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Paul Kennedy 
Good evening and welcome to Ideas. I’m Paul 
Kennedy. 
 
When I began to work at the CBC in the 1970s, the 
building we worked in was unguarded. People came 
and went as they liked. Today, the CBC 
Broadcasting Centre is guarded and patrolled by a 
private security company. Electronic gizmos let the 
staff in and out through supervised turnstiles. This 
new situation exemplifies what writer David Garland 
calls the “culture of control.” One could give 
numerous other examples of it: the surveillance 
cameras that watch us wherever we go, the fact that 
private police now seriously outnumber public 
police, the attention given to both crime and 
punishment in both politics and the popular media.  
 
David Garland is a Scottish-born criminologist who 
now teaches at New York University’s School of 
Law, and he’s recently published a book called The 
Culture of Control. He thinks that this new culture 
has crept up on us so gradually that things 
unthinkable a generation ago now seem quite 
routine, and it’s become hard to see just how novel 
and surprising our situation really is. So in his book, 
David Garland has stepped back from the changes 
of the past 30 years and tried to gain a view of them 
as a whole. This more quizzical, more distanced 
perspective has allowed him to produce what he 
calls a “history of the present.” Tonight, he shares 
his findings with us. Here to introduce him is Ideas 
producer David Cayley. 
 
David Cayley 
In a book published in 1985 called Punishment and 
Welfare, David Garland described an approach to 

crime that he called “correctionalism” or “penal 
welfarism.” It held that crime was something more 
than just a moral fault; it was also an expression of 
the social, economic and psychological conditions 
that had produced the crime, and it held that these 
conditions had to be taken into account when 
responding to crime. According to David Garland, 
this approach started to become influential in the last 
years of the 19th century, when the welfare state first 
began to take shape. The hallmarks of 
correctionalism were a strong emphasis on the 
treatment and rehabilitation of criminal offenders 
and a general feeling that problems of criminality 
should be kept out of sight of the public and the 
politicians and left to the experts. Correctionalism’s 
characteristic institutions were parole, probation, 
special youth courts and indeterminate sentences. 
While it was in the ascendant, most Western 
countries had stable or falling levels of 
imprisonment.  
 
This ascendancy lasted, in David Garland’s view, to 
around 1970, and then correctionalism began to be 
attacked from all sides. From the left, critics 
denounced its seeming benevolence as merely a 
disguised form of oppression. From the right, there 
were demands for more swift and certain 
punishment and for greater protection of the public 
against crime.  
 
This attack has gone on for 30 years, to the point, 
David Garland says, where it has now become 
possible to discern the outlines of a distinctly 
different approach to crime and punishment: the 
“culture of control.” He begins with a description... 
 
David Garland 

In the world of criminal justice and crime control and 
punishment, there have been shifts in every area of 
thinking and action over the last 30 years. To list 
them all, first of all, we now use the prison very much 
more than anybody in 1970 would ever have 
imagined, and we use it for different purposes: not to 
rehabilitate and correct but, rather, to incapacitate 
and segregate people, by and large. Also, another 
shift: we punish people much more emphatically. Up 
until the 1970s, the notion of punishment was 
something that criminal justice experts and 

politicians and officials tended to avoid because 
punitiveness was regarded by pretty much 
everybody as a bad thing; rather, we should respond 
to crime in a more constructive way. Now we punish, 
and we punish expressively and retributively, and no 
one has any qualms about saying so. Other huge 
changes include the revolution in sentencing law. 
We’ve moved from indeterminate sentencing, where 
the fate of an offender, particularly one who was 
sentenced to prison, would depend in large part 
upon expert review, parole board, adult authorities, 
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reform considerations and so on. We now have 
mandatory sentences and fixed sentences in all of 
the states of the USA and indeed increasingly in the 
UK and elsewhere too. Victim rights are also brand 
new. The story before in the 1960s and ‘70s was that 
the victim was the forgotten player in criminal justice, 
that he or she was merely the complainant and the 
witness and afterwards never considered. Now the 
image of the victim, and supposedly the projected 
interests of the victim, drive criminal justice policy. 
So in the world of punishment, a lot has changed 
very radically. 
 
At the same time, there is not just more punishment, 
but there’s much more of what I describe as the  
“infrastructure of prevention.” The less visible story 
of criminal justice in the last 30 years is the buildup 
in the towns, now increasingly in suburbs and, of 
course, in the large cities particularly, of an 
infrastructure of crime prevention, utilizing not just 
the police and the probation service and parole and 
so on, but actually involving the private sector as 
well: businesses, business improvement districts, 
safer city projects, residential associations, tenants 
associations, neighbourhood watches. There’s a 
whole new set of networks devoted to implementing 
crime prevention practices on a daily basis. So the 
way that we police and the way that we punish have 
been transformed.  
 
