? Similar questions might be asked
of SfD interventions aimed at reintegrating child soldiers
(e.g., Dyck, 2011; Kath & van Buuren, 2013) who carry
with them into sport spaces the embodied experiences
of immersion in carceral (para)military cultures from a
young age.

Another pertinent line of inquiry relates to SfD or
sport-based social inclusion programs geared at urban
(often racialized) youth who are criminalized in various
ways (e.g., Bustad & Andrews, 2017; Hartmann, 2001;
Scherer et al., 2016). Indeed, Scherer et al. (2016) high-
lighted how some participants at an inner city SfD pro-
gram experienced and embodied diffuse effects of past
confinement through limited employment prospects and
social stigma; and Bustad and Andrews’ (2017) analysis
of an American Police Athletic League demonstrated how
sport-based social inclusion efforts can be used to at-
tempt to control poor, racialized youth in a broader con-
text of neoliberal carcerality. Conversely, the fact that
leisure may provide a site for developing intentional com-
munities that endure beyond the period of incarceration
(Fortune et al., 2010) opens up intriguing possibilities for
combatting the detrimental impacts of diffuse carceral-
ity through SfD programs. In either case, such insights
are crucial for better understanding the diverse experi-
ences of SfD participants in order to “connect everyday
lives to the broader contexts of sport, development and
[SfD]...[and] developing an understanding of the com-
plexities of [SfD]” (Darnell et al., 2018, p. 11). Developing
deeper theoretical connections along these lines will en-
hance not only the SfD literature, but also the significant
body of research on sport and social inclusion.

5. Conclusion

Scholars have increasingly argued that we have entered
a ‘carceral age’ that is “characterized by unprecedented
fluidity between forms of confinement, be they state-
sanctioned, quasi-legal, ad-hoc, illicit, spatially fixed, mo-
bile, embodied or imagined, and in which the scale of
deployment of carceral techniques and infrastructures
demands critical attention” (Moran et al., 2018, p. 668).
As has been extensively discussed in this article, carcer-
ality is manifested not only in compact sites of confine-

ment, but in a host of diffuse ways that, to use Foucault’s
(1977) metaphor, ‘ripple’ outward from these spaces and
shape experiences and relationships on a much wider
scale. Coincidentally, the idea of a ‘ripple effect’ has also
been deployed in the SfD literature to describe how so-
cial changes that occur at a local level may have broader
sociopolitical effects (Sugden, 2010). These two very dif-
ferent applications of the same metaphor point to rele-
vant questions arising from this article. Specifically, are
there compelling reasons to build theoretical bridges be-
tween the study of sport in carceral spaces—or, perhaps,
a ‘carceral geography of sport’—and SfD? And, if so, are
there practical considerations for SfD research that arise
from this connection? It is hoped that this article has an-
swered the first question in the affirmative. As for the
latter question, this article offers a number of new lines
of consideration for SfD researchers.

Firstly, a greater recognition of how some SfD
programs occur in carceral spaces, including compact
carceral spaces beyond the prison, will enable re-
searchers to more fully and critically consider the array
of sites at which such interventions occur. Secondly, in-
sights from prison sport and carceral geography litera-
ture may inform more nuanced theoretical analysis of
time, space, social control, and resistance in and through
SfD initiatives. Thirdly, considering the diffuse “mobile
and embodied” (Moran et al., 2018, p. 670) effects of
carcerality in SfD spaces could provide opportunities to
more deeply understand the lived experiences of par-
ticipants and the ways in which sport interventions em-
power or further marginalize them. Finally, by highlight-
ing the links between SfD and diverse bodies of literature,
particularly those focused on prison sport and carceral
geography, this article supports ongoing efforts by SfD
researchers to deepen engagement with critical interdis-
ciplinary perspectives. As the critical SfD literature con-
tinues to expand its theoretical horizons and consider
a wider range of types and locations of sport interven-
tions, there is a great deal of potential for research to
grapple with the complexities of carcerality that may be
present in SfD interventions in diverse global settings. It
is hoped that, by providing an initial effort to link the SfD
and prison sport literatures and critically analyzing them
in light of theoretical developments in carceral geogra-
phy, this article has provided a platform upon which fu-
ture research can advance.
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