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Introduction
European urban sociology has associated the city and urbanisation with crime since its own inception
in the age of the Industrial Revolution. Thinkers such as Durkheim, Simmel, and Laborit associated
urban life – and industrialisation and the capitalist order – with anomie, detachment, aggressiveness,
and thus violence and crime. These sociological ideas of the city as being conducive to crime (e.g.
because of its size, growth, or socio-economic characteristics) are still very much present in modern thought, with repercussions, among others, for crime control responses in an age that has been
described as “urban” (Brenner & Schmid, 2013; UN-Habitat, 2006). Criminology has often relied on
more simplistic understandings of the relation between (urban) space and crime, either understanding space as a mere locus where criminal activity takes place or even ignoring its crucial importance
in the understanding of (deviant) human behaviour. Complex issues of spatiality and territoriality
have often been reduced to locations and spatial correlations, which do not help much in grasping
the complex interrelations among social, cultural, political, economic, and spatial phenomena. At the
same time, concepts – including crime and criminalisation – produced on the basis of the experiences
of Western cities in the age of industrialisation have been used and abused to explain phenomena in
other places of the world, thus failing to grasp the geographical nature of social phenomena and attributing simplistic labels (“violent”, “feral”, “chaotic”) to cities of the Global South (see, for example,
Norton, 2003). Recently, however, in line with critiques of the concept of the urban age (Brenner &
Schmid, 2013), appeals have been made to overcome the simplistic association of crime with the locus
of the city and to rather unravel the role of the process of capitalist urbanisation in producing violence
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and criminalisation (Pavoni & Tulumello, 2020).

There is a wide scope, therefore, for working toward the construction of an urban criminology (cf.
Atkinson & Millington, 2018, this issue) capable of reflecting on the specific – historical, political,
economic, sociocultural – ideas, phenomena, and processes that associate the urban with crime and
violence.

This special issue of Criminological Encounters aims to take some further steps toward the construction of such a criminological perspective by inviting empirical and theoretical articles with the ambition of going beyond linear associations between (urban) space and crime/violence. In the next
section, then, we move to highlighting some of the ideas that “emerge” from a reflection on urban
criminology, within and beyond the scope of the articles of this issue, and in particular on the conceptualisation of the “urban” and of “criminology” in “urban criminology”, plus an opening toward a
research agenda for urban criminology amid and after a pandemic. In the following and last section,
we provide a short description of the texts in this Special Issue.
Towards Urban Criminology: Emerging Issues
The urban in urban criminology.
Despite the predominant and often implicit backdrop of the city in many accounts of crime, the general
relation between urban social life and crime is often not examined with significant scrutiny in much
criminology (Atkinson & Millington, 2018, p. 14).

Pushed by the emergence and consolidation of southern critique inspired by post- and decolonial
perspectives, urban studies have recently been characterised by fierce discussions concerning the
possibility of building a truly “global” field. Within this field, much discussion has been sparked by the
theses on planetary urbanisation put forward by Neil Brenner and Christian Schmid (see, for instance,
a special issue of Environment and Planning D (36[3], 2018), which collected a number of critiques
and rejoinders). Whatever perspective one adopts on the theses, we want to stress here an aspect
that is extremely relevant for conceptualising the “urban” of urban criminology. We refer to one of the
earlier pieces of Brenner and Schmid’s theorisation (2013), their critique of the “urban age” thesis.
Their conceptual and methodological critique of the understanding of the “urban” as a place seen in
opposition to the “rural” can easily be extended to the long-standing tendency, in mainstream criminology and Western urban sociology, to understand the city as the locus where crime takes place and,
at the same time, the socio-spatial condition that is conducive to crime. Paraphrasing an argument
made elsewhere with regard to the “urban” in urban violence (Pavoni & Tulumello, 2020), we find it
more productive to see the urban through a double lens: the background against which crime “in the
city” is made manifest and the process that is constitutive of crime. This move has several theoretical
and epistemological implications for working toward an urban criminology (cf. Atkinson & Millington,
this issue; Bannister & O’Sullivan, this issue). Above all, it suggests going beyond (mostly quantitative)
comparisons of crime rates among cities or between cities and rural places, and rather fostering the
exploration of the ways through which the process of urbanisation is part and parcel of the (re)production of crime and criminalisation.

The potentiality of such a perspective can be made evident through the example of the field of (urban)
research concerned with the nexus among crime, security, and processes like gentrification, touristification (Ojeda & Kieffer, 2020), and expansion of leisure and nightlife activities. Traditionally dominated by attempts to measure the effects of gentrification on crime rates (especially in North American
cities), this field has recently seen the emergence of critical perspectives (e.g. Atkinson & Millington,
2018, pp. 248‒253; Bloch & Meyer, 2019; De Koster, this issue; Di Bella, 2020; Meyer, 2020; Mireanu,
2018; Peyrefitte, this issue). In light of our reflections, this literature has taken steps towards an urban
criminology of gentrification in two ways: on the one hand, by showing how crime is made manifest
(most often through racialised lenses) by the drive to fill the rent gap – particularly in US versions of
gentrification, the argument of crime becomes central to the rhetoric that fuels reinvestment in urban
contexts previously characterised by disinvestment; and on the other hand, by exposing the patterns
criminologicalencounters.org
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through which urbanisation reproduces security and criminalisation – after reinvestment, as new
social groups start to pour in, policing becomes part and parcel of gentrification.

A crucial component of this endeavour is that of decentring the production of urban and criminological theories by looking at “ordinary” (cf. Robinson, 2006) urban experiences, those of the Global
South, and, more generally, those of places that have remained at the “borderlands” of theorisation
(Sandercock, 1998) – to which this journal is, in general, particularly open and welcoming. With regard to experiences from the Global South, we should admit that, despite our call for papers, this has
been only partially achieved in this issue: in Firmino and Augusto’s critique regarding the absence of
a southern perspective in Atkinson and Millington’s Urban Criminology (2018) – a critique, it should
be said, amid much praise of the book; and in Bannister and O’Sullivan’s proposal for a “planetary”
framework for urban criminology. We cannot, therefore, but hope that a “southern urban criminology” will be the object of further discussion, in this journal and beyond.
Criminology in urban criminology. Criminology was originally interested more in places than spaces of criminality and victimisation. Bottoms and Wiles (2002, p. 621), addressing the topic of environmental criminology, describe the distinction and the need for (environmental) criminology to engage
with both in the following way:

“Place” is not the same as “space”. The former concept refers to a geographical location, with fairly
definite boundaries, within which people may meet, engage in various activities, etc. “Space” is a much
broader concept, but environmental criminologists are interested in it because some social activities
have become quite markedly spatially differentiated (e.g. the “zoning” policies of some urban planners);
on the other hand, modern transport and telecommunications allow for individuals (and organizations)
to bridge spatial separation to a much greater extent than in previous generations [emphasis in the
original].

Even though criminological scholars may enter the field of “the urban” through the doors of specifically criminological phenomena, such as crime and disorder or incivilities, considering their prevalence
in the city, the “urbanity” element of such deviant conduct – including its spatiality – cannot be dismissed when trying to grasp more fully the causes, motivations and manifestations of the latter.

The criminological interest in the urban space has consequently been steadily increasing, although
in somewhat different directions. “Socio-spatial criminology” now encompasses as much those who
study criminal events (adopting, for example, “rational choice” or “routine activities” approaches)
as those who focus on studying the social structures and social dynamics of neighbourhoods, and
those with more ethnographic and “cultural criminology” approaches (Bottoms, 2012). While environmental criminology has traditionally centred on explaining the spatial distribution of offences and
of offenders, its further evolution included the integration of considerations relating to social change
and societal transformations of the late 20th century (Bottoms & Wiles, 2002). Newer criminological
developments, moreover, accentuate the cultural and, even more recently, the sensory, aesthetic, and
affective dimensions of urban space and its social control (e.g. Carrabine, 2012; García Ruiz & South,
2019; Hayward, 2009; Millie, 2019; Peršak & Di Ronco, forthcoming; Young, 2014). It has been recognised, for example, that cities have their own affective atmospheres and can thus be regarded in
terms of moods or affects (Millie, 2019; Thrift, 2005). Given that contemporary urban orders are increasingly governed through space (Merry, 2004), not merely through penal law, perceptions of space
– since it is often the latter that matter in terms of the social reaction to antisocial behaviour – have
also become an object of criminological and criminal policy investigation in their own right (Peršak &
Di Ronco, 2018).
The fact that urban space can be studied through all these various perspectives acknowledges the
complexity of urban space: it represents a place where crime, disorder and their social control are
exercised, as well as a cultural phenomenon, a site of creative resistance, and a sensory and affective
landscape, to name but a few of its facets. Furthermore, it highlights the importance of interdisciplinary approaches and the need to integrate different socio-spatial criminology strands.
criminologicalencounters.org
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Urban criminology amid and after a pandemic. While we have been preparing this special issue,
the (urban) world has been hit by the COVID-19 pandemic, whose magnitude and impact are too
large to be ignored. Although the essays collected here, based on earlier research, do not empirically
engage with the pandemic, we cannot but close this section with two brief notes – through the ideas
of density and movement – on the implications of the pandemic for the present and future of an urban
criminology.
First, as some of the places hit the earliest had been major cities like Wuhan and New York, in March
and April many claimed that “density” was crucial to the spread of the virus and some proclaimed
that COVID-19 will bring about the death of the city, as we know it (e.g. Tavernise & Mervosh, 2020).
As it happens, density has been shown not to be associated with a wider spread of the illness (see, for
example, Carozzi, Provenzano & Roth, 2020; Rolnik, 2020), and it has even been argued that urban
density is “good for health” amid a pandemic (Adlakha & Sallis, 2020). And yet, arguments on urban
density matter for urban criminology ‒ on the one hand, because they show that the assumed association between “the city” and social and health ills is alive and kicking, and on the other, because density makes social, economic, and housing inequalities more visible and impactful during a pandemic.
The policing and surveillance associated with governmental anti-COVID responses have been more
concentrated in urban spaces, predicated on the assumed fact that, as cities are more densely populated, this makes it easier for the virus to spread, thereby increasing the need for control. However,
the social, economic, and housing inequalities – which are most drastically experienced in the cities
– also made it much more difficult (especially for those living in blocks of flats and social housing) to
fully comply with restrictive governmental measures (e.g. not leaving one’s apartment), rendering
city dwellers more likely to incur penalties for their violation of rules.
Second, the pandemic and social responses have had fluid effects on the numbers and patterns of
crime (as evident in the drop of street crime during lockdowns, but increased domestic violence and
hate crime), as well as on the broader dynamics related to the ongoing restructuring of global capitalism and patterns of inequality, exclusion, and marginalisation – which, in turn, play a crucial role in
crime and violence. In this sense, the pandemic can be seen as an accelerator of larger “movements”
that are the bread and butter of (urban) criminology. Exposed existing and emerging inequalities, for
example, reinvigorated social movements and spurred activism in fields such as criminal justice (such
as Black Lives Matter and the decarceration movement) and housing (Accornero et al., 2020).
By reflecting on density and movements, we are reminded that cities are resilient and quick to adapt
and respond to new challenges. It is our firm belief, moreover, that urban criminology will be able to
embrace and explore the new or renewed social phenomena in the aftermath of COVID-19, as well as
contributing to addressing those inequalities that this pandemic has made visible or deepened.
Contents of the Special Issue

This special issue is composed of two parts, one comprising three research articles and the other composed of a commentary, a book review essay, and an interview. It opens with an ambitious attempt,
by Jon Bannister and Anthony O’Sullivan, to set out a conceptual framework for a “planetary” urban
criminology. By adopting a multilevel and “explicitly urban” approach to crime, the article intends to
provide an epistemological approach that is useful for articulating universal, regional, and specifically
local ontological dimensions to crime. We are quite certain that this article will spark much discussion
‒ for instance, in regard to the attempt to use a framework overly based on theories from the Global
North (as the authors admit) to provide instruments that are useful in the Global South.
In the article that follows, Margo De Koster addresses the intersection of Antwerp’s night spaces,
young people, and their social control in the early twentieth century – the period of heightened anxiety about the urban night. Examining the actors and strategies involved in the everyday (formal and
informal) control of urban young people’s night-time undertakings as well as how young people experienced and avoided these controls to pursue their own agenda, she argues, first, that it was not the
police but parents and relatives who were the main agents of control over young people’s night-time
criminologicalencounters.org
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activities, and second, that nightlife was key to the formation of a “modern youth” culture, in which
darkness was used mainly to escape from the everyday routine and experiment with new social and
sexual codes.

Magali Peyrefitte’s article, by contrast, inspects contemporary London, specifically the factors, actors,
structures, and processes involved in its regeneration, intra-urban inequality, and social harms arising
from it. She notes that the provision of London social housing is becoming progressively constrained
under budget limitations and financial arrangements that stimulate the involvement of private actors in the housing management. She also critically examines the appropriateness of the suggested
regeneration solutions to London, where its unprecedented extent of construction tends to aggravate
inequalities that have long been overlooked, as the focus has been placed elsewhere.

Moving to the second part of the issue, we find a commentary by Rowland Atkinson and Gareth Millington, which moves beyond their recently published Urban Criminology (2018), followed by a review
essay on the same book by Rodrigo Firmino and Acácio Augusto. Firmino and Augusto emphasise
what they believe to be the main quality of the book, namely the capacity to work toward the construction of the urban as a social construct central to the (re)production of crime. Atkinson and Millington’s
essay, on the other hand, pushes further the critique of the historical capacity of criminology to “be
urban”, making a number of arguments for an even stronger dialogue between critical urban studies
and critical criminology.
In the last paper of this issue, Ellen Van Damme interviews Jody Miller, whose work has been crucial
for placing gender within urban criminology. Miller reconstructs her “discovery” of urban criminology and 25 years of effort to develop her work in a field that was, and still is, male dominated, both in
terms of who does research and the research that is produced. She concludes with a call to new and
future urban criminologists to “think about gender”.

These texts, as a whole, offer a critical and imaginative reflection on the traditional and new research
themes for the criminological study of the urban as well as an exciting outlook on the possible future
paths of urban criminology.
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Abstract
Urbanisation is the dominant global social process of the current century and criminology is an intrinsically urban discipline. However, criminology has become dominated by the analysis of subsets of
areas within a subset of rather homogeneous cities of the Global North. As the discipline has evolved
and refracted under the impetus of theoretical, methodological and data advance, it has lost much
of its urban vitality, lacking critical self-awareness of its fundamental nature. We argue for a new, or
renewed, approach to criminology that begins from the perspective of the city as an open system. We
assess the consequences of a criminology that fails to take proper account of the city as a multiscalar
open system. This is without doubt a considerable challenge, but the time is propitious; in the era of
Big Data, with a rapidly expanding range of methodologies at its disposal, there exists the possibility
of a revivified criminology that remains faithful to its roots. Our proffered approach opens the way to
investigating crime through an urban prism for any city in the world – to a planetary urban criminology.
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Introduction
We live in an urban age (Gleeson, 2012), a period where the urban “is in every sense comprehensive,
decisive, and epochal” (Rickards, Gleeson, Boyle, & O’Callaghan, 2016, p. 1524). Urban scholars marvel at the sheer diversity of cities around the world, even as they strive to explain it (Storper & Scott,
2016). But the nature of the processes involved remains contested, generating calls for a corrective
to conceptual rigidities imposed by an evident Anglo-American hegemony in the analysis of the city
(Kong & Qian, 2019; Robinson, 2016; Robinson & Roy, 2016; Roy, 2016; Zhou, Lin & Zhang, 2019).1
Some, as relationships between networks of cities, cities and their hinterlands, and cities within their
host regions and countries morph and evolve, argue that the very idea of the city has outlived its
usefulness in urban analysis and new conceptual frameworks are now required (Brenner & Schmid,
2015; Rickards, Gleeson, Boyle & O’Callaghan, 2016; Schmid et al., 2018). At the very least, it seems
that pre-existing scale perspectives are in urgent need of refinement (Wu, Wilkes, Silver & Nicols
Clark, 2018). This heady brew of accelerating, diversifying urbanisation, associated understandings,
and contestations poses a number of fundamental criminological challenges that focus the ambition
of this paper. Given the diversity of cities, given the commonality or otherwise of urban processes,
should we expect different urban crime profiles to present in different places? Can we understand
urban crime with a common criminological tool set? Where do criminological theories sit within, and
how do they relate to, our understanding of the urban?
From the outset, the criminological project has been provoked by, and interpreted with reference to,
the urban condition (Weisburd, Groff, & Yang, 2012); currently it hardly recognises, much less speaks
to, urban dynamics. It is blind to the shifting nature and progress of urbanisation and dominated by
empirical work on a fairly homogeneous type of North American and (to a much lesser degree) European city. This is deeply problematic, and criminology is in danger of becoming stultified if researchers
only explore whether patterns in data so far uncovered are replicated across a narrow range of crime
types and urban situations. There is a compelling need to pose some deeper questions: are existing
theories of crime too time and place dependent? As globalisation shapes the nature of urban development and the process of urbanisation generates an ever-expanding range of urban outcomes, can
we use these facts to generalise our understanding of crime and its causes? Can criminology develop
frameworks that are demonstrably as applicable to the Global South as they are to the Global North?
This paper makes an initial case for a planetary urban criminology, a criminology that holds relevance
to the diversity found within “planetary urbanism” (Wyly, 2015), and in doing so provides a template for reintegrating the what, where, and when with the who and why in criminological research
(Bannister, O’Sullivan, & Bates, 2019). We begin our task in the next section with a brief overview of
criminological theory that emphasises its specifically urban dimensions, and how these have become
somewhat obscured over time. The case for reaffirming and enhancing an explicit urban lens on crime
is then launched through an examination of three very different criminological problematics. Building
on a number of recent contributions to criminology we then develop a framework for a crime-oriented model of an open urban system, using this framework to situate and further interpret a range of
existing criminological theories.