My question really was, what’s brought about that 
transformation? The answer, of course, is 
complicated, and there are many different factors 
involved. Depending on whether you talk about 
police or sentencing or victims or punishment, you 
get a different story, a different narrative, different 
actors, different considerations. But what seemed to 
me to be clear was, when you look at the field as a 
whole and regard how we now think and act and 
imagine about crime, we have a very different 
sensibility, a very different experience, a very 
different culture. The contemporary set of 
arrangements and the contemporary mentalities and 
sensibilities that we bring to bear upon crime look 
quite different from before. 
 
David Cayley 
This new way of thinking, of feeling, of imagining, 
David Garland says, is a result, above all, of a 

change in the way people live. Shifts of this 
magnitude, in his view, never originate at the level of 
theory. They’re produced by changing material 
conditions. The new common sense about crime 
reflects a transformation of everyday life. 
 
David Garland 
The key part of the book, I think, in terms of 
explanation is that the way that the social world is 
put together today is significantly different from 50 
years ago. The routines involved in getting to work 
and getting to school and where you live and how 
you transport yourself and how you transport your 
kids and the social arrangements in which you live 
— they form the underpinning of a new way of life 
which opens us up much more, I think, to freedom 
and mobility and affluence, but also much more to 
the risk of insecurity and of crime and victimization. 
And what we’ve done over time is adapted to that 
new vulnerability and insecurity by becoming much 
more focussed on control in our daily lives than was 
true 30 years ago. And the controls that I’m talking 
about are at the level, for example, of where we 
choose to live. The prisons have hugely increased in 
the last 30 years, but so too have the gated 
communities. If you had a graph that noted the 
increasing number of prisons built, the same graph, 
with lesser numbers, would track the gated 
communities’ increase. So we fortify both at the level 
of prisoners but also at the level of locking away 
ourselves, if we’re affluent, upper middle-class 
Americans, and this extends to the way that we 
secure our houses with alarms and burglar alarms 
and intruder alarms and the way that we transport 
our kids to school. In 1970, ‘71, in Britain, 80 per cent 
of kids who were eight years old got to school by 
themselves, unaccompanied. By 1990, only 20 
years later, that figure had fallen from 80 to 9 per 
cent. In other words, we no longer allow our kids to 
go to school by themselves. Something as 
mundane, but crucial, as how we transport ourselves 
and our children around the cities has been utterly 
transformed. And the story about that transformation 
is that we manage and control and worry more 
because crime is out there, but also because traffic 
is out there, and the way that we live has produced 
these new insecurities and risks, and we have to 
adapt to them. 
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My story about the “culture of control” really is that 
we’ve become a society — and this is particularly 
true of the middle classes and the well-to-do people 
living in cities and suburbs — we’ve become a 
society much more engaged with crime and 
insecurity and our vulnerability to it, and we respond 
in a daily way by taking crime prevention actions, 
routinely avoiding troublesome areas, steering our 
way around the city to avoid being vulnerable. But 
also we are more outraged and more irritated and 
more aggravated by the notion of these criminals out 
there threatening us, and, therefore, we license our 
politicians to be much more repressive in response 
to crime.  
 
Now, the key shift there is that the liberal elites, the 
professional middle classes used to be rather distant 
from crime and not very vulnerable to it. They saw 
crime as a poor people’s problem, in the ghetto, in 
the inner city, in the bad neighbourhood. They 
themselves weren’t too badly affected, so they 
would be the voices that supported welfarism, 
correctionalism, leniency and civilization in 
punishment. These voices have been stayed by the 
developments I’m describing. Basically, liberals 
nowadays are much more aware of crime in their 
own daily lives. They’re not so vulnerable as poor 
people are, of course, but they, nonetheless, have 
their cars broken into. They, nonetheless, have their 
houses sometimes burgled. They have to arrange 
their daily lives in ways that take crime into 
consideration. Crime is now a normal social fact for 
them as well as for others, so they’ve become much 
less liberal and much more willing to allow their 
parties, the Democrats, the Labour Party in Britain, 
to become parties that are tough on crime and tough 
on criminals. 
 
David Cayley 
There seem to be two sides to this. You have, on the 
one hand, a way of life which is more precarious — 
less stable families, neighbourhoods abandoned  
during the day, job insecurity — so you have the 
feeling of precariousness. But then you have, on the 
other side, a real increase in crime and a very 
dramatic one. 
 

David Garland 
Yes. There are different rhythms and periods to this 
development. What I would say is that the real 
increase in crime is over now. For the last 20 years 
in the USA, the last ten years in Britain, we’ve seen 
a falling-off in crime rates, a stabilization. It’s still at 
a  very high plateau compared to the 1950s. It’s still 
very, very high. But crime rates have fallen off a little. 
 
