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Abstract
Mass imprisonment is based in some way on the intense fear of crime in the United
States but how should we think about this fear? Douglas and Wildavsky (1982) pro-
vided a productive framework for examining the relationship between social organiz-
ation and risk selection in their path-breaking study of environmentalism. Douglas and
Wildavsky argued that the contemporary obsession with pollution risk indicated a drift
in society toward sectarian forms of social organization with weak incentives and inter-
nal social controls. This article applies the Douglas and Wildavsky framework to the
fear of crime in the United States since 1980 and concludes that crime has replaced pol-
lution as the preferred risk for America's increasingly sectarian social order.
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In recent work, Theodore Caplow and I (Caplow and Simon, 1999) have argued that
there is no singular cause of the unprecedented growth of imprisonment in the United
States. We point to three different factors whose interrelationship has driven incarcera-
tion rates in ways quite different than might have been expected for each independently.
First, we argue that changes in the political culture of the United States have made fear
of crime a priority issue for politics. Second, the 'war on drugs,' largely a product of this
political priority of crime, produced an almost limitless supply of arrestable and impris-
onable offenders. Third, the growing integration of criminal justice agencies into a more
transparent and interactive system has introduced a strong element of reflexivity into the
system, which in turn produces strong internal pressures for growth.

In this article I want to focus more closely on the first factor. Most observers agree
that fear of crime is a major predicate to incarceration growth in the United States. Main-
stream politicians and criminal justice experts treat this as an understandable product of
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real increases in crime (Wilson, 1996). Criminologists also point to how crime fear is
privilcged by American political culture (Scheingold, 1991) as well as mobilized and
manipulated by politicians and the media (Miller, 1996; Beckett, 1997). Scholars,
however, have only begun to focus on what features of contemporary culture increase
and sustain crime fear (Garland, forthcoming). What follows offers a preliminary frame-
work for the comparative analysis of this phenomenon drawn from the pioneering study
of risk selection and social organization by Mary Douglas and Aaron Wildavsky
(Douglas and Wildavsky, 1982).

CRIME, RISK, AND CULTURE
We begin with the observations that the residents of the United States are not alone in
being haunted by the specter of terrible personal and collective disaster in late modernity.
While Americans fret about crime, publics in Western Europe have become increasingly
agitated around the question of threats borne by food, especially food produced through
genetic or other high-technology forms of manipulation. Members of both publics can
point to real events that crystallize the kind of risks they fear that have been well publi-
cized in the media. Professional risk assessors in both places are often skeptical of these
public fears, pointing to objective indicators of actual damages that are ambiguous at
best.

In fact, crime and the purity of food are part of a set of 'problems' that have obsessed
modern societies, beginning along with industrial accidents, pollution, unemployment
and poverty, just to name a few. Why do certain problems come to occupy our atten-
tion at a particular time even though the others have not gone away? While the culture
of public problems (as Joseph Gusfield usefully denominated this inquiry some years
ago) requires specificity, it also requires a more general theoretical framework. In the next
section, I outline the analysis of risk and culture developed some years ago by the anthro-
pologist Mary Douglas and the late political scientist Aaron Wildavsky, which will form
the starting point for my analysis.

RISK SELECTION AND SOCIAL ORGANIZATION
Douglas and Wildavsky (1982) set out to understand why America in the 1970s and
early 1980s was so captivated by specters of environmental pollution and high-tech-
nology disasters. They noted that this was a surprising turn in the culture of modern-
ism that was supposed to have accepted risk as a normal part of life and abandoned the
primitive obsession with explaining all unfortunate results as a product of moral forces.
Moderns had long embraced both science and industry as sources of optimism and
comfort, but since the 1960s both had increasingly come to be mistrusted and feared.