This is an ambitious undertaking and we must, at the very outset, temper expectations. First, our
framework is explicated pretty much exclusively using Global North criminological material, reflecting the predominance of current literature. Second, even within that stricture, formidable challenges
remain to be addressed, not least that the definition of crime is culturally determined, and culture
exhibits distinctive geographic expression. Moreover, systematic variation in data availability and
quality further bedevil the comparison of like with like, with known North-South implications. Some
might with justification push further, questioning the ontological meaning of “the city” in general, or
1
The same hegemony that is alleged to hold criminology itself in thrall (Carrington, Hogg, & Sozzo, 2016; Hogg,
Scott, & Sozzo, 2017)
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as it applies in different areas across the globe, and see reason in this to interpret spatial scales and
associated timescales as both heterogeneous in nature and more specifically endogenous to location
and type of crime. We acknowledge the legitimacy of these issues in what follows without aiming to
resolve them. Our contention is that one must start the search for a more general criminology somewhere, and a framework that posits urban crime as complex outcomes of processes operating and
interacting at various levels – some will be universal, some regional, some local ‒ is the appropriate
place to begin.
Disciplinary Conditionalities
The evolutionary pathways of criminological research have already been extensively reported and
need little in the way of revisitation (Garland, 2002; Rock, 2002; Weisburd et al., 2012). But it is worth
reflecting further on the extent to which criminology emerged from and confirmed the urban as primary context. It was Restoration Paris (1814‒1830), experiencing explosive population growth, economic dislocation, and rising crime, the fear of les misérables, that provided the impetus for much of
the work of Guerry (1833) and Quetelet (1984) (Beirne, 1987; Friendly, 2007). Significant also was
the establishment of the first national system of crime reporting by the Ministry of Justice in France
in 1825, and the commencement of annual statistical publications of these data in 1827. The use of
such data served to illuminate and reinforce perceptions of the predominantly urban nature of crime
(Friendly, 2007, p. 372). A few years later and across the Channel in England, the pioneering work of
Henry Mayhew (1862) and Charles Booth (1889) on crime patterns and causes took the capital city of
London as its specific focus of concern (Garland, 2002; Sampson, 2009).
The Chicago school of sociology, serving from the 1920s onwards as the cradle of mid-20th-century
criminology, reflected a different, but again unmistakeably urban context. Wyly (2015, p. 2521), quoting Martindale (1958, p. 28), notes that the newly minted sociology department at Chicago would go
on to become known as “Urbanism, Incorporated”. The city of Chicago grew rapidly, doubling from
little over 500,000 people in 1880 to 1.1 million in 1890, before doubling again to 2.2 million in 1910
and continuing to expand to 3.4 million by 1940. Rural to urban migration over this period met with
mass movement of European peoples across the Atlantic and the Great Migration of African Americans from the South to create massive urban restructuring, volatility, and dynamism (Jones, 1992).
Out of this roiling sea of human interaction came new perspectives on crime in cities in transition,
culminating in theories of social disorganisation (Shaw & McKay, 1942).

Chicago remained the geographic locus of intellectual innovation in the 1960s as sociology gave ground
to economics in the study of crime. The initial thrust of this “economic imperialism” (Ioannides & Nielsen, 2007), lacking both explicit spatial and time characteristics, involved applying rational choice
and utility maximisation perspectives to crime (Becker, 1968). Becker’s approach – that individuals
compare the expected benefits of crime (determined by perceived reward, probability of detection,
and severity of punishment) to the returns from legitimate activities in deciding what actions to take
– ultimately spawned two major and more obviously urban-centric literatures. The first emphasised
labour market circumstances as determinants of crime (Freeman, 1996, 1999); exploring this on an
urban scale with attention to potential peer effects (Glaeser, Sacerdote & Scheinkman, 1996) has led
economics towards a general consensus that “bad genes, bad homes, bad neighbourhoods, and bad
incentives can all play a role in determining criminal behaviour” (Le Grand, Propper & Smith, 2008,
p. 111).2

2
We do not explore the role of genetic factors in this paper, but it is worth noting here the still developing literature that links genetic factors to crime specifically within urban and intergenerational contexts. See, for example, Feigenbaum and Muller (2016) on lead exposure and violent crime in 20th-century American cities, and Sampson (2019) and
Aizer and Currie (forthcoming) on the relationship between residential exposure to lead and juvenile delinquency.
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The second literature tracing its aetiology to Becker interacted the logic of homo economicus with
a rejection of a “person-focused” approach to crime. Here, disciplinary dissatisfaction, based on increasing acknowledgement of the intrinsic difficulty of predicting criminality, or of moderating it
through correctional interventions (Cullen & Gendreau, 2001), gave impetus to a search for new theoretical approaches to understanding the crime problem. The rational choice approach (Cornish &
Clarke, 1986) morphed into a place-focused perspective as one feature of a general “rediscovery of
the offence” (Bottoms & Wiles, 2002), via the development of routine activity theory (Cohen & Felson,
1979), situational crime prevention (Clarke, 1995), and the analysis of spatial crime patterns (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1984). Through this literature, with its primary emphasis on the what, where,
and when of crime, where people live together and their daily activities/mobilities structure the urban
crime problem, but, importantly, this is conditioned by a dual micro-temporal and micro-geographical
lens that de-emphasises broader contextualising frameworks. Some attempts are now being made to
broaden this lens through the assimilation of the idea of collective efficacy (Hipp, 2016b; Sampson &
Groves, 1989; Sampson, Raudenbush & Earls, 1997), the most recent manifestation of social disorganisation theory emphasising shared expectations and social cohesion at neighbourhood level as drivers
of informal social control. But these attempts (Braga & Clarke, 2014; Weisburd et al., 2012; Weisburd,
Groff & Yann, 2014) remain somewhat ad hoc and opportunistic (Bannister et al., 2019). Thus, and
facilitated by late 20th-century growth in electronic computational and data storage capabilities, and
a “data explosion” (Maguire, 2002), this environmental criminology has subsequently focused exclusively on urban crime, but mostly without asking of cities if there are aspects of their broader compositions and constitutions to allow for. The data explosion to which Maguire refers relates to offences
rather than offenders, featuring increasing detail on the specifics of crime type and location ‒ and
this continues into the present, supporting an ongoing search for concentrations of crime (Weisburd,
2015; Weisburd et al., 2012) and for a generalised theory of spatial crime patterns (Hipp, 2016a).

Today, we have the emerging promise of Big Data, ushering in new actors and a potential to link the
global to the individual (Bannister et al., 2019). With growing computational power there is increasing interest in new methods (machine learning, agent-based modelling) and renewed attention to
long-standing problems such as how to specify the denominator of crime measurement in the context
of mobile populations (Malleson & Andresen, 2016). We are now entering an era likely to be dominated by statistical tools capable of finding increasingly sophisticated patterns in increasingly sophisticated data.3 Once again, these patterns will be urban patterns. Without a disciplinary engagement that
recognises this and uses the emerging opportunities to embrace the multiscalar nature of reality, to
exercise a sociological, criminological imagination (Mills, 1959; Young, 2011), the full potential of Big
Data will remain underexploited.4
Like crime itself, the study of crime is necessarily place and time specific. But unlike its subject matter,
theoretical criminology and its empirical extensions are typically not place and time explicit. Obviously, this does not apply in a trivial sense ‒ empirical work habitually records sample information ‒ but
in a more fundamental sense, and for the most part criminology demonstrates a lack of self-awareness
or concern regarding its situation in particular historical place and time contexts. The broader relevance of the results of criminological inquiry focused on a particular location, or involving a particular period of time, is seldom seriously dealt with; this is either ignored, left as an open question, or
assumed away. Also underemphasised is the fact that the nature of criminological inquiry undertaken
is strongly conditioned by the data and the research technologies (methodologies and computational
capacities) available, which also vary greatly by time and place. While there is nothing sinister, surprising, or even peculiar to criminology in the conditionality of its pursuit (this also characterises the
3
On tools, see Gau, 2010; Groff, Johnson, & Thornton, 2019.
4
This is not to say that Big Data are a neutral opportunity waiting to be unleashed. They have also been decried as
ushering in an era of intense surveillance and of widening inequalities (Lyon, 2014; Rieke, Robinson & Yu, 2014). In other
words, much depends on how they are analysed and to what ends they are used.
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social sciences writ large and, to a lesser extent, even the physical sciences), failure to recognise this
conditionality does, to repeat, have major consequences, in terms of potential misreadings of findings,
failure to fully capitalise on existing knowledge, and the emergence of disciplinary fissures and factionalisation, fads, and false dawns.
The Multiscalar Nature of (Global) Reality
Our contention is that the city, positioned within a multilayered framework, is a fundamental prism
for the analysis of urban crime. Our purpose in this paper is to promote and progress the development
of such a prism. If one accepts that cities are open systems, evolving dynamically over time under the
influence of internal and external forces and conditioned by their own prior stages of development,
what this requires is a multiscalar framework of up to six levels (individual, neighbourhood, city, regional, national, international), with interactions occurring within and across levels. Elements of such
a framework are discernible in existing urban scholarship ‒ for example, Hamnett (2003) demonstrates intuitively how a multilevel approach lays bare important features of the dynamic evolution of
London over four decades.5 But much ground clearing remains to be done.
Crime Theory in the Presence of City Diversity
Three specific extant literatures, which collectively encompass research across a wide range of spatial
and temporal scales, can be used to demonstrate this need for a stronger and more explicitly global,
urban-centric approach within criminology. Each literature speaks in different but complementary
ways to a requirement to look beyond current terms of reference, and to the need to integrate the
multiscalar (space, time), the offender, and the crime ‒ to think harder about causation in the analysis
of patterns and trends, eschewing silo mentalities in favour of greater openness to interdisciplinarity
and greater eclecticism in theory development.

The first literature involves the significant effort currently being expended on validating a proposed
“law” of crime concentration (Weisburd, 2015) through replication and/or methodological refinement
(Andresen, 2009, 2016; Andresen & Malleson, 2011; Andresen, Linning & Malesson, 2017; Bernasco
& Steenbeck, 2017; Curiel, Delmar & Bishop, 2018; Gill, Wooditch & Weisburd, 2017; Haberman, Sorg
& Ratcliffe, 2017; Hibdon, Telep & Groff, 2017; Levin, Rosenfeld & Deckard, 2017; Schnell, Braga &
Piza, 2017; Vandeviver & Steenbeek, 2019). Hipp and Kim (2017, pp. 597‒598) note that the law does
not found upon any specific geography, which implies that crime concentration for larger geographic
units must be a ratio of that for smaller units (in other words, it must demonstrate a systematic scale
relationship). More specifically, this means the macro unit of analysis used when analysing crime concentration is of considerable significance. Hipp and Kim explore this issue principally in the context
of inter-city analysis (should we expect the level of crime concentration to be constant across cities
of different sizes?); Oliveira, Bastos-Filho & Menezes (2017) find that the level of concentration does
not scale with city size for cities in the UK and USA. Hipp and Kim also demonstrate that a non-trivial
amount of crime concentration arises by chance and that this proportion varies across cities, concluding “we cannot rule out the possibility that there may be macro explanations for why the level of crime
concentration differs across cities” (Hipp & Kim, 2017, pp. 624‒625).

The second literature promotes social disorganisation theory as an explanation of the spatial distribution of crime. Recognising that the substance of this literature has from the outset been almost
exclusively focused on urban America, and that its evolution has been dominated over the course of
5
More recently, Sampson developed such a framework explicitly, albeit using only three levels (individual, neighbourhood, other) to analyse the trajectories of long-run inequality in US cities.
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a century by changing American urban conditions, American data innovations, plus advances in statistical techniques, Bruinsma, Lieven, Pauwels, Weerman & Bernasco (2013) evaluate six historically
distinct versions of the theory on a common data set for The Hague in the Netherlands. They find
that social disorganisation models of every vintage do a poor job in a European context. In seeking
to explain this, the authors speculate on the consequences of spatial processes that originate outside
the city, factors associated with the spatial and social structure of the city, including Europe-specific
patterns of segregation, and changes in personal mobility over time, driven by changes in household
wealth and urban transport systems.6

The third literature addresses crime trends. Within this literature, single-factor causation narratives
are strongly favoured, and comparative (nation, city) analysis is rare, but a convincing review of this
body of work has shown that the extent to which city crime trends reflect national patterns depends
heavily on the time period covered, while crime trends across microgeographies within cities are
both time period and city specific (Baumer, Vélez & Rosenfeld, 2018). Is it not better to approach the
question of crime trends from a situated perspective that allows for the influence of factors operating
internationally, nationally, and on the urban scale? Young (2011, p. 113) excoriates the presumption
of fixed and ahistorical relationships “independent of time and culture” that typifies crime trend analysis: when “we need to look at the crime drop in the context of globalisation, we need to listen to the
voices on the street” (ibid., p. 117). The specific factors Young identifies as keys to understanding
crime trends ‒ city hyperpluralism, manufacturing-sector decline, service-sector expansion, the rise
of the dual-career middle-class household, feminisation of the public sphere, expansion of higher education ‒ either constitute predominantly urban phenomena per se or play out within the urban frame,
and all vary considerably across city contexts and over time.

A final and important point to note about the above literatures is that in each, the issue of time receives cursory (sometimes non-explicit) attention, while in spatial terms a multi-scale perspective is
habitually eschewed in favour of a dominant single geography approach (respectively, the microgeography of the street segment/block, the mesogeography of the neighbourhood, and the macrogeography of the nation state) ‒ and in each case this imposes epistemological costs.7 Thus, restrictions on
the ambit of environmental criminology arise from the basic fact that it privileges microgeography
(Eck & Weisburd, 1995); it explicitly conceptualises crime as activity involving the presence/absence
of individuals at micro-locations in order to treat motivation as obvious or irrelevant. Sociological
theories of crime, by contrast, typically privilege mesogeography ‒ the “community” or neighbourhood. Given that the spatial division of cities into neighbourhoods has been a universal dimension of
urban life from prehistory to the present day (Smith, 2010), neighbourhood as the appropriate geography for criminological inquiry is taken to be self-evident; but this approach obscures as much as it
illuminates by ignoring the broader dynamics of urban systems taken as a whole. On a macro scale,
“national” data simply constitute an administrative boundary, a mere reporting category unless and
until some explicit argument is made to give that category ontological meaning.
Developing an Open Urban System Model of Crime
In the search for a broader analytical framework that can support substantive advances, a number of
recent contributions help identify a useful direction of travel. First, Taylor (2015) constructs a multilevel meta-model framework of inputs and crime-related outcomes founded on behaviour settings
that nest, interact dynamically across levels, and exhibit feedback and recursive properties. He posits
6
By modelling crime rates and offender rates separately, Bruinsma et al., also bring the who question back into
focus, and in doing so demonstrate that crime rates and offender rates need to be understood on the basis of distinct urban
causal processes.
7
Taylor (2015, p. 155) speculates that causal time frames lengthen as the size of the spatial unit of criminological
interest grows, which is an intuitively plausible conjecture, but we are not aware of any rigorous work on the subject to date.
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the city configured as sets of neighbourhoods in flux as the appropriate context for criminological
analysis. Next, Sampson (2019), analysing the trajectories of long-run inequality in US cities, advocates the integration of micro-, meso- (neighbourhood), and macro-level processes and outcomes as
necessary for understanding urban crime. For Sampson, neighbourhood structures and social processes ‒ “collective efficacy, organisational density, the looking glass neighbourhood, and networks of
neighbourhood mobility and information flows that generate city-wide interlocking structures” (ibid.,
p. 8) ‒ interface with higher-order structures, namely state, economy, law, racism, mobility networks,
and the characteristics of individuals that give rise to agency, i.e., selection and choice, cognition, ability, perception, and sorting. Neighbourhood contexts embody inequality of multiple stripes as a result
of these interfacings, and condition behaviour. The work of Taylor and Sampson is complemented, at
a higher level of granularity, by that of Galster and Sharkey (2017) via their development of a holistic,
multilevel conceptual model of urban inequality. In their model, “spatial opportunity structure” conditions the socio-economic outcomes open to individuals, where “[v]arious elements of the spatial opportunity structure operate at and vary across … at least three distinct [spatial] scales. Across neighborhoods, variations in safety, natural environment, peer groups, social control, institutions, social
networks, and job accessibility occur. Across local political jurisdictions, health, education, recreation,
and safety programs vary. Across metropolitan areas, the locations of employment of various types
and associated wages, working conditions, and skill requirements vary and housing and other market
conditions that affect individuals’ opportunities for advancement differ” (ibid., p. 7). These factors
are maintained to operate both directly on the expected value of a given set of personal attributes
and indirectly over time on the attributes that can be secured and retained. As with Sampson, Galster
and Sharkey see the processes involved as cumulative, path dependent and mutually reinforcing, to
which one must also add recursive and non-linear; in the same vein, Sampson (2019) reports a range
of empirical findings that chime with the various neighbourhood effects causal pathways identified by
Galster (2012) and that exhibit important “dosage” intensity, threshold, and durability characteristics.
Collectively, these contributions are important for present purposes because they offer a conceptual interpretation, a Weltanschauung, that promises new and enriched understandings of criminality
and crime. In doing so, they also coalesce on the notion of the permeable city evolving over time as a
system of spatial subunits as the basic framework of analysis. While mainstream analysis continues
to be largely conducted above and within it as the implicit spatial envelope for most, if not all, environmental and sociological criminological inquiry (Hipp & Kim, 2017; Sampson, 2012), emerging
perspectives promote the city explicitly as a crucible. To this understanding one can also add emerging
recognition of the city as the only meaningful building block for developing national analytical frameworks (Brenner, 2004).
In our view, these emerging perspectives point the way forward. Specifically, we propose that the city,
explicitly an open system comprised of heterogeneous,8 ontologically meaningful spatial subunits that
coexist and hold potential as mediums for processes and outcomes, provides the natural prism for
the analysis of urban crime at the core of a planetary urban criminology. The general requirement is
for an ontologically meaningful multiscalar framework for criminological application, within which
all relevant scales (individual, neighbourhood, city, regional, national, international) have their place,
and with linkages occurring both within and across levels.
Building on the above, we can scaffold a framework for a planetary urban criminology. Such a
crime-oriented model of an open urban system must account for “process” and “outcome”. Process
here captures the idea of change occurring and operating at varying speeds. Outcome reflects impact,
response; it can have scale, speed, intensity, be observed, measured; importantly outcome can take
the form of new and subsequent processes. The model also needs to be explicitly multilevel in spatial
terms. To illustrate, we consider three levels. Figures 1‒4 capture this logic and summarise the framework, which also provides the means of understanding existing theories as special instances of a more

8
These subunits may be labelled as “neighbourhoods”, but we emphasise that their significance derives from their
ontological properties as behaviour settings and not from any presupposition of internal homogeneity.
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general approach. Level one attends to the mapping of higher-order (international, national, regional)
processes (globalisation, technical change, economic change, migration) onto broad-scale urban spatial structure and function (Figures 1, 2a, and 2b). Level two focuses on the impact of higher-dimension (time and scale) urban processes on more localised characteristics ‒ neighbourhood built form
and social milieux, and spatial opportunity structures, including crime proclivities and possibilities
(Figure 3). Conditioned by these two prior levels, level three can then better contextualise patterns of
individual movement and choice (Figure 4). At a first approximation, therefore, if one assumes away
higher-order process and localised effects, social disorganisation (SD) theories of crime privilege level
two while ignoring levels one and three. Routine activity theory (RAT) privileges level three, while ignoring levels one and two. Finally, recent efforts at RAT/SD integration involve the attempted meshing
of level two with level three perspectives while continuing to ignore level one.