But what I would say is this: The reason that they’ve 
begun to fall off is because we’ve begun to adapt in 
our daily lives to the threat of crime and the 
insecurity of crime. You have to understand the story 
from a little further back in time. From the 1960s 
onwards in America, in the developed European 
world, for example, in Australia and Canada too, a 
new way of life began to be established involving 
suburban living, low household density, people living 
in more houses, spread out more, fewer people 
there, married women moving into the workforce, 
people with automobiles, people with more 
consumer goods, people having more money to 
spend in the shops, goods to store at home, and also 
the decreasing controls on teenagers and teenage 
boys in particular. That combination of 
arrangements made for a recipe for crime explosion. 
The affluent, mobile, individualized, less controlled, 
freer social arrangements of the ‘50s and ‘60s and 
‘70s produced a harvest of crime events in every 
modern society. If you look at the statistics — with 
the single exception of Japan, about which I’m still 
puzzled and unable to offer an explanation — in the 
West, all of the developed countries showed a stark 
and continued increase in crime from the late ‘50s 
onwards. Through the ‘60s and ‘70s, there were 
ranges of crime that were just shocking to the 
criminal justice system but also to the victims and the 
public.  
 
Basically, what happened was, during that period of 
time, we kept applying the old recipes — criminal 
justice, correctionalism, the police catching criminals 
and locking them up — and it wasn’t working at all 
well, which is why really into the ‘70s and ‘80s, crime 
continued to increase.  
 

Eventually — and this is one of the claims I make in 
the book — eventually, people realized that you 

couldn’t leave crime control to the authorities. They 
began themselves to organize their daily lives 
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differently. Corporations and communities, 
neighbourhoods, businesses — they too began to 
build into their daily practice crime control, crime 
prevention, crime avoidance routines. So eventually, 
what you got was a fairly successful adaptation that 
made crime control more a part of people’s daily 
lives, which is why, in my view — not because of 
prisons or because of police but because of this 
adaptation — you’ve begun to see crime 
opportunities and crime numbers diminishing pretty 
much everywhere in the last ten years. It’s also 
made for a society that’s much more engaged on a 
daily basis with crime. Crime is in our imagination, in 
our fiction, on our TV, but it’s also in our built 
environment. The way that we plan cities, the way 
that we live, our insurance contracts, our real estate 
categories — all of these now build in an 
understanding of crime, how to avoid it, where the 
risks are, how to structure premiums or structure 
crime prevention facilities in a way that removes the 
risk or diminishes it where we can. That’s led to 
success in crime prevention but at the cost of a 
culture that’s become much more control-oriented 
and much more fixated on crime. 
 
The final thing that one should say about that, of 
course, is that we don’t distribute control evenly. One 
of the things that you might take out of what I’m 
saying is that we should control economic 
investment, we should control town planning, we 
should ensure that the neighbourhoods that are 
most at risk are the ones that are best protected. 
What tends to happen is that we control in two ways: 
one, by removing the rich and the affluent and the 
mobile from the scene of the crime to fortified, 
secure, gated communities in suburban areas or 
bubbles of security in the urban environment; two, 
by imposing new controls on the dangerous classes. 
We lock up the drug offenders. We lock up people 
who have a record of crime or repeated crime. We 
basically fortify the ghettoes. We make them heavily 
policed crime zones. We focus our disciplinary 
attention on people who claim welfare, on people 
who have a drug record or a criminal record or a 
delinquency record, and we’re very much more 
tough on them than we’ve ever been before because 
we have this diffuse sense that we have to respond, 
we have to be tough, we have to control. 
 

David Cayley 
This sense of the urgency of control reflects a real 
increase in the exposure of the middle class to 
crime, David Garland says. And here, he differs a 
little from some of his colleagues in criminology. 
Crime rates are easily manipulated, and this leads 
some criminologists to stress the unreliability of 
crime numbers. Garland endorses this scholarly 
caution but insists, nevertheless, that what he a 
moment ago called the “crime explosion” is 
something very real. 
 
David Garland 
There are a number of good points that are important 
to bear in mind about being skeptical about crime 
statistics and not reading the reported data at face 
value. These are all very important points. People 
have to understand them. But you don’t have to 
confuse these points with the claim that nothing has 
changed over the last 30 or 40 years. For example, 
it is true that the dynamics that affect crime data and 
crime rates include reporting, the efficiency of the 
police, the recording practices of the police and so 
on, and so you might be able to say, for example, 
that some crime rises are more a statistical artifact 
than a real shift in behaviours. For example, if 
women began to report more rapes because there 
was a better treatment of rape victims, you would 
say, “Well, there aren’t more rapes. There’s simply 
better reporting of the number that went on before.” 
Now, all these concerns are really appropriate and 
relevant; however, it’s still the case, bearing in mind  
all of these different dynamics, that from 1950 to, 
say, 1990, the incidence of homicide, which isn’t 
subject to the same problems of reporting and 
recording — we take homicides seriously, we find 
bodies, we count them — increased by a factor of 5 
and 6 and, in some places, of 10.  
 