Douglas and Wildavsky posited that risk selection and the intensity of concern are
both functions of social organization. Individuals rarely confront questions of risk selec-
tion in isolation (the mistake of economic and psychological approaches). Instead a
framework of institutional structures and institutional values pre-screens dangers. The
institutions in which people are embedded provide them with signals as to which kinds
of risks to worry about. At the level of the individual, the goal is not to maximize security
in an abstract sense, but to avoid 'dishonorable' risks.
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According to Douglas and Wildavsky, institutions identify risk based largely on their
values. They select those risks that allow them to valorize certain people and behavior

while mobilizing disdain for other people and behaviors. In short, a particular risk is
attractive because of who or what it allows people to blame. The point is not that such
dangers are totally socially constructed. Nuclear power plants, air pollution, and crime
create certain very real dangers. Indeed, if risk serves institutions mainly as a vehicle for
directing blame in certain directions then the more plausible and visible such risks are
the easier they can fulfill this blaming role. Institutions differ not only in their preferred
objects of risk, but also in the intensity with which fears are mobilized. Not all insti-
tutions have the same internal need for projecting blameworthy enemies. Douglas and
Wildavsky argued that blaming is most useful to institutions with weak incentives or
internal controls. Such institutions retain loyalty by intensifying the boundaries between
those in and out of the institution. The relative intensity with which concern is mobil-
ized thus varies with the strength of internal mechanisms of loyalty and control.

Douglas and Wildavsky described three ideal-type institutional frameworks: hierar-
chical (or bureaucratic),1 individualist (or market), and sectarian. Each has a particular

structure of social organization, which directs members to highlight certain kinds of
dangers. Each has different pressures to promote blaming of others. The history of just
which risks have become fashionable, then, is a genealogy of institutional dominance.
Douglas and Wildavsky described the political culture of the United States as dominated
by bureaucracies and markets who occupy the center of society in the Shilsian sense that
lines of media, political, and social influence converge and concentrate there (Shils,
1982).

The social organization of bureaucracies generally provides incentives for people to
participate through a system of ranks and rules which distribute prestige, wealth, and
power to those who fulfill their roles loyally. They also rely on the control of information
through secrecy and censorship, which allows the bureaucracy to prevent efforts to side-
step its authority structure. The prestige of rules and ranks leads bureaucratic institutions
to prioritize the risks of betrayal and disloyalty (foreign invasion and civil war or the civil
society analogs of these, for example, hostile takeovers and challenges to authority). It
also leads to a tendency to underestimate or even create other risks. For example, valuing
loyalty and stability raises the risks of impeding the free flow of goods, services, and
information, and thus ultimately of both economic and political disaster. Likewise, the
mandate to deter foreign enemies through weapons of mass destruction raises the risk
of significant environmental damage as the USA experienced throughout the Cold War.
Ironically the same features make them vulnerable to military problems because they
discourage innovative thinking about what the enemy may be up to (Douglas and
Wildavsky offer the example of American lack of preparedness for Pearl Harbor).

Market mechanisms rely on direct incentives, most commonly financial rewards, to
assure cooperation and coordination. Markets value equality but not in a consistent and
thoroughgoing way. They must tolerate temporary divisions of winners and losers but
they tend to discount the possibility that such divisions will harden. Market institutions
are likely to foreground economic stagnation and decline as the primary risks (Douglas
and Wildavsky, 1982: 179). They value loyalty (creating common ground with bureau-
cracies), but only to a point. They tend to hide and create other risks. For example, in
their drive to eliminate barriers to pure competition mechanisms for decision making,
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markets create the risk that persistent losers may fall altogether out of market partici-
pation. Markets are also likely to ignore threats to the environment out of the belief that
anything worthwhile will be protected by self-interested market activity and thus they
oppose regulatory controls.

According to Douglas and Wildavsky both institutions of the center are relatively
complacent. Their values select certain dominant risks, but their organizational struc-
tures provide sufficient incentives for participation that they have little need to mobilize
fear of the outside to generate loyalty. Given Douglas and Wildavsky's most important
insight, that it is not loss, but dishonorable loss that must be avoided, both markets and
bureaucracies are well adopted to shelter individuals. Markets tend to keep people
focused on present performance demands rather than distant risks of the future while
individuals within bureaucracies have little incentive to focus on dishonorable risks at
all because the structure of rules and ranks protects them from blame so long as they
follow the correct procedures.