Figure 1. Higher-Order Processes and the Speed of Urban Change

Figure 2a. Higher-Order Processes, Urban Spatial Structure (Monocentric) and Function
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Figure 2b. Higher-Order Processes, Urban Spatial Structure (Polycentric) and Function

Figure 3. Higher-Order Processes, Urban Processes and Outcomes, Crime Processes and Outcomes – the Neighbourhood
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Figure 4. Higher-Order Processes, Urban Processes and Outcomes, Movement and Choice, Crime Processes and Outcomes

As noted above, to operationalise this more general approach effectively, the city and its spatial subunits have to be defined in an ontologically meaningful fashion. In this regard, a substantial body of
work exists on criteria for defining urban areas, their structure, and their operation (Frey & Zimmer,
2001; Spiekermann & Wegener, 2018; Wegener, 1994, 1995), which can also be used to help categorise outcomes in terms of likely speeds of change to urban structure and function.9 Thus, network
(transport, communications, utilities) and land use effects of higher-order spatial processes typically
manifest slowly and incrementally, albeit at certain points in space and time (the opening of a new
subway station, shopping mall, or leisure centre) network change will appear as sudden and disruptive to existing structures. Building structures (non-residential and residential) also take several
years to plan and deliver, but thereafter endure as physical infrastructure. Employment and demographic profiles across the urban landscape will change more quickly, as firms incorporate, grow, and
die according to the rhythms of the underlying urban economy and as household profiles respond
to population ageing, growth, and decline. Flows of goods and people across and within urban areas
will respond even faster to real-time conditions of demand and congestion. While the potential of
the physical structure, functions, and governance of the city to shape crime and offender patterning
might therefore be assumed to be fixed for any given point in time, over time it emerges in this broader view as being in variable states of flux, as the city absorbs (resists or embraces) the higher-order
processes driving change depending on the nature of its governance framework and stage of development (whether growing, shrinking/industrial, post-industrial, modern, postmodern etc.). Urban
processes and outcomes shape the neighbourhood built form and social milieu, and in so doing serve
to influence (in part) the crime processes and outcomes, the proclivities and possibilities, that take

9
Governance (in particular, whether one is dealing with cities operating under market or planned economy conditions) may well also affect relative speeds of response.
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place in these settings. Further, urban processes and outcomes serve to frame the individual mobility
and choices (behaviours) of residents, the destinations they visit (inclusive of other neighbourhoods)
to perform varied activities in differing time frames. In these terms, crime processes and outcomes,
proclivities and possibilities, can be understood as a function of the scale and mix of the population
present in a particular setting at a given time and of the activities being performed. Significantly, they
also serve to inform the offender residence profile of their origin neighbourhoods.
Within any imaginable urban crime framework of the type we are proposing, higher-order processes
impact individual behaviour through at least two interdependent channels. The first involves such
change affecting the economic calculus attaching to a criminal act (Fox, Albertson, Ellison & Martin, 2011; Jacob, 2011). Thus, the benefits and costs of committing a crime depend, amongst other
things, on whether or not an individual is employed, where s/he travels from/to and at what cost, etc.,
what s/he has to lose from detection, and what opportunities present themselves at a given location.
Changing city economic fortunes, in part dependent on (inter)national developments, will then shift
expected net benefits at a given location, and the net benefit profile of the city as a whole, as well as
triggering a range of decisions (for people, to stay or move; for firms and businesses, to invest or disinvest; for government, to legislate or initiate policy) that will (over varying timescales) further impact
the economic calculus for criminal behaviour. This reaffirms the value of environmental criminology
even as it rejects the parameterisation of that theory as something independent of wider contexts. The
second mechanism involves the impact that changing (multiscale) socio-economic conditions have on
individual norms and values; what people think of perpetrating a crime, preventing or reporting one
depends on their perceived stake in society, which will vary as circumstances change, and with responses to global and national triggers exhibiting distinctly different profiles across different polities
and urban areas as cultural factors dictate. This in turn reaffirms the validity of social disorganisation
theories as long as these are positioned within a suitable wider framework of social change.10
Reinterpreting Crime Literatures Using an Urban Crime Model Framework
Rather than attempt to formalise a model further here, we turn instead to a demonstration of how the
framework proposed can be productively used to draw pre-existing bodies of criminological literature
developed at varying spatial and temporal scales into common cause. To begin this task, we might
perhaps posit that truly global factors may be as much to do with shock and disruption as they are
with continuity. A stand-out possibility in this regard was the Great Recession of 2007‒2009. While
research here is still scant, Rosenfeld and Levin (2016) report the counter-intuitive finding that acquisitive crime fell in the United States over this period, and present convincing evidence linking this
with price deflation. The broader message that Rosenfeld and Levin deliver (see also Rosenfeld, 2014,
2018; Rosenfeld, Vogel, & McCuddy, forthcoming) is that inflation – a late modernity global phenomenon par excellence (Ciccarelli and Mojon, 2010) – correlates persuasively with crime rates at cross-national, national, and city levels, which they attribute to its supply/demand effects in markets for stolen
goods. Technological change has also been identified as a correlate of interest in crime studies, specifically via the “security hypothesis” as a major cause of crime reduction in an international context
(Farrell, Tseloni, Mailley & Tilley, 2011; see also Baumer et al., 2018 on causal interpretations), but
10
There are many possible modifications or alternatives to this conceptualisation of causal mechanisms. In their
recent assessment of the crime trend literature, Baumer et al (2018) offer one such alternative under which causal processes are triaged into factors that affect the social controls (both formal and informal) that condition the likelihood that an
individual commits a crime, factors that impinge directly on criminal propensity, and factors that alter the extent to which
specific settings are conducive to crime. Each approach requires interpretation as to which specific causal processes associate with which specific mechanisms, and there is room for debate here. The key point is not whether either approach should
be considered “right”, but, as Baumer et al (2018) note, that this type of integrative framework allows for the marshalling
and combination of disparate contributions often wrongly interpreted currently as offering alternative explanations. In that
sense, they turn criminological research from a largely zero-sum game into something very different.
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technology can also have other impacts, notably in creating new forms of value and changing the economic calculus relating to crime involving existing forms. Mobile phones could not be stolen in large
quantities before they entered the mass consumer market or shrank below the size of a house brick;
trends in portable electronic devices affect trends in their theft (Thompson, 2017).

Processes of relevance on the scale of the nation state are also likely to be predominantly economic
in nature. Rosenfeld and Fornango (2007) found national consumer confidence (sentiment) to have a
substantial inverse effect on levels of acquisitive crime in the US independently of objective economic
measures of well-being; Rosenfeld and Messner (2009) generalise this finding to Europe, while Rosenfeld (2009, p. 302) presents additional evidence that acquisitive crime “mediates the relationship
between collective economic perceptions and homicide”. Collectively, these contributions support the
view that crime varies countercyclically across the business cycle. As a separate effect, Field (1990,
1999), using data for England and Wales, reports a positive national-level long-run equilibrium relationship between levels of consumption and crime, interpreting the sum of real consumers’ expenditure as a suitable representation of the national “stock of crime opportunities” (Field, 1999, p. 5).
A further strand of literature, originating in the 1970s, has consistently reported associations between national measures of income inequality and national homicide rates (for early contributions,
see Krahn, Hartnagel & Gartrell, 1986; Krohn, 1976. Nivette (2011) provides a meta-analysis; some
(cf. Messner & Tardiff, 1986) argue for the neighbourhood scale as a more meaningful spatial frame of
reference). Chamlin and Cochran (2006) suggest this relationship may be positively associated with
the level of national economic development, and roots in citizen views as to the perceived legitimacy
of the economic inequality in evidence. Other mooted national-level conditioning factors on an inequality-crime relationship include demographic profile (age, growth rate) and the presence of democratic institutions, with more democratic societies experiencing greater jarring from a juxtaposition
of material inequality and shared egalitarian values (Krahn, Hartnagel & Gartrell, 1986, p. 288). Regardless of the formulation, the largely implicit assumption remains that higher levels of criminogenic
potential derive from a sense of social injustice and consequent feelings of community dissociation.
An amplifying source for any such feelings of marginality, at least in a number of Global North national
contexts, are the national welfare and crime control policies that have co-evolved with inequality in
the post-Fordist era, nurtured and propagated by increasingly efficient (but not necessarily effective)
mechanisms of policy mobility (Newburn, 2002; Wacquant, 2009).

Regional levels of disaggregation begin the process of situating higher-order trends spatially, a process that supports meaningful examination of the complex, theoretically ambiguous relationships
between unemployment, income, spending, and crime, while on the city scale the important Wegener-consistent processes of employment, accessibility, deprivation, and migration begin to assume a
central dominance. Urban cores accrue or divest jobs and people in an unceasing dynamic based on
agglomeration, cumulative causation, and external effects, while underlying city infrastructures strive
to anticipate and respond. Discordant results within associated criminological literatures (cf. Cantor
& Land, 1985, 2001; Hale, 2013; Levitt, 2001 on unemployment and crime) reflect the possibility that
unemployment may simultaneously reduce the opportunity cost of crime to the potential perpetrator,
reduce the number of potential targets and increase levels of guardianship; conversely, growth in aggregate income (GDP) can both raise the opportunity cost of crime and the net worth (attractiveness)
of potential victims (UNODC, 2012). While it is therefore correct to conclude that the effects of unemployment and income on crime have to be determined empirically (Fox et al., 2011), the importance
to such work of sensitivity to the specific local context under examination must also be considered,
both for deriving robust quantifications and for determining the extent to which the underlying causal
processes involve rational choice, norm modification, or both (we return to the nature of causality
below). Context here extends to public expenditure levels and trends; quite apart from the direct consequences of public spending on crime for policy positioning, the efficacy and legitimacy of policing,
and public perceptions of criminal justice systems (Brogden & Ellison, 2012; Morgan & Smith, 2017),
broader patterns of spending, on housing, welfare, education etc., are known to strongly condition
crime proclivities and opportunities.
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Illustrating these arguments with respect to the UK, and contextualising our understanding of crime
in the city of Manchester, three decades of economic change have encompassed a fundamental, regionally variegated shift from manufacturing to service-sector employment, a considerable rise in female, temporary, and part-time employment levels, and the emergence of a dual labour market structure embodying varying worker rights (Fox et al., 2011). These changes have impinged on the levels,
nature, and spatial distribution of inequality and poverty and interacted with significant demographic
shifts (waves of migration from other European Union countries (on which, see Stansfield, 2016), internal movement, population ageing) that have radically changed the relative size and distribution of
the most criminogenic elements of society (in particular, young unskilled males). Contemporaneously,
public/social housing investment trends in the UK have been driven relentlessly downwards (Gibb,
Maclennan & O’Sullivan, 2018), generating chronic and escalating affordability problems, while the
spatial locations of new residential investment and broader operation of the housing system in distributing households spatially have been suburbanising deprivation (Bailey & Minton, 2018; Kavanagh,
Lee & Pryce, 2016), further impacting the distribution of potential offenders, victims, and guardians
and their residential milieu (Bottoms, 2012; Bottoms & Wiles, 1986). Non-housing investment trends,
based on planning policy towards the spatial location of retail and leisure establishments (in the UK
favouring large out-of-town centre developments), and trends in consumer purchase behaviour (in
particular, online shopping), have also contributed over the last 20 years to the spatial restructuring
of British urban economies. Collectively, these factors amount to a massive shift in the spatial distributions of people, goods, work, and infrastructure, i.e., on the qualities of spatial opportunity structures.
Individual and policy-driven responses have dynamically driven change in institutional landscapes,
patterns of collective efficacy, and the structure of social norms in general and in profile across British
urban landscapes. In turn, the configurations of crime potential, identified via environmental criminology, often understood as being fixed at a point in time, emerge in reality as contingent, context
driven, and increasingly fluid as the time horizon is widened.
While the city per se is a known unit in the study of crime rates and trends (Glaeser & Sacerdote,
1999; McDowall & Loftin, 2009), efforts by criminologists to explore multilevel representations of the
city per se so far remain thin on the ground. Those now emerging (Chamberlain & Hipp, 2015; Hipp,
2016a) are specifically focused downwards, on the relationship between the city and its composite
subareas, and remain to be enriched by higher-order contextualisation. Chamberlain and Hipp (2015)
investigate the effects of concentrated disadvantage on property and violent crime using a multiple
deprivation measure in a citywide multilevel modelling framework, and find that, in addition to the
surrounding neighbourhood context impacting neighbourhood crime, the city economic context independently conditions how neighbourhood-level disadvantage correlates with crime. Specifically,
highly disadvantaged neighbourhoods have higher violent and property crime rates if located in a
relatively non-disadvantaged city; a lack of resources at city level seems to amplify the problems of
poorer areas, which the authors interpret as evidence for strain theory.

Hipp (2016a) offers a highly innovative general theory of citywide spatial crime patterning, using a
routine activities framework to model the location potentials of offenders, targets, and guardians,
given the socio-demographic profiles of residential areas, and the spatial distribution of locations
to be visited (employment locations, schools, retail and entertainment venues, and places of worship). He incorporates some social disorganisational effects (thus, neighbourhood characteristics are
allowed to affect the likelihood of becoming an offender/target and a version of the Sampson (2019)
network of neighbourhood relationships is developed). While Hipp allows for time ‒ in the sense of
modelling when, in the course of a 24-hour period, agents might be expected to be present at given
locations ‒ his model remains a-temporal in the broader sense that the spatial distribution of city
hard infrastructure (homes, workplaces, retail outlets, etc.) and soft infrastructure (the socio-demographics of residential areas) is essentially fixed at the outset, abstracting from the potential effects of
heterogeneously distributed and lumpy new capital investment and demolition patterns unobserved
processes such as residential stock ageing (Hipp, Young-An & Kane, forthcoming) and abandonment,
or rural-to-urban, city-to-city, and intracity migration behaviours. Hard infrastructure is also only partially specified in this model, in that travel is modelled as a simple function of distance decay. However,
transport systems are known to have their own criminogenic signatures (Newton, Partridge & Gill,
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2014a, 2014b), while investment in transport facilities, routes, and technological advances all impact
criminal opportunities (Newton, 2016; Sedelmaier, 2014). The representation of neighbourhood is
also rudimentary within the Hipp (2016a) framework. The literature on the role of neighbourhood
in shaping crime, while voluminous, remains underspecified (Brunton-Smith, Sutherland & Jackson,
2013; Galster, 2012), but Sampson’s earlier noted summary conceptualisation (Sampson, 2019) ‒ of
citywide subsets of interacting neighbourhood networks, co-evolving under the influence of identifiable social processes (specifically, collective efficacy, organisational support interventions, and looking glass effects) ‒ is compelling in this regard. Neighbourhood networks demonstrably condition
residential mobility flows and organisational ties, while the density of non-profit organisations at
neighbourhood level directly affects levels of collective efficacy and crime (Sampson, 2012; Sharkey,
Torrats-Espinosa & Takyara, 2017). Hipp (2016b) further identifies collective efficacy as a dynamic
phenomenon, responsive to crime and disorder at neighbourhood level and views on neighbourhood
cohesion, while neighbourhood self-perceptions are also known to reflect those of others who are
living and operating within the city (Sampson, 2013). The explicit incorporation of these neighbourhood perspectives and processes as a further generalisation of Hipp’s (2016a) framework offers rich
potential for a planetary urban crime analysis of specific cities.
Conclusions
Urbanisation of the planet is an ineluctable dynamic. It is a process of city creation, growth, decline, and
network creation ‒ of capital and population flows. The basic unit of account being created through
the process, the city, functions as a complex open system, affecting the quality of life of billions. While
core dimensions of urbanisation remain highly contested, for criminology it imposes an unavoidable
context. Yet as criminology has evolved and refracted under the impetus of theoretical, methodological, and data advances it has lost much of its urban vitality. In the emerging era of new tools and Big
Data, there is now a compelling need to think big as well as think small to engage a new type of criminology – or, better, an old type of criminology, one that remains true to its roots, that thinks harder
about time and place, that integrates micro, meso and macro processes and outcomes to understand
crime in its global urban context.