David Cayley 
Per capita. 
 
David Garland 
Per capita. If you look at robberies in England and 
Wales between 1950 and 1990, the number of 
robberies reported to the police increased by a factor 
of 49. The number of car thefts and thefts from cars, 
which we have good data on because the cars are 
insured, and people have to report them to claim 
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them, multiplied by a huge factor at the same time. 
Now, there are reasons why that would be true. 
There are many more cars around. People have 
more cars per household. Nevertheless, the fact is 
that there are also more crimes as a consequence. 

I’ve tended to be rather brutally realist in this respect 
and said, “Look. In part, it’s absolutely the case that, 
in terms of the numbers of crimes being committed, 
there’s been an absolute increase.”  
 

But even if one were to be a little skeptical about the 
precise increase, the fact is that much of what I’m 
describing is how crime affects people’s daily lives, 
their thinking and their action. And when you 
understand that point, what really matters a lot to 
how people decide where they’re going to live, how 
they’re going to allow their kids to travel to school, 
what view they take about the number of people that 
should be in prison, what really counts there is 
what’s been reported to them. Most people’s 
experience of crime is a combination of what they 
read in the media and the real life events that 
impinge upon them. And what they do is, they have 
a real life event that probably will be a theft from their 
car — most people who own a car have got some 
instance of that kind — or a neighbour has been 
burgled or even an assault that has occurred to their 
teenage son outside of a pub — and then that real 
life event that occurs to them gets added to the 
media representation of crime that they see every 
day, and they go, “This is a real problem. I know 
because I’ve experienced it. Everybody says so.” 
And so how we think about crime is as much a 
consequence of reported, recorded data as it is of 
the real instances that people experience. 
 
David Cayley 
So you would say, as far as the role of the media is 
concerned, that, even though the media are a 
powerful amplifier, and even though media intensity 
has dramatically increased, still they can only 
amplify what people recognize; would that be your 
view? 
 
David Garland 
That’s precisely my view actually. And this is, I think, 
a controversial claim. I think that many people would 
like to say that the scare about and the response to 
crime is media-generated, that there is a rabble-
rousing effect that goes on, where irresponsible 
headline writers say, “There’s all this crime. The 
crime rates are going through the roof. The criminals 
are dangerous,” and the public responds by saying, 
“Absolutely true. Everything you say is right. We 

must spend more money. We must build more 
prisons.” Now, my sense is that the media can’t just 
tell any story they like and find a popular response. 
The resonance for that kind of story and the 
grounding for that kind of story are in the lives that 
people lead. There has to be a connection between 
the stories and the narratives and the fantasies and 
the real world that people inhabit. That’s particularly 
true if you’re asking these people not just to express 
anti-crime views, but to pay for prisons with their tax 
pounds and their tax dollars, and to build fewer 
colleges and fund schools to a less degree in order 
to build these prisons, and to reduce civil liberties 
and give police more powers. This is not something 
that the public happily does because of some 
fantasy that the newspaper headlines suggest. It 
connects with how they live, what they worry about 
and what they see in their daily lives. 
 
One thing that I should say is that often enough the 
real experience people have with crime in their daily 
lives is an experience of disorder, the signs of 
incivility, graffiti on the streets, vandalism, minor 
theft from their cars — nuisance events. Many 
people have that experience all the time in a way that 
they didn’t a generation or two before. So they see 
crime in their lives, crime on the streets, crime in 
their environment, but it’s not violent crime, it’s not 
homicide, it’s not robberies even sometimes. 
Nevertheless, the fact that there’s a form of crime 
that they see and that they know is real allows them 
and prompts them to worry about other forms of 
crime, much more serious, much less likely as a risk 
to them, like violent, predatory, sex offences, and 
there’s a continuum between these two things. 
They’re both part of the “crime” category. So people 
see crime as real for them, and they worry that the 
crime might eventually be that predatory, violent, 
homicidal attacker. Now, that tends to be a slide of 
anxiety from a real risk to anxiety about a risk that’s 
much less likely, but it’s kind of inevitable given that 
people put these things together under the umbrella 
of “crime.” 
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David Cayley 
In the American Presidential Election of 1964, the 
Republican candidate, Senator Barry Goldwater, 
made an issue of the growth of what he called “crime 
in the streets.” The next year, the victor in that 
election, Lyndon Johnson, set up a commission to 
investigate this charge. The commission, in due 
course, advised the President that the best way to 
prevent crime was “to improve the conditions of life 
that drive people to commit crimes.” Expanded 
opportunities, and not repression, should be the 
government’s front line against crime. The 
commission’s report was a classic statement of what 
David Garland calls “penal welfarism” or the belief 