The third organizational type in Douglas and Wildavsky's typology, sectarian groups,
have always occupied the peripheries of American society. Sectarians include a broad
variety of religious and social movements. Lacking strong internal incentives to partici-
pate, sectarians are particularly likely to generate consensus based on pervasive threats.
While their specific ideologies vary, sectarians tend to value moral sanctity, purity of
thought and behavior, and an egalitarianism that emphasizes a direct relationship
between each individual and the moral forces of the universe. The preferred risks are
those that can be painted as wholly evil, conspiratorial and avaricious. The ideal enemies
are large organizations motivated by wealth and power, i.e. those ones that dominate the
center.

Douglas and Wildavsky analyzed the modern environmental movement as a paradigm
of sectarian risk selection. Nature is an ideal subject of concern for a post-religious sec-
tarianism looking to celebrate values of purity, goodness, and equality. Conceived as an
independent and harmonious order, in which human beings can find a proper place,
nature offers a perfect repository for the positive values of the border. Portrayed as incred-
ibly vulnerable and in need of constant protection against corrupting forces seeking to
exploit it, nature is also a vehicle for mobilizing outrage at the 'pollution' produced and
tolerated by the bureaucracies and markets of the center. Pollution is trope found in
many cultures where it often serves to enforce norms of separation. Those sectarians
most threatened by larger and stronger neighbors capable of absorbing its membership
are most likely to bind themselves with fears of pollution in contact with others (the
laws of Kosher diet set out in the Torah's Book of Leviticus is only the most famous
example of this - see Douglas, 1966).

Douglas and Wildavsky argue that contemporary fears of environmental pollution
reproduce the same basic structure of sectarian risk (p. 128). Like witchcraft and com-
munism, environmental pollution proceeds invisibly through the corrupt workings of
avaricious enemies, and threatens to cause irreversible damage. Its patent evil clarifies
both the vulnerabilities of nature and the impossibility of any compromise with the
forces of the center. The political success of environmentalism in the United States,
according to Douglas and Wildavsky represented a triumph of sectarian values over those
of markets and bureaucracies. That does not mean that all environmental policy is
inevitably a pollution cult but rather that issues of pollution are attractive vehicles for
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other values that are being served. Consider, for example, the now controversial super-
fund program that for years has mandated massive expenditure not simply to limit the
risk of industrial wastes, but to restore industrially damaged lands to near pristine con-
dition. Such policies arguably reflect a vision of purified nature and an imperative to
remove every trace of evil industrial activity.

While sectarians occupy the border, they have frequently influenced the center of
American politics. The New Deal, for example (in which the character of the center
shifted from being completely dominated by market institutions to allowing an increas-
ing role for bureaucracies) was inspired in part by the threats and visions of sectarian
groups (left and right) responding to the crisis of the Depression. The Cold War period,
in which the center became both more market affirming and more bureaucratic, was also
driven in part by sectarian energies mobilized by Senator McCarthy and the emerging
new right of the 1950s. In the 1960s sectarian movements from the left challenged the
center to expand access to both markets and bureaucracies to previously excluded groups
like blacks and women. Thus while sectarian groups rarely if ever govern directly, they
have at times had profound influence on the shape of the center.

Douglas and Wildavsky argued that the growth of environmentalism in the 1970s
reflected an expanded role for sectarianism in American politics. An expanded popu-
lation of young and highly educated activists had developed through the civil rights and
opposition to the war in Vietnam. While many of these activist would have been attract-
ive candidates for upper-level positions in both bureaucracies and markets, the experi-
ences of that period, especially the war in Vietnam, left the center discredited in the eyes
of many. This population in the early 1970s found themselves increasingly rebels
without causes. The environment provided a ready target for the same ideological nar-
ratives and organizational strategies that they had developed in these earlier movements.
Their claims and demands drew support in an American society itself becoming less
rooted in center institutions and with many of its previous loyalties to the center under-
mined. Politicians quickly jumped on board. The growth in federal regulation to protect
the environment offers evidence of the successful capture of the center.2

THE BORDER COMES TO THE CENTER
Douglas and Wildavsky argue that American politics since the 1960s have seen an
increased merging of the border and the center (p. 152). While earlier sectarian groups
influenced the center, or stimulated change in the power struggles at the center, con-
temporary politics is marked by changes in the very nature of how the center governs
which suggests the model of the border. Perhaps the most significant manifestation of
this is the rise of single-issue politics and the decline of solidaristic class-based politics
and parties. In recent years such new social movements, on the left and right, have come
to dominate the traditional political parties. The anti-war and environmental move-
ments reshaped the Democrats in the 1970s, and the Christian right has come to domi-
nate the Republican Party in the 1980s and 1990s. In a sense, both major parties have
become sec-tarian in style even as they seek to moderate the content of their politics.