We have argued in this paper for the adoption of a fresh perspective, involving a multilevel and explicitly urban-based approach to crime analysis, where global, national, and regional factors operating
on a spectrum of timescales are considered to be as relevant as city and neighbourhood conditions to
our understanding of crime. We have sought to demonstrate how this approach can throw new light
and give fresh vitality to criminological research, but we recognise and acknowledge that the illustrations we have offered and expositions we have given draw from an overwhelmingly Global North
criminological tradition. There is much still to do to enable the revivification of the discipline, including, but not limited to: meaningful attention to the nature of criminality in different cultural contexts;
quantitative investigation of broader ranges of criminal activity; and the development of better and
more accessible data sources that can be demonstrated to permit meaningful comparative analysis.
We believe the type of framework we have argued for is capable of capitalising on such developments
and encouraging others to engage with this approach, providing the detail that they are in a far better
position to deliver than we are. In doing so, we expect researchers to find that the practicalities of
defining ontologically meaningful spatial entities and associated temporalities, and the very nature of
the issues to be explained, will vary greatly from city to city, as will the balance and primacy of global,
national, regional city-level, and neighbourhood-level forces in the composition of that explanation.
While always sceptical about any claims of city “uniqueness”, our view is that we should be open to
illumination of how “universal” processes are ameliorated, diminished, or rendered less compelling
by regional or local factors, as long as this is argued meaningfully and not simply asserted, and we
have made a case for an open urban framework for modelling crime as a tool for achieving this. We
thus hope that Global South criminology finds in our paper a framework that can be used to effectively
engage, challenge, broaden, and progress Global North perspectives on crime in the pursuit of a truly
planetary urban criminology.
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Abstract
This article is concerned with the night-time activities of youth as they developed in the city of Antwerp in the first half of the twentieth century. In this period, explosive growth of the city’s consumption and entertainment functions altered patterns of urban nightlife, while at the same time, drastic
changes in the social positions of working-class youths provided them with new forms of social and
financial independence and freedoms. This provoked serious official and public anxieties about ‘loose’
and ‘unsupervised’ activities of young wage-earners, especially about those of girls, as well as attempts to watch their nightlife more closely. The urban night and its associated ‘dark’ amusements
such as the dance-halls and movies were considered as primary sources of juvenile misconduct since
they offered possibilities to escape from parental and other ‘protective’ supervision.
This article examines how this new problem-definition of youth and night affected the deployment of
control mechanisms oriented towards youngsters in Antwerp, looking in particular at the strategies
of two central actors in the regulation of youngsters’ access to the night – the police and parents. On
the other hand, the article investigates the ways in which the evening and night spaces of the city
functioned as an outlet for experimentation among working-class youth with new attitudes of social
autonomy and new sexual codes.
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Introduction
Night and disorder have been perennial concerns in many cultures, as well as the regulation of nighttime activities in the city (Baldwin, 2012). In crime surveys, a standard question pertaining to feelings
of insecurity is: “Are you afraid to be out on the streets at night?”. In urban governance, curfews or
interdictions against entering the city’s public spaces at night remain a regularly used instrument
ever since early urbanisation (recent examples include curfews in the city of Antwerp in response to
COVID-19 and in several US cities following street protests). At certain moments in history, official
and public concerns about life after dark in the city intensified even more, generating waves of “moral
panic” (Cohen, 1972) and new restrictive measures.

The turn of the nineteenth to the twentieth century was one such period of heightened anxieties
about the urban night, not only in Western urban centres (Baldwin, 2012) but also in cities such as
Rio de Janeiro (Chazkel, 2020) and Istanbul (Ileri, 2017). Accelerated growth of cities’ populations,
transport networks, and consumption and entertainment functions significantly changed patterns of
urban nightlife. The night-time city saw increasing movement of people and goods and, in particular,
a growing presence of the working classes, either for work or for consumption and leisure (Schlör,
1991). At the same time, in a context of growing socio-economic inequality, bourgeois elites increasingly perceived the urban labouring poor as “dangerous classes” (a term introduced by Parisian police
officer Honoré Frégier in 1840; Frégier, 1840, p. 7) and subjected them to a “civilising offensive” (De
Koster & Vrints, 2020).

In their attempts to discipline the urban poor and control nocturnal disorder, urban reformers and
authorities developed two main strategies: policing and lighting. All major European cities expanded
and professionalised their municipal police forces (Paris, Berlin, and Saint-Petersburg as early as in
the late eighteenth century), organised night patrols, and instructed their constables to check whether doors and windows were securely locked and to repress excessive noise in the streets at night (De
Koster & Vrints, 2020; Denys, 2010). New means of lighting, on the other hand, first served to expand
daytime economic activities into the night, make commercial districts more attractive, and beautify
the city, but quickly became used in law and order maintenance as well. The implementation of street
lighting was, however, distributed unevenly across the city’s territory: it was mostly reserved for the
upper- and middle-class districts, whose better-off residents could effectively pressure urban authorities into protecting their lives, property, and sleep. Differences in lighting thus became a marker of
status and “highlighted for the first time the popular contrast of areas at once poor and dark with others
that were wealthy and bright” (Bouman, 1987, p. 12).
It was in the “dark” city quarters that most of the nightlife was concentrated, and around the turn of
the twentieth century, this attracted ever larger numbers of working-class young people. Working
more often in factories as independent wage earners, they acquired a greater freedom of movement
and some money to spend, while new amusements such as cinemas and dance halls rapidly multiplied. As a result, urban reformers and government officials became very concerned about the socalled “terrible freedom” of working-class young people and increasingly attempted to shield them
from premature exposure to the “dark wisdom” to be gained in urban public space at night (Baldwin,
2002; Fowler, 1995).

Historical research on young people’s participation in the early “night-time economy” has focused
mainly on bourgeois discourses and the legal frameworks and policy measures deployed to regulate
it. Only recently have historians begun to ask the question as to whether these control ambitions were
translated into practice and how young people’s access to the urban night was actually regulated on
an everyday basis (Baldwin, 2002; Commachio, 2006). This article firstly aims to contribute to these
recent enquiries by examining the actors and strategies involved in the regulation of the night-time
activities of young people in Antwerp in the early twentieth century, focusing both on police control
and on social control by parents and relatives. Secondly, and more importantly, we address the still
largely unanswered question of how young people experienced and evaded these controls and used
the city evenings and nights to pursue their own, alternative goals and desires. As Schlör (1991) arcriminologicalencounters.org
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gues, the story of the night-time city has traditionally been told by police and missionaries; rarely do
we hear that story recounted by the lower classes, families, or young nightlife consumers themselves.
The key contribution this paper attempts to make is, therefore, to reconstruct the night-time uses
and experiences of urban public space in the early twentieth century from the perspective of working-class young people themselves.
Our focus is on the city of Antwerp, which, much like other major urban centres in this period, saw
an explosive growth of its consumption and entertainment functions and, as a burgeoning port city,
large flows of people and goods, all resulting in a particularly bustling nightlife (De Koster & Vrints,
2020). Drawing on police and judicial archival records from the first half of the twentieth century
that detail everyday policing and the lives of young wage earners and their families in Antwerp, the
article develops two main arguments. First, we show that despite elite demands for fierce regulation,
in practice, night-time policing did not target young people in particular and stuck to its traditional
focus on public-order maintenance: keeping the city streets quiet and safe during the night. Parents
and relatives were the main agents responsible for controlling young people’s night-time activities,
not the police. Second, shifting the perspective to that of working-class young people, this article argues that nightlife was central to the emergence of a first youth culture, in which young people used
the darkness primarily to escape from ordinary life and experiment with new social and sexual codes.

The first section of the paper clarifies how the urban night is understood here and why this implies
focusing on practices – and failures – of night-time regulation and on the perspective of nightlife consumers. Next, a note on the sources used explains the possibilities and limits of reconstructing the experience of historical actors from a fragmented archival corpus. The following sections turn to young
people and the night: they respectively discuss the framing of the issue in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth century, the evening and night spaces in Antwerp in which young wage earners moved
about, the night-time governance of these young people by the police and by parents, and, finally, the
uses and meanings that young people assigned to Antwerp’s night-time spaces.
The Urban Night as a Transgressive Time-space: Central Concepts
Rather than being a passive or natural phase that occurs between dusk and dawn, the night, as it
is discussed here, is a contested and dynamic “time-space”, shaped by social struggles about what
should and should not happen in certain places during the dark of the night. Although it forms part
of the cyclical rhythm of the 24-hour day, the night contains its own distinctive human activities: in
the dark of night, spaces are often approached and appropriated differently than during the light of
day. Lefebvre (1991, p. 320) wrote about “night-time spaces” with regard to prohibited activities, like
prostitution, which were “permitted” only at night in certain areas of Paris.

Williams, in his discussion of night-time spaces, draws upon Deleuze’s notion of deterritorialisation
to explain the manner in which space, at night, shifts in meaning, form, use, and purpose. By virtue of
darkness, space at night can be destabilising and comes with a whole different set of social relations,
exclusions, and inclusions to the day. Darkness has deterritorialising possibilities because it provides
opportunities to avoid being seen – opportunities that can be used as the basis for socially transgressive behaviours. It can thus obscure, obstruct, or otherwise hinder government policies, business
strategies, or social codes of conduct that seek to direct activities and desires into socially “appropriate” places, and reinforce some semblance of conventional order and regularity in the darkness
(Williams, 2008).
Darkness can be used for resistance and protest. Schivelbusch (1995, p. 106) mentions the example
of the smashing of street lanterns during the socio-political revolt in Paris in 1830, which “erected a
wall of darkness, so to speak, protecting an area from incursion by government forces”. Similarly, Palmer
(2000, p. 454) states that the urban night was a “space in which the ubiquitous contestations of everyday life were fought out on a terrain that afforded slightly more opportunity for engagement by the
oppressed and the exploited”. Chazkel confirms that in nineteenth-century Rio de Janeiro, members of
criminologicalencounters.org
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the city’s immense enslaved population and the growing number of free persons of African descent
used the darker hours for resistance against oppression (Chazkel, 2020).
The “counter-hegemonic” potential of the night in the past should, however, not be exaggerated, although it is understandable that in the light of today’s aggressive commodification of the night-time
economy (Chatterton & Hollands, 2003) and intensification of surveillance in nightlife districts (Van
Liempt, 2016), the nineteenth-century urban night looks like a “paradise lost” to some. But rebellious
or illegal uses of the night are only a few of many others that deserve attention, some “adventurous”,
others more routine, some socially transgressive, others simply expressing different conceptions of
normality and conventionality (Roberts & Eldridge, 2009). For Lefebvre, the leisure spaces of club
life are “spaces of representation” where people express their thoughts, ideas, dreams, hopes, and despair, and thus hold an emancipatory potential. Although helping to reproduce capitalism, night-time
leisure spaces also express modes of existence other than that of the oppressive routinisation of work:
they evoke joy and stimulate the “out of the ordinary” (Lefebvre, 1991; Williams, 2008).

The concept of “transgression”, introduced by cultural criminologists, is useful here because it shifts
our attention from disorder and law breaking towards the perspective of nightlife consumers themselves, who might intend to be “disobedient” in some way, but often simply pursue their own, different
needs and desires (Hayward & Young, 2004). The idea that various social groups and individuals use
night-time spaces to their own ends, displaying what German-language historians of everyday life
call “Eigensinn” (Davis, Lindenberger & Wildt, 2008), is also implied in Michel de Certeau’s notion of
“spatial tactics”. For de Certeau, people create or “write” their city in their everyday practices: through
small, sometimes even routine actions, people make place for themselves, reappropriating urban public space (de Certeau, 1980). Since night-time spaces are negotiated and dynamic, they are multiple,
overlapping, and sometimes even contradictory (Williams, 2008). This is what makes their regulation
difficult and often resulting in failure and perverse effects.

Indeed, studies on seventeenth-century Zurich (Casanova, 2007), nineteenth-century Rio de Janeiro (Chazkel, 2020), and on Bologna and Montpellier today (Giordano, Gabriele, Tommaso & Crozat,
2019) all conclude that measures aiming to discipline “excessive” (drunk, loud, violent, etc.) nighttime behaviours and reduce their temporal extension often have limited or even counterproductive
effects. The main result is the exclusion from nightlife of some populations on the basis of social class,
race, gender, age, and/or religion. Further, instead of influencing the temporality of nightlife, such restrictive regulations have rather tended to change its spatiality, often causing a displacement towards
less regulated areas (parks, public spaces, private homes), which are designed for other uses and not
adequately equipped (Giordano, Gabriele, Tommaso & Crozat, 2019).
Conflicts between control agencies and the “policed” are not the only type of social struggles taking
place at night. A “right to the night” is claimed by many actors that often have antagonistic requests
and uses of urban space, related to different social times. In many cities, the development of the nighttime economy has led to the exacerbation of conflicts between residents and other urban populations,
due to making noise in a time traditionally dedicated to rest (Giordano, Gabriele, Tommaso & Crozat,
2019). Pressured by electoral concerns and their need for public support, urban authorities tend to
side with the complaining residents in these conflicts, especially the wealthy and adult ones (Walker, 2017). We saw earlier that this goes back to the late eighteenth century at least, when one of the
primary tasks assigned to the new urban police forces was to keep the “respectable” streets quiet at
night (Denys, 2010). This had not changed by the early twentieth century, as will be discussed for the
city of Antwerp below.
Uses of night-time spaces are multiple; our experience of the city at night is dependent on factors
such as age, class, or gender, and, historically, the meanings attached to the night-time city have also
changed over time. With regard to youngsters, the question thus concerns what uses young nighthawks make of certain urban spaces and what particular meanings they assign to them at certain
periods in time. Cultural criminologists have coupled young people’s transgressions with the reappropriation of public space, the shaping of (or struggle for) a group identity, the development of a sense
of belonging, and the simple pursuit of pleasure (Hayward, 2004; Katz, 1988). Presdee (2000, p. 9)
criminologicalencounters.org
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associates this with leading a “second life” that is “(…) lived in the cracks and holes of the structures of
ofﬁcial society. It searches for and ﬁnds the unpunishable whilst ofﬁcial society seeks to dam up the holes,
and ﬁll the cracks, criminalizing as it does and making punishable the previously unpunishable”. From
this perspective, the urban night looks like a privileged site for this “underlife of the city” (Hayward &
Young, 2004).

It is important, however, as Amin and Thrift (2002) rightfully remark, not to get stuck in the cliché of
the romantic night-time city populated by scoundrels, lovers, and pleasure seekers. In order to understand the complex and diverse experiences and meanings of life after dark in the city, one should
move beyond traditional oppositions to pleasure and fear, control, and disorder, etc. These emotions
and experiences exist side by side and it is all about moving in between them, Hubbard (2005, p. 120)
suggests: “For some, ‘going out’ in the city induces anxiety-like symptoms and uncertainty (…) for others,
the apparently risky nature of night-life is part of its appeal (…) For most though the challenge is to negotiate these pleasures and dangers, using practical knowledge of the city to avoid situations they would
rather not deal with while seeking out forms of pleasure and stimulation.”
Note on the Archival Sources and their Investigation
This article draws on police and juvenile court records from Antwerp from the first half of the twentieth century (see list of sources and archival references at the end of the paper). These archival records
are very valuable because they contain testimonies (in witness depositions and interrogation reports)
and sometimes also ego-documents (letters, etc.) that provide unique access to the lives and voices of
historical actors, in particular to those of the lower classes who left far fewer traces in the historical
record than elites. There is a long tradition of social historians who have used police and judicial archives to document the lives of people on the margins (see Arlette Farge’s seminal work on archival
investigation, Le gout de l’archive, 1989). Unfortunately, these records are only partially preserved,
often damaged, lacking documents, handwritten and difficult to decipher, etc. When criminologist
Mary Bosworth, after doing research in the archives of an eighteenth-century women’s prison in Paris
(la Salpêtrière), called this “complicated” because the past needs to be reconstructed “from discontinuous scraps of information” (Bosworth, 2001, pp. 434‒435), she described what historians know all
too well. The evidence is there but needs to be teased out of the archival record, reading “against the
grain” and weaving a pattern from traces of information. The evidence presented here is, unfortunately, also fragmentary.
Police reports (processen-verbaal) document the day-to-day policing of the city: police arrests, victims’ complaints, citizens calling for help, neighbourhood conflicts (De Koster & Vrints, 2020). Strikingly, children and young people do not appear often in these official records. For example, although
social commentaries made frequent mentions of territorial rivalry fights between groups of youths in
the early twentieth-century cities, they only rarely found their way explicitly into police sources (see
Vrints (2019) for Antwerp and Wolcott (2015) for Detroit, Chicago, and Los Angeles). As we will argue
in more detail below, most incidents involving young people were simply dealt with informally by the
police and resolved on the ground, without leaving a paper trail.
Parental control left more traces in the archival record. Belgium, like many other European and North
American juvenile justice systems (Myers, 2006; Odem, 1995; Strange, 1995) had a “parental correction” procedure in its Child Protection Act of 1912 (Article 14) whereby parents could file a complaint
with the juvenile judge against their son or daughter for “misbehaviour” – a heritage of the parental
authority anchored in the Napoleonic Code of 1804 (De Koster, 2018). Such cases provide unique insights into private familial conflicts – and the accounts of both parties – and are often centred around
the son’s or daughter’s nightlife, as we will see below.
Juvenile court records also contain reports by social workers, medical-psychological experts, and other justice officials: viewing juveniles’ lifestyles, families, morality, etc. through a bourgeois lens, these
accounts have to be interpreted with caution. The same goes for publications by social commentators
criminologicalencounters.org
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and moral reformers on the lives and crimes of the working class from the early twentieth century
(used here: Collard, 1920; Racine, 1935; Sledsens, 1929). As the archival evidence is fragmentary,
however, they sometimes provide valuable complementary information.