that crime is best addressed by improving social 
provision. But time was actually on Senator 
Goldwater’s side, and by the end of the ‘60s, penal 
welfarism had begun to come under sustained 
attack by a new agenda, stressing punishment and 
control. This agenda took office in Britain in the late 
‘70s, with the election of Margaret Thatcher, and in 
the United States soon after, when Ronald Reagan 
was elected. Social approaches to crime were 
rejected, says David Garland, with Mrs. Thatcher 
even going so far as to say that, “There’s no such 
thing as society.” 
 
David Garland 

What Mrs. Thatcher stands for in this transformation 
is not just the collapse of faith in social solutions, but 
an antagonism to social solutions. What Mrs. 
Thatcher’s reminding her listening public of when 
she says that there’s no such thing as society, 
there’s just individuals and households, is that 
ultimately, in her view, government and the social 
provisions that government can make through taxes 
and through programs won’t work, that ultimately 
everything depends on the enterprising spirit and the 
individual action of responsible individuals and 
parents and families. And that new sense of what 
can be done and who should be doing it has tended, 
I think — and I write about this in the book as well 
— has tended to move away from social experts and 
social solutions to what I describe as being 
economic ways of thinking and economic expertise 
and accounting and financial expertise. Basically, 
the notion is, if something isn’t working out well, it’s 
because the incentive structure hasn’t been properly 
organized, it’s because the price is wrong, it’s 
because the market’s not working effectively, or the 
market’s not being allowed to work at all.  
 
For example, to come back to crime, the reason that 
individuals break the law is not because they lack 
socialization or because social workers haven’t been 
allocated to their case; it’s because they look at the 
price of crime, and they see that they can commit 
their offence without paying the price, or maybe the 
price is uncertain, or maybe the price is very low. 
Maybe the price is, they’ll be sentenced to probation, 
or they’ll go to jail for a week or two, but they’ll be out 
again. So the pricing structure, the incentive 
structure, has to be altered. What do we do? We 

make the price of crime more certain, and we make 
it higher. How do we do that? We give police more 
powers, and punishment penalties are set at a 
higher rate.  
 
Now, that way of thinking, the economic mode, shifts 
away from social expertise and welfare responses to 
incentives and penalty structures of a tougher form. 
But what it also does is, it allocates the responsibility 
for crime at the level of the individual actor and 
assumes that the individual actor, like the individual 
entrepreneur, is the captain of his destiny and has to 
be held responsible for his actions. 
 
David Cayley 
Along with this new view of the criminal offender 
went a new view of the victim. In the welfarist view 
of crime and punishment, the offender stood out as 
a reproach to the society that had failed him. The 
victim’s interest was understood to be identical with 
the interest of society as a whole. The culture of 
control sees the victim as the crucial figure. Ronald 
Reagan, on his election, immediately appointed a 
task force on victims. In its report, it sketched what it 
called a “composite victim of crime” and then 
declared, “This victim is every victim. She could be 
you or related to you.” The British Labour Party, 
before its election in 1997, used the slogan, 
“Everyone’s a victim.” The victim of crime, says 
David Garland, had become “a representative 
character, an everyman.” 
 
David Garland 
The criminal justice system has always had victims, 
always responded to victims. But typically, it’s been 
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assumed that the victim could be subsumed under 
the public interest, that criminal justice — the 
organization of police and prosecutions and 
punishment — was a public service that was there 
for all citizens, some of whom would be victimized, 
some of whom wouldn’t. And the question of how we 
should punish, how much we should punish, when 
we should release, what the appropriate sentence 

was — that was a question to be decided in the 
public interest. It would balance issues about 
appropriate desert and retribution with questions of 
resources and questions of risks and what we could 
afford, with questions of uniformity and balance and 
so on.  
 

Now, what’s happened in the last 20 or 30 years, but 
increasingly in the last decade, is that politicians and 
criminal justice policy makers have begun to wish to 
give a voice to the individual victim. It’s no longer felt 
that the public interest adequately serves the victim, 
but rather that responses to crime should be 
individuated so that the victim, who’s been harmed, 
who’s been injured, who may have been killed and 
his family or her family are now the survivors, that 
somehow they should have a voice in shaping the 
punishment. We get, for example, victim impact 
statements, the occasion where the victim will stand 
up in a court, even in a capital trial, and explain that 
this person has not only committed a crime with the 
following harms, but actually this is how the life of 
the victim has been subsequently affected, and 
these are the nightmares the children are having, 
and these are the family consequences and 
ramifications. Victims get a chance to give an 
opinion about sentencing in some states. Victims get 
to sit on parole boards in some states. Crime control 
measures, punishment measures are named for 
victims: Jenna’s Law, Megan’s Law — laws that are 
in the name of a particular victim. In a way, what’s 
happened is that there’s been an attempt to respond 
to this individual injury by customizing, personalizing 
the punishment. In some respects, you can see that 
this is a development that has some 
understandable, maybe even progressive, aspects. 
Instead of the criminal justice system being a big 
bureaucracy that doesn’t notice its customers, now 
it’s being a bit more responsive, a bit more sensitive 
to the victims and the complainants and the 
witnesses.  
 