Douglas and Wildavsky point to a number of structural and conjunctural forces in
American history that have facilitated this shift. Perhaps the most important change is
the shift to a postindustrial economy. Industrial capitalism required a fair amount of
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coordination between firms and with labor. The growth of service and information
industries - which produce knowledge and manipulate symbolic systems such as law
firms, software producers, and the entertainment industry - has empowered a new class
far more loosely coupled to the fate of other parts of the economy than in the manu-
facturing past. These firms and their participants act with little concern for the fate of
the traditional pillars of the center such as large cities, unions, and the political parties.
Likewise, the very nature of these information and service industries, which tend to
market identity and life-style as much as instrumental values, makes it possible for par-
ticipants to operate without the same bureaucratic or market values of the past. Indeed,
the character of innovation in these fields may select people with more sectarian lean-
ings.

Another important change is in the structure of American politics. The emergence of
television and courts as pivotal institutions of social change has increased the potential
for sectarians by dramatically lowering the costs of getting attention and of imposing
reform. So long as important changes were dependent on capturing legislative majori-
ties, few sectarian groups could hope to have much of a role. Indeed to the extent that
these groups' ideas were popular enough to attract interest in the general public, cen-
trist3 parties could easily move to the left or right enough to capture the appeal of these
ideas while leaving the groups themselves still out on the border. With the rise of courts
as policy makers in American politics this changed. Courts are designed to make
decisions in answer to the best argument not the largest voting block. Thus, access to
court decision making is open to virtually any group that can attract lawyers sympath-
etic to their cause. Success can be achieved by attracting the intellectual curiosity of a
few judges rather than the self-interest of legions of mid-level politicians. Even if full
implementation of reform ultimately requires support from legislative and executive
branches of government (Rosenberg, 1991), courts can hand down decisions that force
the center to negotiate with sectarian groups.

Ironically the late 1970s when Douglas and Wildavsky published their book may have
been the high-water mark of the environmental movement in the United States. The
1980s and 1990s saw a considerable backlash against environmentalism as traditional
centrist fears for foreign invasion and economic decline made a comeback. At the same
time a new populist punitiveness gained rapid momentum since the late 1970s and early
1980s, just as environmentalism was peaking. I will argue that these penal developments
bear the mark of sectarian values and sectarian social organization that Douglas and
Wildavsky ascribed to environmentalism.4 There is an important difference, however.
While environmentalism genuinely arose from the border and eventually captured the
center, the anti-crime juggernaut represents an effort from the center to borrow the sym-
bolic logic of the border in order to legitimate government at a time of massive mistrust.

Crime as pollution
Crime fear evidences many of the features that make pollution an attractive risk to mobil-
ize against. These common features are often distortions of crime as seen by criminolo-
gists, but the same holds for pollution, which is seen very differently by scientists than
the general public. Indeed seeing crime fear as a sectarian value helps identify precisely
those distortions in public discourse about crime that criminologists have long sug-
gested. Pollution is invisible so that there is little that the ordinary person can do to avoid
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it until it does damage. It is involuntary in the sense that unlike automobile accidents
or smoking-related cancer it strikes people regardless of whether they have chosen to
expose themselves to it. It is irreversible. Once the body is exposed to certain pollutants,
like asbestos or radiation, the damage cannot be undone; cancer will either form or not
but there is no remedy after the fact.