“Young people” is defined here as teenagers and young adults aged between 15 and 25. Following the
Belgian law on compulsory education of 1914, children under 15 were not allowed to work and were
obliged to go to school (until 12 at least). Our police and juvenile court records also reflect this: the
(few) teenagers appearing here, because they hung out at fairs, cinemas, bars, or dance halls, were
mostly 15 or older. Twenty-five is an appropriate upper limit because of the average age of marriage,
which marked the transition to adulthood: in 1910, Belgian women married around the age of 24,
men around 28. For economic reasons, working-class young people often had to wait quite long before
they could get married in this period (Devos, 1999).
The “Youth and Night” Problem in the Early Twentieth Century
From the late nineteenth century onwards, explosive growth of cities’ consumption and entertainment functions led to increasing night-time use of urban public spaces, and confronted both public
and private agencies with the challenge of steering this “new” urban night and its inhabitants in an
“orderly” fashion (Baldwin, 2012; Schlör, 1991). This meant, on the one hand, ensuring a controlled
course of urban activities that were attractive or economically interesting for adults and, on the other
hand, shielding young people from the vice and dangers associated with the same activities (Baldwin,
2002). Indeed, both in the official and in the public mind, night became more associated with vice and
danger than ever before. A woman who was on a dark street without an escort was almost certainly
a prostitute, also known as a “nightwalker”. Men were likely to be out for debauchery, if not crime
(Beaumont, 2015; Commachio, 2006; Gibson, 2000; Piper, 2010). Four young Antwerp men who molested a local police officer while he was off duty at 2h30 in the morning were also referred to as “a
bunch of nightwalkers” (nachtlopers) (Antwerp police, 5th district, report 1321, 02/06/1912).

These concerns about disreputable activities at night came to focus more than ever on the city’s young
people, as drastic changes in the social positions and lives of working-class youths took place. Urbanisation, a heightened rate of migration, and an ever-growing wage labour economy expanded work,
leisure, and spending opportunities for young working-class people and offered them unprecedented
freedom from family restrictions. This provoked considerable anxiety about the “loose” and “unsupervised” activities of young wage earners. In particular, the night-time and its associated “dark” amusements such as the dance halls, the cinemas, and theatres were considered the primary sources of
juvenile misconduct since they allowed young people to escape from parental and other “protective”
supervision and discipline (Commachio, 1997; De Koster, 2018; McBee, 2000; Williams, 2001).
Many social workers noted “dance halls/movies” under the heading “special habits and tendencies” on
the standard information form that they completed for the juvenile judge. Even in the company of a
parent, going out to dance was problematic in bourgeois eyes, as the following report from June 1924
suggests: “The mother is a lowlife who does not have a clue about the education of children (…) On Sundays, the girl can accompany her mother to cinemas and dance halls” (Antwerp juvenile court, file 2894,
1924). Another family, on the other hand, was described as “extraordinarily decent” and “a notable
exception among our working class” because “father, mother, and children never go to the movies and
dance halls” (Antwerp juvenile court, file 3004, 1924).

As a result of such concerns, which were present in many Western countries in this period, numerous bourgeois efforts were undertaken to guide young wage earners toward supervised recreation in
youth movements, organised dances, and sports clubs, to subject their night-time activities to greater
police surveillance, and to criminalise and prosecute rebellious or “debauched” juvenile behaviour.
New juvenile justice legislations, that of Belgium included, incorporated new-status offences such as
“vagrancy”, “misbehaviour”, and “debauchery” that targeted young female wage earners in particular
(De Koster, 2018; Myers, 2006; Odem, 1995; Strange, 1995).
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Public and official anxieties centred especially on girls: whereas for boys, going out with friends or on
“dates” to movies and dance halls, spending money on fashionable clothing, and experimenting with
new social customs were generally perceived as quite “normal” expressions of the new youth culture,
such activities were associated with trouble and moral deprivation in the case of girls (Auspert, De
Koster & Massin, 2020). The rapidly changing urban environment was considered particularly unsafe for unchaperoned (young) women, who were thought to lack any protection against “seduction”
and assaults by “savage” males (Collard, 1920). Being increasingly more mobile and less supervised,
young working-class women were seen as “walking moral and sexual dangers” in the eyes of moral
reformers: they were both a possible threat to themselves (seduction, “white slavery”) and a danger
to society (sexual diseases, illegitimate pregnancies) (François & Massin, 2008).
Walking alone in the city streets late at night was simply asking for trouble, and at the very least suspect, suggested a social worker in 1925 in her report on 15-year-old Josephina: “Morality leaves much
to be desired; she tends to be late in the street in bad company (...) Seems to be inclined to indecency”
(Antwerp juvenile court, file 3018, 1925). Police officers reporting on girls’ activities to the juvenile
judge also often mentioned “walks in the streets at night”, “seeks the company of boys” (“even married
men”: Antwerp juvenile court, file 152, 1912), and “works very little” in the same sentence (for example, Antwerp juvenile court, files 405, 406, and 411, 1913; file 2966, 1924).

This did not mean, however, that boys “hanging around” in the night-time streets escaped from concerns. On the contrary, most commentators agreed that overexposure to the darkness of night would
very probably turn them into “good for nothings” and lure them into a dishonest life of vice and crime,
if not straight into the urban underworld: gangs of crooks operating at night, networks of pimps,
bouncers, and gamblers (Racine, 1935). And even if it did not get that far, working-class youths, it was
argued, had become so much under the spell of the new commercial urban amusements that they
spent their entire wages on entertainment, and once out of money, they did not hesitate to engage in
small thefts or prostitution in order to finance their outings (Collard, 1920; Racine, 1935). According
to the Antwerp police, that was indeed the reason why 15-year-old Anna stole “everything she could
lay her hands on” (Antwerp juvenile court, file 2953, 1924) and two young sisters from a very poor
family “sold the clothes that philanthropic organisations donated them on the rag market to be able to
go to the movies” (Antwerp juvenile court, file 3052, 1925).
Night Spaces for Juvenile Leisure in Antwerp
As scientific work on the leisure pursuits of working-class young people in twentieth-century Belgium
is lacking, the following sketch of juvenile night spaces in Antwerp had to be pieced together using a
few archival traces, studies by social commentators from that period, and works from the abundant
Anglo-Saxon literature (Commachio, 1997, 2006; Fowler, 1995; Piper, 2010; Strange, 1995).

Public urban space, and in particular the streets, was the main area of working-class sociability, and
during the warmer months especially, friendships were maintained on pavements as much as in pubs
or other spaces of commercial leisure. The most basic form of communal night-time leisure for young
people consisted of simply “hanging out” in the street and flâneuring, while adult women or couples
sat out in their doorways, chatting to neighbours, with their children playing in the street. For working-class girls and boys, the city streets provided privileged places to meet up after work with groups
of (mostly same-sex) friends, exchange gossip, interact with other workers, watch others, and be seen
(Vrints, 2019).
Another popular working-class leisure activity, in which young children, youths, and adults participated, consisted of touring the market districts and shopping streets on a Saturday night (Sledsens,
1929). For parents with young children, constrained by the poverty circle, the excursion was particularly valuable as it enabled them to take their families out to enjoy the “entertainment of shopping”,
and there were bargains to be had, particularly in fresh meat and fish, which traders had no means of
storing over the weekend. In the markets and main streets, life was at its gayest and rowdiest, with
criminologicalencounters.org
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open shop fronts lit by flares, competing traders bawling their wares, and narrow streets crowded
with buyers and sightseers. This liveliness of the markets was a source of entertainment in itself, and
much of it was to be had for free (Baldwin, 2002).

An equally common feature of the urban night scene was the sight of dozens of young people performing polkas and waltzes in the streets to music provided by organ-grinders. Street dances flourished in
Antwerp until well into the early twentieth century: dancing was often seen in the alleys and courts of
the poorer parts of the city, and even in the side streets turning off from great thoroughfares. Crowds,
of mostly children and young men and women, would gather round a barrel organ, and within a few
moments many couples would have begun to dance. After the First World War, pubs and inns equipped
themselves with “electric pianos” and “phonographs” (Haine, 1998; Vrints, 2019). The Antwerp police
regularly cautioned pub owners because there were still couples dancing past official closing time,
which the pubs’ clientele often did not appreciate, reacting with protest, insults, and violence against
the intervening police officers (f.e. Antwerp Police, 5th district, report 175, 16/01/1912; report 877,
07/04/1928; 2nd district, report 1389, 21/08/1928).
Antwerp had a very high number of bars, saloons, and cheap live (variété) theatres – in 1924, the Antwerp police counted 3,716 such ventures (Sledsens, 1929, p. 9) – with an especially high concentration in working-class and immigrant neighbourhoods, where whole blocks of streets were cramped
with such entertainment (the surroundings of the De Coninckplein in Antwerp’s second district and
of the railway station in the fifth police district, for example), creating a bustling nightlife (De Koster
& Vrints, 2020). Pub life was of central importance to men’s networks, adult and juvenile, as relations
between neighbours, kin, and workmates could be maintained through a night’s drinking. Yet working women and girls, although they had to watch out more for their safety or for being mistaken for a
prostitute, also frequented bars and engaged in drinking with friends (Vrints, 2019).

Like young women in Brisbane in the interwar period (Piper, 2010), for example, Antwerp girls did
not consider pub life to be an exclusively male territory that was inappropriate for them. Anna, who
was 16 years old, told the Antwerp juvenile judge in 1925: “Yesterday evening we were out; first we
went dancing in the Olympia and then we visited some cafes, and went on walking until around 7 o’clock
this morning” (Antwerp juvenile court, file 2966, 1925). Another young woman, aged 17, also spoke of
staying out in male company until 2 or 3 a.m., “visiting a couple of bars and taverns” (Antwerp police,
5th district, report 954, 27/02/1938). Even 15-year-old Marie, whose single mother complained that
she stayed out every night, admitted drinking alcohol, dancing with men and ending up having sexual
intercourse: “He made me drink four Amer Picons (…) as a result I was very drunk, not knowing what I
was doing, so to speak (…) Around 3 a.m. we left the dance hall (…) he made me drink more (…) undressed
me and I did not have the power to resist” (Antwerp police, 5th district, report 6055, 07/12/1938).

The above testimonies are only a few of many in our police and court files, suggesting that during the
interwar decades, young women and young men increasingly turned to the new cinemas and dance
halls, which spread rapidly across the city of Antwerp from the late nineteenth century onwards and
offered hours of entertainment for a relatively small price. In 1907, the first Antwerp cinema, Cinema
Theater Krüger on the Keyserlei, was inaugurated, and by the 1920s, the city had a total of 36 cinemas.
The number of public dance halls literally exploded between 1890 and 1940: during the interwar
period, there were 40 to 50 such places in Antwerp alone (not counting those not officially registered
by the police) and they were almost exclusively frequented by working-class young people (Sledsens,
1929). The sheer frequency of mentions in police and juvenile court records of youngsters going out
to cinemas and dance halls appears to confirm moral reformers’ accounts of a “craze” among city
youths for these new evening and night-time amusements (Racine, 1935).
Which were the exact time-spaces of the evening and night, then, that delimitated young people’s
nightlife? Our evidence suggests that both working-class youths and their parents felt that coming
home early meant 11 p.m., staying out late but until an acceptable hour was between midnight and 1
a.m., and any time later than that was “staying out all night”. Sixteen-year-old Jeanne, for example, interrogated by the Antwerp juvenile judge in March 1913, stated: “It is true that I returned home rather
late, around 11 o’clock, but this was only on Sundays, I never went out during the week (…) Now that my
mother tells me what time I need to be home, I return home early” (Antwerp juvenile court, file 418,
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1913). Another 16-year-old had to spend the night with her married sister in February 1913 because
when she returned home from an evening of dancing shortly after 11 p.m., her parents had already
locked the front door (Antwerp juvenile court, file 412, 1913).

Going out was not only regulated by definitions of “appropriate” times for juvenile nightlife, but financial constraints had a significant impact as well. Working-class youths’ spending possibilities and
freedom from parental restrictions should not be overestimated, especially not for girls, but not for
boys either, and they were unevenly distributed between the two groups. Domestic service, still a very
important job sector for girls in Antwerp in the early twentieth century, only provided meagre wages
and implied rather strict control and surveillance. Factory work or office work (such as typists, stenographers, clerks), which attracted a steadily growing number of youths throughout the first half of
the twentieth century, meant better wages, shorter working hours, Sunday off, working together with
young people of the same age, and no control on leisure activities by the employer (De Koster, 2018).
Finally, like their adult counterparts, youths from the lower sections of the working class were often
confronted with periods of unemployment and irregular earnings, during which access to commercial
night-time amusements was largely closed off.
The Informal World of Night-Time Policing of Young people
Before the Second World War, no such thing as juvenile-specific police work existed in Belgium; the
policing of children and young people was simply a part of the usual police operations (Campion, De
Koster, Keunings, Majerus, Rousseaux & Welter, 2015). In the evenings and at night, police interventions were not necessarily numerous, since the streets were relatively quiet for a large part of the
night, but overall, they were very significantly different from the daytime activities of police officers.
Night-time police operations focused on checking whether doors and windows were securely locked,
enforcing prostitution by-laws, regulations on pubs’ closing hours, and “illicit” street dances, checking
“suspect” bars and theatres for prostitution and gambling, and maintaining the peace and quiet in the
city streets through arrests for public drunkenness and rowdiness and through interventions in fights
and brawls (De Koster & Vrints, 2020).

Formal intervention was, however, certainly not a rule in the field; a high level of selectivity entered
into the everyday operations of the police, and thus juveniles were only rarely subject to police arrests
and prosecution. In general, the police decided entirely on their own, using their discretionary powers,
to bring only some juveniles before juvenile court, and resolve most other cases themselves (Vrints,
2019; Wolcott, 2005). The evidence from our selection of police reports suggests that the Antwerp
police dealt with a substantial number of cases, on average around 85%, at the station house without
ever transferring them to the courts. Moreover, the number of children and adolescents who became
the object of a police report was relatively small: youngsters aged between 15 and 25 appeared on
average in only 10% of all reports drafted each year, and only one-third of these cases resulted in an
arrest. Girls and young women were remarkably under-represented.
Rather than concluding from this that encounters between police and juveniles were few and far between or that the activities of young people were not a police concern during the night-time, it is very
plausible that contacts between police and juveniles were often concluded in the field settings where
they arose, on the streets, and in a purely informal way. One can additionally assume that youngsters
generally managed to move about the city at night in such a way as to avoid any contact or serious
trouble with the police. Further, for boys involved in group battles, for example, no honour was to be
gained by lodging a complaint that would undoubtedly expose them to the accusation of cowardice
(Vrints, 2019).
Although juvenile-specific police control did not exist in the period prior to World War II, the police did develop their own specific understanding of juvenile delinquency and ways of dealing with
children, adolescents, and youths. These reflected both their personal perspectives, influenced by
years of walking a beat and dealing with young miscreants, and broader policing priorities, i.e. locriminologicalencounters.org
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cal order maintenance and discouraging criminal behaviour via surveillance. With respect to their
thinking about juvenile offenders, one could say that the police thought mainly of juveniles as public
nuisances or habitual truants. Several police reports mentioned groups of teenage boys from proletarian neighbourhoods, hanging around in the streets after midnight and who would certainly grow
up to be criminals. These adolescents insulted bourgeois couples strolling in the evening streets, and
were regularly drunk and extremely loud and rowdy (for example, Antwerp police, 5th district, reports
2132, 01/09/1912 and 1504, 23/06/1912). Overall, however, the police and population showed a
large degree of tolerance towards group battles among youths, which were viewed as an unproblematic fact of life (Vrints, 2019).

As regards young women, it is worth noting that senior police officers appear to have shared some of
the mounting concern of elites and moral reformers about rising “immorality” amongst young working-class wage earners. Around the turn of the century, “occasional” prostitution by young women
‒ girls exchanging sexual favours with men for some money, a place to spend the night, or a ticket to
the movies – was noted more frequently in police reports and disapproved of, although not morally
condemned like social reformers would. Yet, this went hand in hand with a quite paternalistic and
protective attitude towards young women, whom policemen viewed as insufficiently safe in the big
and rapidly changing world outside, particularly at night (De Koster, 2017).