But on the other hand, the key thing is that somehow 
we are a society that now thinks of ourselves as 
being victims, that the victim is you or me. The victim 
is everyone because we’re all vulnerable to crime. 
And this is a new way of thinking. Up until quite 
recently, we understood that crime would occur, but 

we thought of it as a kind of aberration. We thought 
of it as something that would be abnormal and 
unfortunate and fateful for the person concerned, but 
really a social problem off to the side. Now we think 
of crime as being a normal social fact, something 
that happens to all of us all the time. And, in fact, 
there’s all this language in official documents that 
you read in the last 20 years about, “One crime 
occurs every 10 seconds,” “Every 30 seconds, a 
credit card is stolen,” “Every moment, a car is being 
broken into,” “By the time you’ve read this 
paragraph, another homicide will be committed.” It’s 
as if crime is part of the temporal environment in 
which we operate. So we’ve begun to think of 
ourselves as victims. That’s understandable, and 
you can see the dynamic, and you can even see the 
political payoff because there’s a real immediacy to 
a politician standing up there and introducing a new, 
tough crime or punishment act in the name of the 
victim who stands there supporting it.  
 
But what we need to remember is that we might all 
be victims in some notional sense, but we’re also all 
citizens, we’re also all potential lawbreakers, we’re 
also all exposed to the powers of the state and the 
penal powers of the police. Once we begin to think 
that we’re all victims and they’re all criminals, and to 
give the police and the courts powers accordingly, 
then we’ve given up on civil liberties, we’ve given up 
on all our democratic concerns with limiting the 
powers of the state. How have we done that? We’ve 
done that by projecting the image of the victim onto 
ourselves and onto the law, and I think it’s really a 
problematic development. It really disaggregates the 
public. Basically, we have real difficulty today in the 
thinking of our institutions, our authorities, our public 
sphere as being a collective of which we form a part. 
We’re so individuated. We’re so much the 
consumers of identities that are different and 
particular, and we have such difficulty in agreeing 
with others or involving ourselves in a larger group 
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identity that we want even the public institutions to 
be individuated and particular and customized to the 
individual need and the individual desire of the 
consumer of justice. It’s really a response which in 
criminal justice leads to a completely uncritical way 
of thinking about government.  
 
Up until the 1970s, there was a commonsensical 
liberalism of fear, and the fear that people had and 
the reason that people were liberal was that they 
worried about the powers of the state. The court 
developments, the jurisprudential developments, the 
policy developments that occurred in the 1960s were 
often about limiting the power of the state, especially 
the state as represented on the streets by the police 
or in the courts or in the prisons by authorities that 
could wield really quite violent power over citizens. 

So liberalism of fear meant, “Lets restrict the power 
of the state. We know that it can do us harm.” 
 
Today, we have a conservatism of fear. What that 
means is that we’re no longer afraid of the 
government. We’re afraid of other people. And we 
call upon the government, in almost an infantile way, 
to protect us against these others, and the 
government can do anything it needs to do: more 
police powers, greater powers of imprisonment, 
don’t release people if you imagine they might be 
dangerous. We do that in the name of security 
where, once upon a time, that would have been the 
basis of insecurity because it gives government too 
many police powers. 
 
David Cayley 

What David Garland calls the “conservatism of fear” 
can lead to an uncritical reliance on the state’s power 
to punish. But paradoxically, those eager to enhance 
the state’s criminal justice powers are often equally 
eager to reduce the size and scope of government 
in almost every other respect. This points to a certain 
tension or twosidedness within the culture of control, 
of which David Garland is very aware. So in the 
United States, for example, there has been popular 
support for the push to lock up more and more 
people over the last 20 years, but there has been, at 
the same time, a widespread recognition of the 
impotence and incompetence of government when it 
comes to protecting its citizens against crime. This 
skepticism has produced what David Garland calls 
the “criminologies of everyday life,” strategies to 
counter crime that range all the way from the private 
police forces employed by corporations to the home 
security systems and crime avoidance routines of 
citizens to various forms of neighbourhood vigilance. 
So the culture of control is not without its 
complexities and contradictions. Nor has it 
completely eliminated the ideas and institutions that 
were characteristic of the former period. There are 
as many, or more, rehabilitation programs in prison 
today as there were then. But today, they are 
thought of as a way of managing and reducing risk 
rather than as a way of validating the offender. The 
same word is used, but there’s a new tone, a new 
emphasis, and it falls, above all, on the idea of 
control. 
 