Crime is also seen as invisible, involuntary, and irreversible. Crime is by nature
stealthy. It operates through deception, absence, or surprise. Crime is seen as involun-
tary. Indeed while criminologists note that most victims of violent crime actually know
their assailants and thus could choose to avoid them, the public discourse greatly over-
values incidents of random violence which strike people while driving or walking
through a presumably safe neighborhood. Likewise stranger rapes have long dominated
the image of rape even though studies all show that rape is predominantly a crime among
family and friends. Crime is often depicted as irreversible. While the damage of most
property offenses can be reversed by insurance, the public is much more concerned with

violent crime precisely because it poses risks of death and permanent injury, which
cannot be undone or effectively remedied by definition.

The features of invisibility, involuntariness, and irreversibility, are especially salient to

drugs, which have become the major focus of crime fear in the 1990s.5 Drugs operate
invisibly to those around the user. Parents and employers have been encouraged to fear

that their children and employees may be using drugs with dire consequences that only
emerge when a crime or accident takes place. This has in turn led to a major new indus-
try of drug testing. Drug use may begin by choice but a major part of the lore of drugs
is that addiction follows which makes continued use involuntary. For the same reason
drug use is often viewed as irreversible. A popular anti-drug advertising campaign of the
1980s featured vials of crack attached to a fishhook.

Douglas and Wildavsky argue that the key to understanding the selection of any par-
ticular danger for mobilization is analyzing the sources of blame and valorization it facili-

tates. Pollution fears target blame at large companies, which exploit the environment,
the scientific and educational establishments, which produce new environment
endangering technologies, and the government bureaucracies, which both promote these
technologies and fail to regulate exploitation of the environment. These are, of course,
the classic representatives of center institutions. Pollution also allows the valorization of
nature perceived as a spiritual order as well as traditions and groups of individuals who
seek to live in harmony with nature like Native Americans, organic farmers, and volun-
taristic communes. These are classic representatives of sectarian organizations.

Crime fear evidences some of the same sectarian virtues with the added feature that it
is not the center in general but certain aspects of it that are targeted i.e. those associated
with the liberal post-New Deal state of the 1960s. Perhaps the most important blame
targets of crime fear are minorities, and programmes that benefit minorities particularly
African-Americans. Katherine Beckett (1997) has traced the route by which segregation-
ists in the American south translated their resistance to integration by characterizing civil
rights groups as criminal. Northern opponents of integration who focused on the crime
threat of desegregated schools and from scattered site housing projects picked up the same
theme. Politicians such as Richard Nixon and Ronald Reagan, who sought to mobilize
support from these groups, made crime a major focus of their campaign rhetoric. In the
1990s immigrants have also become the targets of blame for crime.
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Crime fear also points back at the alleged permissiveness of liberal government itself.
Government is blamed for failing to adequately punish criminals and thus deter future
crime. This does not strike all of government. Police, for example, are generally viewed
as doing a good job. It is certain aspects of government, particularly the courts, which
are painted as undermining social control. Government social programs have been
special targets of this fear-based outrage. Welfare in particular has been blamed as a
source of crime since at least the Goldwater campaign of 1964 (Beckett, 1997). A
closely related target has been the so-called liberal establishment. Liberals have been
blamed for weakening the resolve of government to fight crime. Academics, and soci-
ologists in particular, have been seen as corrupting both government and society by
spreading the idea that crimes are the fault of societal failures and that individual crim-
inals should be coddled rather than scorned and punished. Large cities have also
emerged as a central target of crime criticism. While cities, which have tended to have
higher crime rates, might be seen as victims of crime, contemporary rhetoric tends to
portray the city as a source of crime. Cities are blamed for providing a corrupting
mixture of people and for facilitating the spread of demoralizing commodities like
pornography and drugs. City government has been particularly castigated. Since they
have been associated in recent years with both minority groups and liberals this also
channels the previously noted blaming preferences.6

Crime fear is also important for what and whom it allows to be valorized. The logic
of media panics about crime points to the children of white suburban families as the
ideal-type victim. Although these families are statistically unlikely to suffer from violent
crime they are clearly the preferred models of virtue held up by the mirror of crime fear.
The murders in the 1960s of Megan Kanka in New Jersey and Polly Klass in California
led to major mobilization of public concern and important legislative changes making
criminal punishment more severe. Crime fear valorizes personal responsibility. Anti-
crime rhetoric since the early 1960s has emphasized the importance of individual moral
integrity as the key to crime. Violent criminals are taken as examples of how crime
reflects not social pathologies but failures of individuals to hold their desires in check.
The mirror images of these monsters are people who practice moral discipline and do
not expose themselves to drugs and pornography. The popularity of the 'just say no'
slogan in the 1980s captures this moral valence perfectly.