Overall, the Antwerp police only intervened in a formal way – producing arrests and reports – when
youngsters moved outside of the known “problem neighbourhoods” and into “respectable” streets,
and showed very loud or aggressive behaviour. Groups of noisy girls or drunken boys were arrested
when they got involved in larger-scale fights in the streets at night, waking up the entire neighbourhood, or when they acted in a disrespectful way towards a police officer telling them to keep the noise
down (for example, Antwerp police, 5th district, report 1360, 09/06/1912; Antwerp juvenile court, file
1068, 1915). For young prostitutes walking the streets at night, a similar logic was used: they were apprehended when involved in loud fights with clients or colleagues, or when getting out of their usual
working spaces and crossing the territorial boundaries with the “better” city areas to look for clients
(De Koster, 2017).
Finally, and not surprisingly, young unchaperoned women in particular quickly became the subject of
police attention, as a result of a protective reflex and immediate suspicion of prostitution, especially
when they were not known to the police as a local resident (De Koster, 2018). Elvira, who was 14 years
old, was arrested in January 1913 because she “sauntered around in the proximity of the railway station and attracted men’s attention” and the police had already spotted her in the surroundings of the
prostitution quarter next to the station the night before. The girl had arrived in Antwerp only five days
earlier and had not succeeded in getting a job. Lacking the shelter of a home, she had “slept in hotels;
last night I slept with a gentleman whom I know from the past, but I am not allowed to tell you his name.
I only have 1 fr 40 and the clothes I am wearing” (Antwerp juvenile court, file 387, 1913).
In sum, police control of young people’s night-time activities in Antwerp was simply part of the police’s ordinary concern about maintaining order and keeping the peace and quiet, and was mostly informal, with any problems or incidents being solved on the spot, in the field setting itself. Neither boys
nor girls generally encountered too many difficulties in escaping from police attention if they stayed
out of noisy street fights and, specifically for girls, if they did not wander alone in the dark city streets.
Further, the mobilisation of police regulation of juveniles’ night-time activities was overwhelmingly a
reactive rather than a proactive process: most contacts between police and juveniles were initiated by
citizens, either victims or, in most cases, the youths’ parents.
Young Nighthawks and Parental Control
By far the most important and effective regulators of young people’s night-time leisure pursuits
were their own parents, who used new juvenile justice procedures to discipline their “unruly” son or
daughter. As previously mentioned, in Belgium it was the Child Protection Act of 1912 that granted
criminologicalencounters.org
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parents the opportunity to file a complaint against their children with the juvenile judge on charges of
“misbehaviour”. Very quickly, the number of such parental complaints exploded and continued to rise
throughout the interwar period; these cases became by far the single largest category of girls’ offences
tried by the juvenile courts and a large one amongst “delinquent” boys. Many of the parent-children
conflicts involved had to do with sons and daughters going and staying out at night (De Koster, 2018).
The parents of Jeanne, a 16-year-old factory worker who visited the dance halls every single night,
stated that their complaint was “the ultimate yet only remaining option to force her to obey, since it is
impossible for us to see what she is doing and she does not want to stay away from her bad companions”
(Antwerp juvenile court, file 418, 1913). In the case of boys, often heard complaints were that they
had left home or stayed out for whole days and nights on end, they skipped school and hung out on
the streets, or they never managed to maintain a steady employment. They smoked, committed petty
thefts, visited cinemas and brothels, were involved in gambling... or they ended up in youth gangs. For
example, in April 1932, a 14-year-old boy was accused by his mother of “stealing money at home (…)
stays out late at night (…) wanders around the docks” (Antwerp juvenile court, file 4356, 1932).
The night-time activities of youths were not always the central point, however: most complaints by
parents constituted, in the first place, a reaction to shifts in the power balance within their families, as
their wage-earning children became increasingly financially independent and wanted to spend their
own money, while parents became more dependent on the wages of their children for family survival. Indeed, heavy spending on leisure or irregular work due to long nights of partying among working-class children could severely undermine the living standards of their families. Viewed from below,
night-time entertainments, and leisure in general, represented a sphere of everyday life where conflict
within the family was often centred, and where the burden of poverty and unemployment was sharply felt (De Koster, 2018). This was why a widow with five young children complained in 1913 about
her eldest daughter Marie, who was 17 years old, that she “is doing nothing but walking around until
1, 2, or 3 in the morning, not wanting to work and contributing nothing to the family income, and just
hanging around in bars and cinemas instead of working (...) and thus I have already spent three years in
sorrow and misery” (Antwerp juvenile court, file 364, 1913).

This point illustrates well that for working-class parents, although they often shared middle-class concerns about the sexual dangers for girls and the risks of debauchery and illegality for boys, the “youth
and night issue” had distinct meanings and dimensions. The exercising of parental control answered
their own specific needs and fears: collecting a sufficient family income to make ends meet. Another
important conclusion is that much of the growing judicial repression against “unruly” Antwerp youths
in the early twentieth century for venturing into nightlife too much was the work of nobody else but
their own parents and relatives.
Youths’ Uses and Experiences of Darkness in the City
For young working people, nightlife, movies, and social dancing became necessary pursuits in escaping the dull and often problematic reality of work and life; they took to these activities with a great
appetite for fun. Young men dived into the nightlife in search of female company and a good time,
while the urban night promised working girls a moment of freedom away from their family and work
restrictions. They could escape to silent films or enjoy music and dancing with peers while these activities remained invisible to parents, relatives, and other adults from the local community, thereby
avoiding the bad reputation and scandal that public visibility would provoke (Commachio, 2006; De
Koster, 2018; Myers, 2006; Odem, 1995).

Such liberty and protection from gossip and scandal were, however, not guaranteed at night: young
women had to guard them closely through caution and knowledge of the night-time city. While city
streets and parks provided young women with important spaces for socialising during the daytime
and evenings, both the meaning and use of those spaces for and by young women changed during
the dark hours of the night, especially when moving outside of the few streets that made up their
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own neighbourhoods, and moving alone. Girls were well aware of “dangerous” and “inappropriate”
times, places, and codes of conduct on the street, not only because they were watched more closely
than boys, but also because they were “street-wise” and had their own understandings of “appropriate” behaviour for a girl and their own senses of danger. Young women avoided walking alone in the
streets, let alone in a park, at night: they were as much concerned about their own physical safety
as their parents and moral reformers were and wanted to avoid being labelled as a prostitute by the
police (De Koster, 2017). Similarly, they knew all too well that the relative tolerance of women in pubs
and taverns concerned only the familiar, respectable tavern around the corner and not a venue of
suspicious moral character, a distinction very sharply made by Antwerp citizens from the lower social
groups (Vrints, 2019).

To avoid trouble when moving about in the city during the evening and night-time on their way to
places of entertainment, girls made sure that they were accompanied. New in the early twentieth
century, and reflecting a new sense of autonomy and identity amongst young women, was that they
generally preferred not to be “chaperoned” by a male family member (older brother, nephew, father,
etc.) (Sangster, 1995). As some juvenile court cases involving parent-daughter conflicts suggest, they
only reluctantly accepted this when it was strictly imposed on them by their parents, as a condition
for them to be allowed to go out. If they were allowed to choose themselves, they preferred to move
around in the company of friends.
Drawing on their testimonies before the juvenile court or to the police, and similarly to what others
have found for American, Canadian, and Australian teenage girls in the same period (Commachio,
2006; Peiss, 1986; Piper, 2010), young Antwerp women usually arrived and departed from the urban
leisure scene in tightly knit groups of female friends. These women formed barriers against unwanted
male sexual approaches while appearing more respectable than girls involved in streetwalking. While
they flirted and danced with men at these functions, it was the friendship of other women that kept
the working woman happy and safe on her way home to her family. At the same time, having female
groups of friends allowed women and girls to escape conventional controls and helped them achieve
a new sense of female autonomy; this group became crucial in girls’ experience of social life in the city.
When dealing with outgoing daughters, parents very often complained about the strong and pernicious influence of such “bad friends”. And parents were not always wrong to be concerned by this, one
15-year-old girl admitted in 1925: “Every time I stayed away from home, I was seduced by a friend of
mine to go dancing, and after I had spent my wages on dancing, I didn’t dare go home again” (Antwerp
juvenile court, file 3099, 1925).
We saw earlier that for early twentieth-century working young people in Antwerp, night-time leisure
mostly involved visits to the local cinemas and dance hall outings. The cinema was immensely important as a source of entertainment and escapism, and for working-class girls, films provided glimpses of romance and glamour in lives dulled by poverty and the burden of housework. The mother
of 14-year-old Paula claimed in 1925 that her daughter was addicted to movie magazines and was
constantly stealing money to buy new ones (Antwerp juvenile court, file 3089, 1925). Further, many
of the movies expressed new values of heterosocial life. Working-class young people began to imitate
and enact these new recreational mores in urban life; a more assertive sexual presence was met with
enthusiasm by boys and girls alike (Commachio, 2006; Williams, 2001).

At weekends in working-class sections of Antwerp city, youngsters met and danced away the night.
Though parents initially believed that dance halls were socially non-threatening environments for
their children, the popularity of these dances (and the media that covered dance hall activities) informed the public of the true dance hall behaviour: late night, bawdy parties where young men and
women gathered, socialised, and defied social propriety by smoking, drinking, cursing, and dancing
dangerously close (Commachio, 1997; Piper, 2010).
Flirting and dancing with partners of the opposite sex became morally tricky, especially for young
women. Yet, this negotiation was what made dance halls appealing for many working-class young
people. Chances to intermingle with the opposite sex became increasingly popular as women began
to test the limits of social acceptability through their bodies. As McBee puts it, “for women, in particucriminologicalencounters.org
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lar, dance meant the chance to define what were acceptable heterosocial relations and to challenge the
conventional gender norms they confronted in their day-to-day lives” (2000, p. 83). While drinking and
dancing inevitably led to prostitution in the minds of older adults, illegal sexual bartering was only a
fraction of dance hall behaviour. Some working girls did engage in trading at night out on the town for
sexual favours with their male escorts. However, the majority of female dance hall frequenters were
neither involved in such practices nor prostitutes. They used their own criteria of “proper” female
behaviour and respectability (De Koster, 2017, 2018).

A few indications in the sources suggest that working-class youths saw themselves as justified in
pursuing night-time leisure in the dance halls and cinemas, embracing new virtues of self-reliance,
independence, and the ability to choose their own fate. Some of these youngsters explicitly resisted
attempts to curtail their leisure pursuits: 17-year-old Marie, for example, told the Antwerp juvenile
judge in 1913 that “on Sunday, mother locked my clothes in the wardrobe, I tore open the cupboard and
took my clothes out” (Antwerp juvenile court, file 364, 1913). Lucienne, who was also 17, ran away
from home only to return three weeks later, “because I was never allowed to go out” (Antwerp juvenile
court, file 4382, 1932). A 17-year-old young man from Rotterdam who was brought before the Antwerp juvenile court in July 1933 on charges of vagrancy had left home for the same reason and was
not planning to return, when the police arrested him (Antwerp juvenile court, file 4497, 1933).

Running away from home was a way to assert autonomy for some; other youths were more explicit
in resisting parental control and claiming their “right to the night”. Amedée, a 16-year-old boy who,
according to his mother, did nothing other than going to the movies and reading police novels, threatened: “You just wait, once I am 21, I will decide for myself; I will let myself be recruited and disappear as
a sailor, you will have brought that upon yourself” (Antwerp juvenile court, file 2992, 1924). Fifteenyear-old Anna was also clearly determined to do her own thing: even after multiple complaints from
her parents, warnings by the juvenile judge, and having to spend some time in a reform school, she
kept disappearing to the movies and dance halls two or three times a week (Antwerp juvenile court,
file 2953, 1924). Seventeen-year-old Josephina made it even clearer: after the Antwerp juvenile judge
had warned her that she risked being placed in a reform school, she said she was willing to improve
her behaviour, but immediately added: “I cannot, however, promise you I won’t go out anymore, because
it is impossible for a 17-year-old girl not to go out” (Antwerp juvenile court, file 3018, 1925).
Conclusions

In early twentieth-century Antwerp, in a context of moral panic and attempts to discipline the urban poor, bourgeois elites attempted to direct working-class youths from “unwholesome” towards
“appropriate” activities and spaces and to act against their “unworthy” parents. At the same time,
Belgian authorities, like many other Western countries in this period, introduced new juvenile justice
legislation. Next to the control of juvenile crime, a central concern was to repress a wide variety of
“problem behaviours” exhibited by young people and shield them from the seductions and dangers of
the night in particular. Importantly, our findings confirm those of other recent studies (Baldwin, 2002;
Commachio, 2006; Wolcott, 2005) that, in practice, the regulation of youths’ nightlife was shaped by
other actors and concerns than bourgeois ones and was much more about informal negotiation and
correction than about formal repression.

For police officers on site, often coming from working-class families themselves, controlling young
wage earners at night was not about answering elites’ calls for repression, but simply a part of their
general desire to maintain order and peace in the city streets. The police dealt with most incidents
involving young night owls informally, in the street, not bothering much about the youths’ actual activities. In order to escape the police at night, young people simply had to refrain from getting involved
in large-scale fights or causing disturbances in “quiet” streets, and girls in particular knew that they
should move around the city safely surrounded by girlfriends.
Much more than the police, we found that parents and relatives played the most important role in regcriminologicalencounters.org
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ulating the nightlife of Antwerp working-class young people. Parents called in the judicial authorities
to put an end to the nightly entertainment of their teenage children in cinemas and dance halls, usually after repeated attempts to resolve the issue on their own. More important, however, is the finding
that although many working-class parents appeared to partially endorse bourgeois concerns about
sexual dangers for girls (family reputation) and risky behaviour among boys, they tended to define
the core of the “nocturnal youth problem” differently, in line with their own specific needs. Their main
motive for intervening was to put an end to intense family conflicts and to keep the family economy
in balance.

Despite police and parental controls, Antwerp working-class young people continued to take to the
city streets during the evening hours and increasingly participated in the bustling, modern entertainment of the movies and the dance halls – which became the core of a new youth culture. Although our
evidence is limited, a number of testimonies before the Antwerp juvenile court or to the police suggest
that for them, nightlife was not about rebellion or protest, let alone deliberately creating nuisance or
experiencing the “kick” of deviant behaviour. Young people shared and appropriated elements of the
bourgeois respectability model and sometimes used practical knowledge of places and times to avoid
that corresponding to elite views (for similar conclusions, see Vrints, 2019, p. 282). What the darkness of night offered them in the first place was the possibility of temporarily escaping the routine of
everyday life and the pressure of traditional controls and prevailing norms. They enjoyed the pleasure
of homosocial friend relationships and heterosocial flirting, of romance, music, dances, and new forms
of body experience and intimacy. These nocturnal transgressions also gave young people a sense of
belonging to that new generation of “modern youth” in search of their own, new social and sexual
identity and lifestyle, of which only they knew the secret codes, language, and rituals.
Acknowledgement
My sincere gratitude goes to Herbert Reinke for organising a series of seminars on the history of the
urban night and working on the theoretical and conceptual framework together, as well as to my
Ghent University colleague Antoon Vrints for sharing his source material from the Antwerp police
archives. I also thank my other colleagues from the Social History Reading Group at Ghent University
and the journal’s reviewers for their valuable comments and suggestions on earlier versions of this
paper.
Archival sources
Juvenile Court of Antwerp, individual case files: State Archives Beveren (Belgium), EA Antwerpen D:

- Dossiers van rechtspleging, 1912-1913: nrs. 1–575, folders 1–73; 1924-1925: nrs. 2876–3104, folders 410–436; 1932-1933: nrs. 4357–4476, folders 599–614.
Antwerp Municipal Police, police reports: Antwerp City Archives, Police Fund, BE SA 91:

- Processen-verbaal, 2nd police district, 1912: nr. MA#24630; 1913, MA#24633-24638; 1914-1915:
nrs. MA#24640-24643; 1916-1917: nr. MA#24647; 1928: nr. MA#29220 / 5th police district, 19111912: nrs. MA#31559, MA#31561; 1928-1929: nrs. MA#31628, MA#31632; 1938: nrs. MA#31702,
MA#31715.
References
Amin, A. & Thrift, N. (2002). Cities: Reimaging the urban. Cambridge: Polity Press.
criminologicalencounters.org

45

46

Margo De Koster

Auspert, S., De Koster, M., & Massin, V. (2020). Girls, young women and crime: Perceptions, realities
and responses in a long-term perspective. In M. Pluskota & M. van der Heijden (Eds.), Crime and gender 1600–1900: Comparative perspectives (pp. 173–188). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Baldwin, P. C. (2002). “Nocturnal habits and dark wisdom”: The American response to children in the
streets at night, 1880–1930. Journal of Social History, 35(3), 593–611.

Baldwin, P. C. (2012). In the watches of the night: Life in the nocturnal city, 1820–1931. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Beaumont, M. (2015). Nightwalking: A nocturnal history of London. London: Verso.

Bosworth, M. (2001). The Past as a Foreign Country? Some Methodological Implications of Doing Historical Criminology. British Journal of Criminology, 41, 431-442.

Bouman, M. J. (1987). Luxury and control: The urbanity of street lighting in nineteenth-century cities.
Journal of Urban History, 14(1), 7–37.
Campion, J., De Koster, M., Keunings, L., Majerus, B., Rousseaux, X. & Welter, F. (2015). L’appareil policier en Belgique (1830–2010). In M. De Koster, D. Heirbaut & X. Rousseaux (Eds.), Deux siècles de
justice. Encyclopédie de l’histoire de la justice en Belgique (pp. 385–419). Bruges: La Charte.

Casanova, C. (2007). Nacht-leben. Orte, Akteure und obrigkeitliche Disziplinierung in Zürich, 1523–1833.
Zürich: Chronos.
Chatterton, P., & Hollands, R. (2003). Urban nightscapes: Youth cultures, pleasure spaces and corporate
power. London: Routledge.

Chazkel, A. (2020). Toward a history of rights in the city at night: Making and breaking the nightly curfew in nineteenth-century Rio de Janeiro. Comparative Studies in Society and History, 62(1),
106–134.
Cohen, S. (1972). Folk devils and moral panics. London: MacGibbon and Kee.

Collard, C. (1920). La prostitution des mineures. Bulletin de l’Office de la Protection de l’Enfance, 13,
22–64.
Commachio, C. (1997). Dancing to perdition: Adolescence and leisure in interwar English Canada.
Journal of Canadian Studies, 32(3), 5–35.

Commachio, C. (2006). The dominion of youth: Adolescence and the making of modern Canada, 1920 to
1950. Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier University Press.
Davis, B., Lindenberger, T., & Wildt, M. (Eds.). (2008). Alltag, Erfahrung, Eigensinn. Historisch-anthropologische Erkundigungen. Frankfurt am Main: Campus Verlag.
De Certeau, M. (1980). L’invention du quotidien, tome 1: Arts de faire. Paris: UGE.

De Koster, M. (2017). Prostitution in Antwerp. In M. Garcia Rodriguez, J.-M. Chaumont, & P. Servais
(Eds.), Trafficking in women 1924–1926: The Paul McKinsie reports for the League of Nations (vol. II,
pp. 13–19). Geneva: United Nations Publications.
De Koster, M. (2018). Girls’ journeys to the juvenile court, Antwerp, 1912–1933. In J. Trépanier, & X.
Rousseaux (Eds.), Youth and justice in Western states, 1815–1950: From punishment to welfare (pp.
279–310). London: Palgrave Macmillan.
criminologicalencounters.org

Negotiating Controls, Perils, and Pleasures in the Urban Night

De Koster, M., & Vrints, A. (2020). The new police as agents of class control? Urban policing and its socio-geographical focus in nineteenth-century Antwerp. In B. Blondé et al. (Eds.), Inequality and the
city in the Low Countries (1200–2020) (pp. 345–358), SEUH 50. Turnhout: Brepols.