David Garland’s portrait of the culture of control is 
drawn from the two countries he knows best: the 
United States, where he now lives, and Great Britain, 
where he grew up, trained as a criminologist and 
taught for a number of years at the University of 
Edinburgh. These sources give his portrait much of 
its dramatic colour since, if we exclude the countries  
of the former Soviet Union, the United States has far 
the most draconian penal system of all Western 
countries, and the UK has, to a certain limited extent, 
followed the American lead. So to what extent does 
his analysis fit other countries like Canada, which 
has something like a sixth the number of prisoners 
per capita as the US, or the European countries, 
which have only half Canada’s number? It’s an 
interesting and fruitful question, David Garland says. 
 
David Garland 
I think I have analyzed the exceptional case in terms  
of the penal response to the way that we live now, 
and actually I think that the next phase of research, 
if one were to carry this through — and I hope other 
people will do this — would be to examine the 
question, how is it that other societies — for 
example, most of the European countries — have 
experienced the same pattern of social change in 
terms of how people live — automobiles and 
suburbs and affluence and individual mobility and so 
on — and the same risks of crime and instance of 
crime, but haven’t had the same penal response? 
My guess is that you would find, first of all, a huge 
variation, but that the pattern of response wouldn’t 
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only be measured by imprisonment rates. In other 
words, I think you’ll find that in Canada, in Australia, 
in most European countries, that many of the 
concerns, for example, about whether we should 
release dangerous offenders from imprisonment 
emerges; concerns about the victim emerge; 
sentencing structures have changed in most places; 
one sees crime prevention being built into daily life 
in most places. So many of the indices that I’m 
describing in the USA and the UK are actually much 
more widespread.  
 
The key thing that seems to me to be not so 
widespread is the most penal response, obviously 
the death penalty in the USA, but also the use of 
intense, lengthy sentences of imprisonment for 
massive numbers of offenders. I think that there one 
of the things that you might begin to point to as a 
reason that it hasn’t happened in the European 
countries has to do with the continued power of 
professional groups in the criminal justice system 
and the continued protection of the political elites 

from the force of public opinion.  
 
One of the things that’s really striking about the USA 
— and Americans might claim that this is a 
democratic feature, other people might want to 
describe democracy as being less populist than this 
— in America, many criminal justice decision-
makers are actually elected officials, and many 
political officials in the state governments and so on 
are very directly elected and unelected and have 
very little protection by the party system and by the 
corporate system of politics that exists in other 
countries in Europe. So you find, in the USA 
especially, that political life, and even criminal justice 
decision-making, is much more immediately 
responsive to public pressure. There are fewer 
buffers and barriers between decision-makers, on 
the one hand, and what the public expressions of 
concern are suggesting. Britain has typically been 
more protective than America in that respect.  
 

But what’s been interesting is that the media has 
allowed the issue of crime, and particularly of 
punishment, to be such a basis for criticizing 
government that the parties that used to be, I 
suppose, concerned with welfare and social justice 
and criminal justice are much less likely to behave 
that way today.  
 
In Europe, in The Netherlands, for example, in 
Scandinavia, in Germany, I think one’s seen the 
social changes I’ve described prompting, but not 
producing, the penal changes I’ve described, and I 
think that that’s really the key focus for new research 
that says, “How can people live in late, modern 
society without developing the culture of control? 
What are the brakes? What are the resistance 
points? What are the alternative ways of thinking that 
resist the penal response?” That seems to me to be 
the next important question. 
 
David Cayley 
In David Garland’s view, the degree of direct 
democracy, the reach of the media and the amount 
of authority retained by professional elites all exert 
an important influence on the extent to which the 
culture of control develops. The press, for example, 
is typically much more restrained in continental 

Europe than in English-speaking countries, and this 
has tended to contain panic about crime in Europe. 
The United States, with its more sensationalist 
media and a high degree of direct democracy, has 
gone in the opposite direction and now has some 2-
million of its citizens in jail. But even in the United 
States, David Garland does see a source of hope, 
and that is that even while the country has been 
massively expanding its penal system, an 
awareness has been dawning that crime cannot be 
effectively controlled in this way. 
 