Analyzing crime fear as a sectarian value system also helps explain the predominance
of imprisonment as the institutional response of choice. Crime fear does not inevitably
lead to punitive policies (Beckett, 1997). For example, juvenile delinquency was empha-
sized early in the Kennedy administration, as a vehicle for building support for a war on
poverty. Earlier in the century fear of crime was mobilized to develop alternatives to
prison such as juvenile justice, parole and probation (Simon, 1993). The centrality of
imprisonment to the current crime panic reflects its attraction to the sectarian political
culture. If crime is a kind of pollution then the prison with its capacity to isolate and
contain is the ideal punishment (with the death penalty close behind as recourse for the
most dangerous). If crime is a kind of witchcraft then no lesser sanctions can be nearly
enough to deter and incapacitate. Not surprisingly it is in the area of drug trafficking
that we have seen the most severe escalation of sentences. So high are many mandatory
drug sentences that murderers, rapists, and robbers will almost invariably do less time
in prison. As with 'super-fund' expenditures to clean up industrial contamination, there
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is no point asking whether the costs of imprisoning these offenders can be justified by
the reduction in risk. When the moral survival of a society is threatened there can be no
cost-benefit analysis.

The new sectarian center
Douglas and Wildavsky saw the major sectarian tendency in contemporary American
society as coming from the left. This perception was understandable after the 1960s and
1970s but in the decades since it has become clear that the left has no monopoly on sec-
tarian values. After all sectarians are often traditionalists who castigate the libertine fea-
tures of center institutions. The movement behind the contemporary anti-crime panic
is thus a clear successor to such earlier sectarian movements as McCarthyism and Pro-
hibition. Like the environmental movement, however, crime panic depicts a Manichean

universe where evil is pitted against good. The image of virtue that is endangered by the
selected risk is one of moral righteousness and purity (thus the popularity of pre-sexual
females as the poster children of crime victimization). There is also a kind of egalitari-
anism in the focus of this movement on individual moral choices to give in to crime.
Crime as a moral choice portrays each individual as equally susceptible to the tempta-
tion to give in to evil.

Perhaps the most important difference between the left sectarianism of the environ-
mental movement and the right sectarianism of the crime panic is the relationship to
the center. Demands for fighting pollution clearly emerged from the border. Politicians
looking for new sources of support as the traditional sources of political power were dis-
solving quickly recognized the environment as potent. As early as 1970 President Nixon
recognized the importance of this movement and sought to harness it by declaring a
national 'Earth Day' and proposing the creation of a federal Environmental Protection
Agency. Right from the start politicians have promoted the crime panic (Beckett, 1997).
Polling data from the 1960s and the 1980s show that crime surfaced as a major focus

of public concern only after politicians emphasized it. Richard Nixon again emerges as
a savvy innovator. By running on a law and order platform in 1968 he was able to merge
surging arrest rates, major urban riots, and violent political protests into one potent stew.
After Watergate, however, the crime image became confused with questions of political
corruption and white-collar avarice. Polling data show little interest in crime after 1973.
The issue was revived with Ronald Reagan's successful campaign for President in 1980.
Reagan invoked an image of crime that linked violent street crime to welfare, to liberal
social policies, and to declining respect for traditional moral values.