Denys, C. (2010). The development of police forces in urban Europe in the eighteenth century. Journal
of Urban History, 36(3), 332–344.
Devos, I. (1999). Marriage and economic conditions since 1700: The Belgian case. In I. Devos, & L.
Kennedy (Eds.), Marriage and rural economy. Western Europe since 1400 (pp. 101–132). Turnhout:
Brepols.
Farge, A. (1989). Le gout de l’archive. Paris: Editions du Seuil.

Fowler, D. (1995). The first teenagers: The lifestyle of young wage-earners in interwar Britain. London:
The Woburn Press.
François, A., & Massin, V. (2008). «Ces virus ambulants». Discours et pratiques à l’égard des filles de
justice atteintes de maladie vénérienne (Belgique, 1912–1950). Revue Belge d’Histoire Contemporaine, 38(3–4), 379–405.

Frégier, H. (1840). Des classes dangereuses de la population dans les grandes villes et des moyens de les
rendre meilleures. 2 vols. Paris: Paul Renouard.
Gibson, M. (2000). Prostitution and the state in Italy, 1860–1915. Ohio State University Press.

Giordano, E., Gabriele M., Tommaso R., & Crozat, D. (2019). The spatio-temporal geographies of public
spaces at night and their regulation as source of conflict. The cases of Montpellier and Bologna. Espace populations sociétés [online], 1, http://journals.openedition.org/eps/8725
Haine, W. S. (1998). The world of the Paris cafe sociability among the French working class, 1789–1914.
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.
Hayward, K. (2004). City limits: Crime, consumer culture and the urban experience. London: The GlassHouse Press.

Hayward, K. J., & Young, J. (2004). Cultural criminology: Some notes on the script. Theoretical Criminology, 8(3), 259–273.

Hubbard, P. (2005). The geographies of ‘going out’: emotion and embodiment in the evening economy.
In L. Bondi, J. Davidson, & M. Smith (Eds.), Emotional geographies (pp. 117–134). Burlington VT
and Aldershot: Ashgate.
Ileri, N. (2017). Allure of the light, fear of the dark: Nighttime illumination, spectacle, and order in finde-siècle Istanbul. Comparative Studies of South Asia, Africa and the Middle East, 37(2), 280–298.

Katz, J. (1988). Seductions of crime. New York: Basic Books.

Lefebvre, H. (1991). The production of space. Blackwell publishers. Original version 1974.

McBee, R. D. (2000). Dance hall days: Intimacy and leisure among working-class immigrants in the United States. New York & London: New York University Press.

Myers, T. (2006). Caught: Montreal’s modern girls and the law, 1869–1945. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

criminologicalencounters.org

47

48

Margo De Koster

Odem, M.E. (1995). Delinquent daughters: Protecting and policing adolescent female sexuality in the
United States, 1885–1920 (2nd ed). University of North Carolina Press.

Palmer, B. D. (2000). Cultures of darkness: Night travels in the histories of transgression. New York:
Monthly Review Press.

Peiss, K. (1986). Cheap amusements: Working women and leisure in turn-of-the-century New York. Philadelphia: Temple University Press.
Piper, A. (2010). “A growing vice”: The truth about Brisbane girls and drunkenness in the early twentieth century. Journal of Australian Studies, 34(4), 485–497.
Presdee, M. (2000). Cultural criminology and the carnival of crime. London & New York: Routledge.

Racine, A. (1935). Les enfants traduits en justice. Étude d’après trois cents dossiers du tribunal pour
enfants de l’arrondissement de Bruxelles. Paris: Librairie Du Recueil Sirey Broché.
Roberts, M., & Eldridge, A. (2009). Planning the night-time city. London: Routledge

Schivelbusch, W. (1995). Disenchanted night: The industrialization of light in the nineteenth century.
Berkeley/Los Angeles/London: University of California Press.

Schlör, J. (1991). Nachts in der großen Stadt. Paris, Berlin, London 1840–1930. München: Artemis &
Winkler Verlag.

Sledsens, A. (1929). Het gebruik van den vrijen Tijd door de Antwerpsche Werklieden. Beknopt onderzoek over de jaren 1922-26. Antwerp: Drukkerij De Vlijt.
Strange, C. (1995). Toronto’s girl problem: The perils and pleasures of the city, 1880–1930. Toronto:
University of Toronto Press.

Van Liempt, I. (2016). Reclaiming civility in urban nightlife districts. In De Backer, M., Melgaço, L., Varne, G., & F. Menichelli (Eds.), Order and conflict in public space (pp. 125–139). London & New York:
Routledge.

Vrints, A. (2019). The theatre of the street. Public violence in Antwerp during the first half of the twentieth century. Leiden: Brill, Crime and City in History Series, vol. 2.

Walker, E. (2017). De la discipline au travail électoral ? Gouverner l’espace-temps récréatif nocturne à
Rennes. Cultures & Conflits, 1–2(105–106), 123–43.
Williams, J. A. (2001). Ecstasies of the young: Sexuality, the youth movement, and moral panic in Germany on the eve of the First World War. Central European History, 34(2), 163–189.

Williams, R. W. (2008). Night-spaces: Darkness, deterritorialization and social control. Space and Culture, 11(4), 514–532.

Wolcott, D. (2005). Cops and kids: Policing urban America, 1890–1940. Columbus: Ohio State University Press.

criminologicalencounters.org

Negotiating Controls, Perils, and Pleasures in the Urban Night

Margo De Koster, PhD, studied history and sociology at the Vrije Universiteit Brussel. She is Associate Professor in Historical Criminology at the Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam and the Vrije Universiteit
Brussel and she is Visiting Professor in Social History after 1750 at Ghent University. She conducts
historical-criminological research on social problems and social control, crime and deviance, and policing and justice in urban contexts in the 19th and 20th centuries.
How to cite this article (APA– 7th ed.): De Koster, M. (2020). Negotiating Controls, Perils, and Pleasures in the Urban Night: Working-Class Youth in Early-Twentieth-Century Antwerp. Criminological
Encounters, 3(1), 32-49. doi:10.26395/CE20030104

© The author(s), 2020 | Licensed under Creative Commons CC BY-NC-ND 4.0.
criminologicalencounters.org

49

50

Magali Peyrefitte

Vol 3(1) 2020
ISSN 2506-7583
DOI 10.26395/CE20030105

Suburban Verticalisation in London:
Regeneration, Intra-urban Inequality, and Social Harm
Magali Peyrefitte
Brunel University, UK
Magali.Peyrefitte@brunel.ac.uk
Keywords: gentrification; regeneration; verticalization; suburbs; intra-urban inequality; social harm
Abstract

With the rapid and large-scale expansion of new developments of high-rise flats, London’s outer boroughs are seeing a suburban growth not seen since the 1930s. The objectives of this mass verticalisation are similar to the suburbanisation that occurred in the interwar period in aiming to provide
housing to a growing urban population. However, beyond the demographic imperative, other economic, sociocultural, and political processes come into play as they did in the past. Considering spatial,
social, and material transformations, the paper is concerned with a combination of factors, actors,
structures, and processes in this initial analysis of the new vertical suburbs of London. With this combined perspective, the analysis contributes to critical debates in criminology that are expanding to
issues of social harm and social exclusion in the capitalist city. In this paper, I interrogate the fact that
an increase of the housing stock only partially addresses the housing crisis in London as the problem
of the provision of social housing is becoming increasingly limited under tight budget constraints and
a financial structure that relies on and facilitates the involvement of the private sector in the delivery
and management of housing. I also question the promises of regeneration solutions through newbuild gentrification, which have proved ineffective in other urban contexts and should be examined
further in the context of London suburbs, where the scale of construction is unprecedented and exacerbates inequalities that have long been overlooked when the focus has been on inner boroughs and
their gentrification.
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Introduction
Following the Conservative party general election victory in 2019, Boris Johnson, as newly elected
Prime Minister, announced that the main economic objective of the government under his leadership
would be towards “levelling up” policies. Boris Johnson is very adept at delivering catchphrases and
this one is meant to capture and target the national disparity in the UK economy between different
regions, particularly characterised by a North-South divide. Whether or not the government’s plans
will ever be able to level up the geographical inequalities that have been growing over the years is
debatable. The rich and powerful London and its neighbouring regions appear to be consistently widening the gap with the rest of the country (The Economist, 2020). The capital is, however, not a homogeneous powerhouse and the intention to level up should also consider intra-urban inequalities.
The Grenfell Tower tragedy has exemplified the contrasts present within the same neighbourhood
in “a city for capital, not people” (Atkinson, 2017). Three years later, the tower is still wrapped in a
building cover ‒ its spectral presence in distinct contrast with the shiny new high-rises that are being
built at great pace in its vicinity on both sides of the Westway (or A40 – the main artery connecting the
London Inner Ring Road to the West London suburbs). London has always been marked by disparities
but the shapes they take are defined by their epoch, and it is now imperative to turn to the suburbs as
some of the outer boroughs are increasingly and consistently performing poorly in regard to different
socio-economic factors highlighting their growing pauperisation. Meanwhile, they are seeing exponential growth of their housing stock.
Suburbs in the UK have long been overlooked in urban studies and more research is required on spatial shifts of poverty and the suburbanisation of poverty. The image of leafy suburbs of middle-class
aspiration has remained a dominant representation despite pockets of poverty always existing alongside the wealthier neighbourhoods of Victorian villas and 1930s semi-detached and detached housing. Randolph rightfully pointed out that “the disadvantaged in the suburbs are a long way from the
city leaders and elites – out of political sight, out of political mind” (Randolph, 2017, p. 173), and that:
It was not just spacious houses for the middle classes that were being built, but also very large estates of council housing, which had a particular demographic profile and posed distinct challenges
for urban regeneration today (Jones & Evans, 2013, p. 189).

If the suburbs have never solely been the realm of petit-bourgeois expressions of social mobility and
in many ways also served to alleviate demographic pressure in the insalubrious inner cities, they have
recently experienced growing pauperisation. Bailey and Minton (2017) have confirmed the suburbanisation of poverty in the UK’s 25 largest cities, notably as a result of a redistribution of urban poverty. Randolph argued that in the neoliberal city the “changing spatial location of urban disadvantage”
needs to be analysed in relation to the “market-driven processes logically result[ing] in a reformation
of the patterns of urban segregation, reflecting changes in the distribution of income and wealth”
(Randolph, 2017, p. 159). Market-driven changes in the housing system, coupled with changes to social and housing policies and generally an increasing withdrawal of the welfare state, have incurred a
displacement of urban poverty. In London in particular, populations on lower incomes have been dispersed as a result of the gentrification of inner boroughs and the consequent rising costs of real estate
and of living in neighbourhoods attracting increasingly wealthier residents. This is what was termed
by the Economist as the “great inversion” (The Economist, 2013).

Interestingly, the outer boroughs of Brent and Harrow very quickly saw the highest numbers of
COVID-19 cases, raising a number of questions regarding poverty, poor housing, and health conditions in these suburban areas. Set up two months before the outbreak, The Brent Poverty Commission
has highlighted growing poverty exaggerated by a severe shortage of social housing forcing people
into overpriced, overcrowded, and poorly regulated private property (The Brent Poverty Commission,
2020). Brent ended up recording the worst death rate of any local authority in England and Wales,
with the BAME population, representing a high proportion of the borough, being the worst hit (Butler,
2020). Further studies are required to make sense of this relationship in the particular context of the
outer boroughs, the quality of their habitats, and their densification, but COVID-19 has already been
a major revealer of suburban deprivation and it is also predicted to have lasting economic impacts on
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some of these areas. The West London Alliance was established, for instance, to tackle the economic
recovery of West London, which has been hit the hardest by COVID-19 and has already seen a dent
in its GVA (gross value added), which used to be bigger than “Birmingham, Leeds, and Glasgow combined” (see West London Alliance, 2020).
Despite growing difficulties experienced at the level of intra-urban and even intra-suburban inequality exacerbated by a consistent lack of investment in the outer boroughs (Huq, 2020), many suburban
areas in London are seeing a fast-paced and large-scale expansion of their housing stock that is aimed
to meet the demand of the 2018 Housing Strategy organised around the regeneration of council estates and brownfield sites through new-build gentrification in a private-public partnership. In this
paper, I question this agenda and the fact that an increase of the housing stock only partially addresses
the housing crisis in London when the problem of the provision of social and truly affordable housing
is becoming increasingly limited under tight budget constraints and a financial structure that relies
on and facilitates the involvement of the private sector in the delivery and management of housing.
This agenda also promises regeneration solutions through new-build gentrification of securitised and
privatised high-rise blocks of flats: a global type of regeneration or revitalisation which has already
proved problematic in other municipalities in different national contexts (Davidson & Lees, 2005;
Kern, 2007; Smith, 2002). Analysing in Toronto the “ways in which the neoliberal political-economic
rationality underlying condominium development translates into changes in the ways that (…) – women condominium owners – conceptualise their relationship to their homes, their neighbourhoods, and
the city at large”, Kern argues that “it is important to pay attention to [new-built gentrification of highrise flats] as a potentially more insidious and far-reaching form of revanchist urbanism” (Kern, 2007,
p. 658). The problem has evidently been posed in other urban contexts but also needs to be addressed
in the particular context of suburbs where increasing levels of poverty and crime have not been sufficiently identified. In these circumstances, different groups are aiming to get their voices heard, to contribute to, and ultimately benefit from, the changes. However, there are growing inequalities amongst
low-income populations in their access to political and economic resources. I will notably point out
the case of temporary tenants who are particularly vulnerable to a system reliant on the private sector and left in limbo between one temporary accommodation and the next. I explore these aspects
through case studies of suburban developments in the boroughs of Barnet, Brent, and Harrow, where
I have been conducting research since 2012. London is constituted by different types of suburbs and
I concentrate on suburbs situated to the North (Colindale) and North-West (Harrow and Wembley) of
the city (see map). The north-western suburbs in particular were referred to as “Metroland”. Initially
built in Victorian times, they were developed further in the interwar period with the expansion of
public railway transport.

Figure 1
Map of London’s Boroughs Highlighting the Three Where my Research Takes Place
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Methodology
The argument developed in this paper stems from an ongoing multi-sited ethnography (Marcus,
1995) conducted in different locations in suburbs of North and North-West London and using a range
of methods. For Marcus, a multi-sited ethnography is particularly apt for addressing the complexity
of researching issues in a “capitalist political economy” (Marcus, 1995, p. 96) and can be defined as
“strategies of quite literally following connections, associations, and putative relationships (…)” (Marcus, 1995, p. 97). Since 2012, my fieldwork has taken me to different suburban locations in London
and the use of a combination of qualitative methods. I have also recently been working on the development of a large-scale questionnaire, which has been commissioned by the Colindale Communities
Trust (a one-stop shop based on the Grahame Park Estate in Barnet) and has been collaboratively
designed with residents, who are receiving community research training. The Grahame Park Estate is
awaiting regeneration and is in a dire state of neglect and deprivation. I am also involved in research
on the Grange Farm Estate in Harrow, where the regeneration has begun. I concentrate on the activities and histories of the Grange Farm Steering Group. The residents of this group have been involved
in the regeneration process from the beginning and are committed to remaining so throughout the
four different phases of reconstruction and beyond. In parallel, I have been looking at the new-build
redevelopment of brownfield sites in Barnet, Brent, and Harrow. Over the years, I have regularly used
photography to explore and document changes in the landscape and I have collected secondary data
such as official documents and brochures as well as working with archives at the Museum of Domestic
Architecture (MoDA).

My fieldwork has been a mixture of professional and personal involvement as a researcher as well as
a resident of the suburbs. Indeed, I regularly attend public consultations and residents’ action group
meetings, and I have been an active member of the Harrow Residents Regeneration Panel since 2018.
The panel plays a consultative role with the intention of bringing in a critical voice to the projects
proposed by the Council. The residents bring in a range of expertise to these panels. In the past eight
years, I have also lectured at two universities located in suburban areas in London (Middlesex University in Hendon and Brunel University in Uxbridge) and I have incorporated this environment in my
teaching and in the assessment of students (Peyrefitte, 2018; Peyrefitte & Lazar, 2018).
This multi-sited ethnography works hand in hand with a theoretical framework that aims to “adopt a
more integrated and comprehensive understanding of how cities operate and also the deeper interests and generative inequalities produced in and through their everyday life” (Atkinson & Millington,
2019, p. 7). Urban criminology draws on the interdisciplinarity of urban studies and the potential to
envisage, as Atkinson and Millington (2019) further argue, that:
[t]hese entanglements of social and material forces and symbolic constructs suggest a need to be
interested in the layout, planning, and physical variability of cities, and the ways that these may in
turn be generative of, or protective against, harms. (Ibid.)

Critical urbanism, in particular, offers a trope on which urban criminology can ground itself as it considers the complexity with which we ought to analyse cities in light of, amongst other things, urban
political economy, capital accumulation, and social inequalities and forms of social exclusion. Complementary praxis such as assemblage thinking also offers an interesting perspective in reinforcing critical urbanism (McFarlane, 2011) that forces us to envisage the way “urban actors, forms, or processes
are defined less by pre-given property and more by the assemblages they enter and reconstitute”
(McFarlane, 2011, p. 208). Whether through assemblage or not, urban criminology, as a developing
field, must in all cases adopt a combined vision of the way different spatial, social, and material factors, actors, structures, and processes are interrelated in order to uncover the social harms incurred
by urban transformations under different (capitalist) forces. A critical urban criminology problematises the relationship between housing systems, material inequalities, and the orderly or disorderly
city, as Atkinson and Millington (2019) put it. In analysing the new forms and geographies of power
that are being erected through mass verticalisation in London’s outer boroughs, I pay particular attention to the imbrication of housing policies, the political economy of housing (its financialisation and
privatisation), the order of space and its design (individualisation, privatisation, and securitisation
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of residential spaces) reinforced by state policing strategies. All these aspects are intertwined in the
constitution of space that can be generative of social harm and social exclusion. It must nonetheless
be stressed that urban communities do not passively accept transformations and changes, even if they
have varying degrees of political and economic resources in resisting and making their voices heard
and their interests considered.
Housing Shortage and Suburban Mass Verticalisation
In 2018, claiming that “[e]veryone should have a place to call home”, the Mayor of London set out the
London Housing Strategy to respond to a major housing shortage in the capital. The Implementation
Plan of this Strategy requires the boroughs to deliver 649,350 net housing completions over ten years
(Greater London Authority, May 2018). The plan places a particular emphasis on the outer boroughs
as they provide a spatial opportunity to respond to the demographic pressure of the “housing crisis”
(Booth, 2017). As such, London is experiencing a suburban growth not seen since the mass suburbanisation of the 1930s. This time the growth is mostly vertical and can be described as “flatted suburbs”
(Mace, 2013). The regeneration of Wembley and Colindale, as two of the largest projects in the country, are striking examples of the mass verticalisation taking place in London at the moment. Wembley
will accommodate approximately 11,500 new homes once completed (Brent Council, 2020). Similarly,
the regeneration of Colindale will account for 10,170 new homes (Barnet Council, 2020).