David Garland 
What I’d take to be the most progressive aspect of 
the story that I tell about the last 30 years is actually  
something that’s become increasingly apparent to 
government, even if they often deny it rhetorically 
and avoid its implications, and it’s this: It’s become 
apparent, from the 1960s and ‘70s onwards, that 
criminal justice institutions — the police and 
prosecution, courts and punishment — can’t begin 
to deal with the crime problem by that method by 
themselves. We know something like 3 out of every 
100 offences end up being dealt with by the criminal 
justice authorities. The rest of them go unattended, 
go unapprehended, go uncaught. So whatever it is 
that we’re about to do that would have a better 
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impact upon crime and crime prevention and crime 
control, it’s not to punish our way through the 
problem. That, if you like, is a mirage and a mistake 
that one hopes the contemporary history of the USA 
will make apparent on a world, historic scale but, of 
course, need not any time soon. 
 
David Cayley 
It “need not any time soon” because the vast penal 
complex in the United States now constitutes a 
powerful vested interest. Indeed, some thinkers, 
whom I have featured in earlier Ideas programs, like 
criminologist Nils Christie or sociologist Zygmunt 
Baumann, have warned of a dark future in which 
large prison populations prove to be a convenient 
and durable feature of social order in the era of 
global capitalism. Baumann particularly has pointed 
to the way in which an economy based on managed 
desire needs the prison as an illustration of the fate 
of unmanaged desire. And in what follows, David 
Garland refers to the spectre of permanent, mass 
imprisonment as the “Baumann future.” Garland 

himself sees reason to hope that the American crime 
control industry will eventually be reigned in, though 
he recognizes its tremendous power to perpetuate 
itself. 
 
David Garland 
One of the reasons that the USA can have 2-million 
people in prison, and there’s been no very extensive 
political movement resisting and opposing that, is 
precisely because the prison is so effective at 
silencing and segregating and removing the voices 
of prisoners. It’s also because prisons, once built, 
become a functioning part of rural economies, of 
states that have been hard-hit by deindustrialization 
and so on. So the likelihood that we will dismantle 
the huge prison plant any time soon is made that 
much less likely because of the new vested 
interests: not just private prisons and correctional 
corporations, but also just the employment patterns 
that they produce. 
 

Nevertheless, the idea that 2-million can become 4-
million, and 4-million can become 8-million in the 
near future, and that we can have gulags of the 
dimensions that the Soviet Union had and the 
dimensions that China still has with its work camps 
strikes me as being really unlikely for the following 
reason: The visibility of black imprisonment, in other 
words, the fact that so many prisoners, especially 
through the war on drugs, are African-American and 
Hispanic and that that’s such a disproportionate and 
focussed use of mass imprisonment — the notion 
that that can be tolerated in even a battened-down, 
war-mentality liberal democracy called the USA 
strikes me as being unlikely. I think that the 
commitment to underlying liberalism and to a society 
which is no longer institutionally and apparently 
racist is also one of the characteristics of the USA 
today. And when it becomes clearly visible and 
clearly a story that’s in the newspapers and a story 
that’s in people’s minds that the criminal justice 
system is undermining that commitment, then the 
leverage for argument against it, added to the 
economic concerns and the considerations that I’ve 
just been describing, not to mention the 
criminological limits of imprisonment and mass 
imprisonment, I think that they suggest that the 
Baumann future is more bleak than the one that 

we’re currently living through. The present one is 
bleak enough. 
 
David Cayley 
David Garland believes that there are at least three 
important potential limits on mass imprisonment in 
the United States. One is sheer cost. Another is its 
ineffectiveness in controlling crime. And the third is 
the contradiction between American ideals and the 
reality of a prison population in which black and 
Hispanic prisoners are hugely overrepresented. 
Until now, these limits have had little effect, but two 
things, in David Garland’s view, have recently begun 
to change. Crime has begun to go down, and 
alternative measures of crime control — his 
“criminologies of everyday life” — have begun to be 
effective. This creates a situation in which the public 
may become capable of looking more rationally at its 
crime control complex, and it may also allow the 
public to see, he says finally, just how great a 
discrepancy there is between the United States’ 
professed ideals and the reality of its racialized 
prison system.  
 
David Garland 
I don’t think that we give up on or we’re not likely any 
time soon to give up on the Enlightenment values 
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and the beliefs in reason and in liberty and in the 
constitutional freedoms upon which the US project is 
built. So the clash between a criminal justice system 
that’s really become mass imprisonment, racialized 
and excluding, and the project of a liberal society in 
which citizens can live freely with restrained 
government and equal opportunity — that clash will 
become more visible the more people become less 
terrified by crime and become more aware of the 
policies and the practices that have been built in its 
name. 
 
Paul Kennedy 
On Ideas tonight, you’ve listened to criminologist 
David Garland discussing his book The Culture of 
Control, published by the University of Chicago 
Press. The program was written and presented by 
David Cayley. Technical production: Dave Field. 
Associate Producer: Liz Nagy. The Executive 
Producer of Ideas is Bernie Lucht, and I’m Paul 
Kennedy. 
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