Reagan's presidency can be seen as a period of center backlash. Environmental con-
cerns were down-played and dismissed while the risks of war and economic decline, the
classic center risks according to Douglas and Wildavsky, enjoyed a renaissance. But it
became clear by the election of 1988 that these issues were not sufficient to sustain politi-
cal mobilization any more. Reagan's Vice President George Bush looked to be in trouble
when the major campaign issue was seen as economic decline. Turning the issue to crime
salvaged his campaign. Democratic candidate Michael Dukakis suffered an irreversible

wound when Bush's campaign linked him to African-American murderer Willie Horton.7

The continuing failure of economic and foreign policy issues to form the basis for
successful consensus formation in American democracy is evidenced by the course of the
Clinton administration as well. Right from the start, candidate Clinton sought to avoid
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the vulnerabilities of earlier Democratic candidates on the crime issues. As governor of
a southern state he could point to a tough-on-crime record and he was aided by the
opportunity to carry out an execution just before the crucial New Hampshire primary.'
But Clinton's election at the bottom of the recession cycle was perceived as about econ-
omic issues. His early initiatives emphasized the economy and health care. But when
these proved incapable of attracting sufficient support, Clinton shifted to crime just
before the 1994 congressional elections. The Crime Bill of that year among other things
added over 60 new capital crimes to the federal code and mandated that states receiv-
ing federal prison funds revise their codes to provide that felons serve 85 percent of their
nominal sentence.

While the impetus for the crime panic has come from the center it has developed a
popular anti-crime movement that closely matches Douglas and Wildavsky's description
of the environmental movement. Organizations like Mothers Against Drunk Driving
and the loosely structured Victims Rights Movement are voluntaristic. They draw on
individuals who belong to market and bureaucratic institutions but whose values are not
necessarily defined by them, particularly suburban women ambivalent about feminism.
The Government has promoted these groups starting with funding of victim advocacy
programs in the early 1970s. Correctional officers' unions, prison suppliers, and other
center organizations have also subsidized them with strong self-interest in the promotion
of incarceration.

THETRIUMPH OFTHE BORDER
The forces that Douglas and Wildavsky described as pushing America in a sectarian
direction have only increased during the last two decades. Forty years ago southern seg-
regationists grumbled about impeaching Earl Warren. In 1996 Republican presidential
candidate Robert Dole openly called for the impeachment of a federal judge who sup-
pressed evidence of cocaine possession on the grounds that the evidence was illegally
obtained. When President Clinton implied that he might ask the judge to step down
the judge buckled and ultimately reversed his opinion. Seventy years ago rightwing
clergy threatened to enter the campaign for President. Today presidential candidates will-
ingly travel to pay homage to the Christian Coalition. America has become even more
of a border nation than it was when Douglas and Wildavsky studied environmentalism.
Douglas and Wildavsky assumed that the shift away from the center was largely a cul-
tural one, leaving the capacities of markets and bureaucracies fundamentally intact if less
capable of sustaining loyalty. In this final section I want to consider some factors that
have become more visible since Douglas and Wildavsky's path-breaking study.

Globalization
Douglas and Wildavsky focused on the post-industrial economy as an important source
of culture shift from center to border. The global nature of this economy, already visible
in the early 1980s, produces effects that were not considered by Douglas and Wildavsky.
These effects undermine the traditional capacities of both forms of center institutions -
markets and bureaucracies - to govern without undue reliance on risk. The strong form
of bureaucracy once present in both business and government, with its lifetime employ-
ment, steady and uniform wage increases, generous retirement and medical benefits, has
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increasingly been dismantled in the name of fiscal order and competitiveness, both defined
by the global economy. The ability of governmental organizations to regulate and stimu-
late the economy to protect the wellbeing of the population is increasingly discredited. The
market economy, once framed by national circumstances, domestic competitors, unions,

customers, increasingly operates on a global basis in a manner that raises the costs of nego-
tiating agreements and that inevitably increases insecurity for all these groups.

Government and politicians have responded by mobilizing a more sectarian risk
dynamic with crime as the preferred risk. The degree to which the state sheds power and
responsibility for managing the economy (a tenet of sound statecraft under globaliz-
ation) has been rather strikingly paralleled by the rise of its penal vigor (Garland, 1996).
Business has also been aided by the association of poverty and joblessness with exposure
to the intertwined terrors of crime and imprisonment. Indeed, economic experts gener-
ally believe today that fear of unemployment has continued to keep wage inflation down
even after an extended period of economic growth and despite a currently favorable job
picture for most Americans.9

Hyper-individualization or the postmodern condition
Douglas and Wildavsky recognized that the post-industrial economy and the suburban
community were creating a new space of individualism resistant to the appeals of center
institutions. In the succeeding two decades it has become apparent how truly radical this
individualization process has become. German sociologist Ulrich Beck (Beck, 1991) has

used the term 'hyper-individualization' to describe the way that institutions like nuclear
families, unions, and traditional neighborhoods that once limited the relentless indi-
vidualization of capitalism and modernity have been undermined and themselves 'indi-
vidualized.'

Douglas and Wildavsky saw the individualism of the Baby-Boom generation as
playing into that generations readiness to valorize the environment at the expense of tra-

ditional left concerns for equality and economic security. In retrospect the individual-
ism of what was once called the 'me generation' seems to have been superceded by the
powerful economic and cultural forces toward disaggregation associated with neo-
liberalism and the information revolution. In retrospect one can see a great deal of com-
munitarianism in the environmentalist movement. It may have ignored the pain faced
by real communities experiencing de-industrialization, but it did so in the name of a
kind of collective utopian project.

This suggests another departure with the sectarian politics of crime control. While
traditional sectarianism appealed to a strong communitarian sentiment reflective of pre-
cisely these kinds of boundaries to individualization, crime fear as sectarianism reflects
a kind of individualism that finds little anchor other than strictly personal security. In
this regard crime fear shares with the food fears of affluent Europeans a form of 'soli-
darity' that has trouble extending much beyond the boundaries of the self.

CONCLUSION
Crime in the USA and genetically altered foods in Europe function as two of the pre-
ferred risks of the global/postmodern societies. Both reflect the profound transform-
ations of center institutions. The cultural analysis of risk introduced by Douglas and
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Wildavsky suggests that efforts to characterize this fear as either a natural response to
threat or as the result of elite strategies of manipulation are both inadequate. Instead we
must return to middle-range questions of social organization, and we must reflect upon
the differential selection of risks by different cultures. Why food in Europe and crime
in the USA? Such research might begin by focusing upon the cultural traditions, the
ideological influence (left in Europe, right in the USA), and the differences in social
organization that remain despite common tendencies toward both globalization and
postmodernization.

Notes
1 Douglas and Wildavsky use the term hierarchy. I use the more conventional term

'bureaucracy.'
2 Douglas and Wildavsky offer a fascinating account of internecine battles between

groups with different organizational styles within the environmental movement
ranging from the relatively center-oriented Sierra Club, to the more purist direct-
action movements like Friends of the Earth. They show parallels between this con-
flict and that between sectarian religious orders in the 19th century.

3 Here we use the term centrist not to describe an ideological center, but an organiz-
ational orientation toward the center.

4 At the outset of their book Douglas and Wildavsky argue that major risks which the
public pays attention to are foreign affairs, crime, pollution, and economic failure
(1982: 2). While they later identify foreign affairs with bureaucracies, economic
failure with markets, and pollution with sectarians, they never take up the issue of
crime. Pollution and crime both represent variations of sectarian values inversely pro-
jected as danger. The left has tended to emphasize environmental concerns while the
right has tended to emphasize crime.

5 Indeed, the anti-drug campaign has been emphasized to intensify public concern at
times when the generally flat overall crime rate has not provided a plausible enough
source of danger to mobilize the public.

6 It will be interesting to see whether the recent election of white Republican mayors
with a tough on crime stance, like Rudy Giuliani of New York, will reverse this par-
ticular vector of blame.

7 Interestingly, Bush also attacked Dukakis on the environment, but few attribute the
latter's loss to commercials about pollution in Boston Harbor.

8 More ethical governors tend to suspend executions for the period of an election they
are involved in so as to be able to exercise the commutation power with something
like disinterest.

9 Unemployment is a classic center risk (Douglas and Wildavsky, 1982). What is
distinct about the new climate of job fear, however, is how much it assimilates the
pollution elements associated with crime. The 1980s introduced America to home-
lessness and the underclass, both conditions heavily laden with stigma. What might
seem like classic center economic fear today, then, is actually far closer to crime fear
than earlier periods of economic challenge.
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