Vertical densification in London, especially in the outer boroughs, cannot simply be envisaged as a
solution to the housing shortage that the capital is suffering from, while respecting the boundaries
of its green belt, which prevents further suburban sprawl. In an age of capitalist urbanisation, the
marketisation and financialisation of the new developments question the limits to which they are
serving the purpose of fulfilling housing needs and certainly of those who are most in need of it. It is
another case of new-build gentrification aiming to meet regeneration needs but running the risk of
being exclusionary. In the outer boroughs, the focus has been on the regeneration of brownfield sites
as well as on the para-public regeneration of council estates. In recent years, austerity measures have
put some councils under major financial strain. As a result, they have operated a mixed housing policy of redevelopment in partnership with the private sector as a way to subsidise the regeneration of
what is left of their social housing stock. At times they even find themselves in a vicious cycle of selling
their housing stock on the one hand, while on the other hand having to purchase properties at full
market value (in some cases outside the boundaries of the borough, resulting in further displacement
of social housing tenants). Caught in this financial vicious cycle, some boroughs are having to make
a drastic financial effort, even though it only represents a “small recalibration” (Boughton, 2019), in
order to provide new social housing for which they are struggling to meet the demand.
Overall, councils are meeting the demand for housing (social or not) by calling on the private sector through competitive bidding to deliver and later manage the projects. In Colindale, for instance,
the three principal developments (Beaufort Park, Colindale Gardens, and Fairview) are being developed by companies listed on the Stock Exchange as FTSE 250 companies. The interests of private
developers whose game is in some cases played on the stock market appear to be in conflict with the
public good, which should determine the provision of housing in a housing crisis. Often advertised
as “villages” and with other pastoral connotations, the promotion materials of these new developments, including highlighting their properties as investment opportunities, barely hide the mechanisms of the marketisation and the financialisation of housing through verticalisation. Nethercote
(2018) theorises “high-rise development within the circuitry of capitalist accumulation” (2018, p.
657). In “developing an explanatory conceptual schema”, she identifies three interrelated functions as
“[l]abour- and capital-intensive commodities; as investments on real estate markets; and as cultural
artefacts of distinction both in intercity competition and geopolitics, and in class relations” (2018, p.
657). In London, as in other global cities, vertical expansion, as being capital driven, is not just a fix to
a housing crisis, but a spatial fix for the absorption of surplus capital and must indeed be read within
the workings of political economy. In central London, the new high-rises are clearly aimed at a global
elite of rich and super-rich. The picture is not so clear-cut in suburban new-build gentrification, and
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capital investors are tapping into other growing property markets as well as the fact that boroughs
have to quantitatively meet the demands of the Mayor’s Housing Strategy. The new blocks of flats are
aiming to be attractive to a range of customers, appealing to investors and future homeowners as
well as more temporary residents such as students and a mobile cosmopolitan class of young professionals. In Wembley, the new development not only includes traditional flats, but also purpose-built
student accommodation (see Hubbard, 2009 on purpose-built student accommodation and gentrification) as well as a new model of rental accommodation delivered by “Quintain Living” formerly
known as “TIPI”. The Quintain Living apartments are entirely furnished and decorated in partnership
with brands like John Lewis and Samsung. They do not require a deposit but the monthly rent, starting
at £1,600 and going up to £4,500, is expensive, albeit inclusive of all utilities. Rentability and profit on
these properties are guaranteed by a turnover of desirable temporary residents paying high rents for
flexible, high-specification accommodation.

The new accommodation in the outer boroughs is also generally more affordable than the luxury
developments being built in the central parts of the city. These developments are therefore seen to
efficiently respond to the Mayor’s housing strategy with the opportunity to provide more affordable
housing in very close proximity to the transport system which is under growing pressure. Stress is
also observed in other public infrastructure and services such as schools and health providers as the
construction of new housing does not always equate to additional public infrastructure. Some of the
suburban developments are in some cases advertised as 100% affordable and more generally offer
accommodation through the government-created Help to Buy schemes such as Shared Ownership,
allowing people to purchase as little as of 25% of their home and pay the rest in rent. Some offer affordable rent and in some cases even retain some social rent units. Affordability is, however, relative
as it is based on average London prices and too often remains inaccessible, notably to key workers.
Overall, the way these new-build developments are responding to the housing crisis is questionable
as they often correspond to the production of new spaces for capital accumulation and investment as
well as privatisation of the housing stock with an increasing withdrawal of local authorities from the
provision of social housing. The notion of affordability is also too relative for these new developments
to be truly and widely accessible. In the next section, I look at the resulting drastic social and material
changes taking place in the suburbs transforming their landscape and their modes of living as a promise of regeneration.
Social and Material Changes in the Suburbs: Privatisation, Individualisation, and Securitisation
The aesthetic and the architecture of these new developments often correspond to the new London
housing vernacular of bricks and simple modern lines (Urban Design London, 2012). Unchallenging
in its plainness, this architecture has the potential to have a wide appeal. Some of the tallest projects
are more than 20 storeys high, with thousands of accommodation units plonked into neighbourhoods
with little consideration for the particularities of their socio-economic geographies and instead being
seen as an opportunity to address the much-needed revitalisation of the suburbs (Jones & Evans,
2013, p. 188). However, they remain “partitioned by physical marks of control” (Watt & Smets, 2014 p.
15; original italics), especially from the social housing suburb (Gwilliam, Bourne, Swain, & Prat, 1999).
Indeed, they are often built as enclaves that can be envisaged as “capsular urbanism”, where elective
or selective belonging draws social and symbolic as well as spatial boundaries (Watt & Smets, 2014,
pp. 12‒16). Davidson, analysing new-build gentrification along the River Thames in London, considered this “global habitat of gentrification’ to be very little connected to its immediate surrounding as
corporate property developers prefer to advertise the proximity of the global city to attract gentrifiers who have “few associations and/or social interactions with ‘others’ in their neighbourhood (…)”
(2007, p. 504). This was observed in a number of promotional brochures for suburban developments
always highlighting proximity to central London and what it has to offer with no or little mention of
the locality. In Wembley however, this is combined with a reinvention of the area as a cultural quarter.
Surveillance and securitisation are the building blocks of these high-rise gated communities, where
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even parks are gated in a way that is reminiscent of Victorian urban architecture and in contrast to
the development of public parks in the 1930s suburbs. In some cases, they are completely enclosed as
they are built in the centre of the structure. This inward-looking architecture reflects a concern, actual
or perceived, about urban disorder and insecurity. Generally, this new kind of flatted habitat is characteristic of a neoliberalisation of the home defined by commodification, privatization, and individualism (Kern, 2007). The home is seen as a site of defence from an uncertain world and undesirable
“others” (Atkinson & Blandy, 2017). CCTV is de rigueur and some new developments like Beaufort
Park in Colindale are organised around private streets controlled by a private security firm patrolling
the area. Segregated playgrounds and “poor door policies”, as brought to light by journalists from The
Guardian (Grant, 2019), also demonstrate that even in the case of mixed-tenure housing, separation is
maintained through architectural design.1

The securitisation of housing is coupled with zero-tolerance policing in the surrounding neighbourhoods. In Wealdstone (in the borough of Harrow and one of the London Mayor’s targeted areas for
regeneration), the police have, for instance, been demonstrating their contribution to the regeneration effort by highlighting the way they have addressed the most visible manifestations of street-level
crime and antisocial behaviour. They have used the opportunity at public consultation meetings to
enumerate the number of Criminal Behavioural Orders (CBOs), Fixed Penalty Notices (FPNs), dispersal orders (with the implementation of two dispersal zones), and Public Space Protection Orders
(PSPOs) that they have been issuing, as well as positively highlighting an increase in “stop and search”.
The whole endeavour is based on the principles of the broken windows theory, which is regularly
mentioned during public meetings. Despite a lack of empirical evidence of its efficacy (Sampson &
Raudenbush, 1999), as well as academic criticisms of policing strategies that aim to control and moderate behaviour by regulating space in the neoliberal city (Camp & Heatherton, 2016), it remains a
popular approach to the policing and the ordering of space in some cities, especially in gentrifying
neighbourhoods, or at least in this case in a neighbourhood where regeneration is organised through
new-build gentrification.
A Regeneration Panacea, but for Whom?
It is evident, from my fieldwork in London’s outer boroughs, that a number of challenges are emerging
from these fast-paced and large-scale developments. They are often presented as the opportunity to
regenerate brownfield sites especially in peripheral neighbourhoods, or more problematically council
estates, through a public-private partnership, which Lees has described as the managed decline of estates through state-led gentrification (Lees, 2014). These sites are situated in the most deprived areas
of the suburbs, which additionally have long been overlooked in urban policy (see Adaptable Suburbs
Project, 2010–2014). The new-build developments and the arrival of new residents are thus used
as a conducive vector for other revitalisation initiatives in the neighbouring areas with high levels
of deprivation. With the rapid construction of new developments, Harrow Council, for instance, has
been organising residents’ action group meetings in its most deprived areas (Wealdstone and South
Harrow) in order to consult with local residents and traders about the regeneration of the high street
and, in doing so, work in partnership with the local police as mentioned above. As an initial step, the
council can be commended for this community engagement, which seems to be welcome. The meetings are well attended and bring in a number of key stakeholders, including residents who should also
be involved in processes of place making. People often see these as opportunities for their neighbourhood, where they have grown tired of crime and disorder and their voice cannot be denied by a pure
critique of regeneration and gentrification.
The blueprint of gentrification (Lees, 2000) is now being adopted in the poor areas of London’s suburbs, where local governments have limited resources in the provision of housing. If regeneration is
1

Segregated playgrounds have now been banned in future developments.
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to be meaningful, and not just another cover-up for revanchist urbanism, efforts will have to be made
to address deeply rooted factors of social exclusion and inequalities rather than some of their manifestation, for instance street-level crime and physical neglect. Both the council and the police will have
to work on longer-term strategies with different agencies and associations, some of them already involved in these public discussions and on the ground developing great initiatives. There needs to be an
improved coordination of these clustered initiatives, often from the voluntary or charity sector, for a
more sustainable transformation of the area, but this is dependent on greater financial investment as
well as people power. This has been limited so far by austerity cuts, which have affected both councils
and the police. Councils are also increasingly relying on their private strategic partner’s commitment
to social values to address socio-economic issues. It is not possible to go into these details of a regeneration based on a joint venture, but it is important to raise it as an aspect that will need to be critically
analysed further.
Sendra and Fitzpatrick (2020) rightfully argue that:

[e]ngaging communities in regeneration processes is vital both for avoiding a displacement of residents and for giving communities the opportunity to take the lead on their neighbourhood’s future.
(p. 1)

Community-led regeneration is, however, constrained by varying economic, social, political, and spatial resources. On the Grange Farm Estate in Harrow, the residents of the steering group have worked
hard to ensure that the regeneration remains tenure blind and as such have fought for a design that
will not show architectural differences between private and social housing tenants and are putting
in place community initiatives that will sustain solidarity and care beyond the regeneration. On the
same estate, 50% of the residents are however in temporary accommodation. Unlike the residents on
the steering group, they do not qualify for social housing and therefore will not be rehoused in the
renovated estate. Their voices do not have the same weight. The council has now begun to give them
notice as the first phase of the development has started. The growth in temporary housing in these
suburban developments is a worrying trend ‒ even more so on suburban council estates that have
received less attention than their urban counterparts, with the exception perhaps of West Hendon. In
some cases, they have already been displaced from other estates in other boroughs that have already
been regenerated. It is also estimated that 50% of the residents on the Grahame Park Estate in Barnet
are temporary tenants. Focus E15 was a good example of a successful campaign led by temporary
tenants (Sendra & Fitzpatrick, 2020), and more of these types of actions will be needed to raise the
case of temporary tenants, who are even more at risk of social harm through displacement and social
cleansing.
The regeneration of suburban areas around the mass verticalisation of a new form of habitat, after
years of austerity, should be critically analysed as a regeneration panacea. The issues related to newbuild gentrification and state-led gentrification are now well documented and have been analysed
in many parts of the capital. And yet in the suburban areas that I have researched over the years,
regeneration continues to follow the same problematic blueprint of gentrification (Lees, 2000), albeit on a larger scale, as they are under pressure to meet the targets of the 2018 Housing Strategy,
especially since they have the availability of brownfield sites and overlooked council housing estates
in need of regeneration. Ultimately we also need more data and overall empirical research on who is
or will be living in these new developments, especially as they are not necessarily situated within the
traditional corridors of gentrification and are trying to attract people who may not have considered
the area before: the gentrifiers that have yet to explore these new frontiers (Smith, 1996) of suburban gentrification. How much involvement will they have with the surrounding neighbourhoods and
communities? How long will they stay there? My initial observations and hypothesis are that the new
inhabitants in the suburbs will have very diverse demographic profiles. It will be necessary to pose
other questions about homemaking and everyday lived experiences and we will need to pay attention
to the new sociologies and geographies of home in the suburbs as the political-economic imperatives
of the construction of new-built high-rises at present prevail over habitation uses and their exchange
value prevails over their use value.
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Conclusion
Urban criminology as an emerging critical strand of criminology offers a useful trope through which
we can question the way the ordering of space is organised and produced under growing forms of
social inequalities and social exclusion. Its potential lies in its ability to draw on and link with urban
studies in critically addressing questions of crime as well as social harm in the city and will continue
to expand at the crossroads of different disciplines but with a radical undertone contesting the capitalist and neoliberal city and addressing the issues of the control and shaping of urban resources.
Urban criminology allows us to explore intra-urban inequalities and the ordering of space in London,
which are becoming starker around new high-rise developments. It offers the opportunity to question
the conditions of poverty and social exclusion as an essential critical analysis of the neoliberal city as
well as the social harm that can be incurred in local communities.

In this piece, I have examined these conditions around new-build developments which are springing
up around the city but with a particular focus on the growth of “flatted suburbs” (Mace, 2013). As
such, I argue that a critical criminology of gentrification also needs to consider the suburbs in all their
socio-economic and spatial complexity, notably by considering existing pockets of poverty, as well as
the suburbanisation of poverty, especially as this can be expected to be a growing trend. Suburbs, as
sociocultural as well as geographical objects and sites of study, tend to be overlooked in the urban
academic literature, as well as in urban policy. There is, however, evidence of important changes to
their demographic, socio-economic, and physical landscapes, especially in London. Regeneration in
these areas presents new problems in being organised around a blueprint of gentrification, which has
already proven problematic but here happens on an unprecedented scale with little consideration for
local specificities and needs. Looking at the political economy and a defensive architecture of securitisation, privatisation, and individualism, I also highlighted the fact that these new-build developments
only risk exacerbating spatial separation (to some extent segregation) and ultimately displacement
(Atkinson, 2000; Lees Bang Shin & López-Morales, 2016; see also Minton, 2017 about displacement
following the demolition of council estates). This is particularly problematic in the case of temporary
tenants who are excluded and at risk of further social cleansing. Furthermore, the sustainability of
this regeneration must be questioned if only supported by short-term solutions, notably in relation to
the type of policing of the surrounding areas and of the high street while recognising that both councils and police have been working with limited resources as a result of austerity measures.
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Abstract
Criminology has often taken the city as the de facto space of its intellectual project. Despite this, criminology has never been urban. Criminology has implicitly focused on problems of the city while rarely
being for the city, in many cases contributing to the case against urban living. “Mainstream” formulations of the criminological project, in the forms of administrative and positivist approaches, have not
been a friend to the city ‒ especially to its more excluded, its deprived, and to communities experiencing enduring forms of discrimination. Indeed, many such urban communities have often been identified as forming the spatial and social constitution of the urban crime problem. Such a city-facing, yet
anti-urban, criminology has been realised in rhetorical and discursive terms, but also in its state and
policy formulations. Its most significant examples being defensible space, zero tolerance policing, and
situational crime prevention. In this sense, the idea of an urban criminology has seemed paradoxical.
We reflect here on a more critical and progressive engagement with crime in cities, suggesting the
need for a robust and closer dialogue between critical urban studies and critical criminology.
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Introduction
Criminology often takes the city as its de facto space of engagement, but it has never been urban. By
this we suggest that the city has often been recognised by criminologists as the setting for crime, be
that “street” crime or “white-collar” crime; but, we suggest, criminology has rarely moved beyond thin
portrayals of the city (and by default the “urban”) as a criminogenic space. As Pratt (2013, p. 28) puts
it, the positing of space as (mere) context simply places analysis firmly in the normative empiricist
camp, which often sees virtue in presenting things “as they are”. This leads to the “common-sense” assumption that because crime is most often found in the city, this “space” is an essential characteristic
of the criminalised action in question (we conceive of urban crimes as “things”) and must somehow
be responsible for its existence (the city or the urban causes crime). What “moving beyond” these
thin portrayals entails is, we suggest, a radical perspective that demands rigorous social scientific
research and analysis, but which is also “for”, or can be used in the service of open, yet safe and more
equitable cities and urban spaces. The paradox of “urban criminology” is that even some variants of
critical criminology, whilst clearly on the side of the victims of harm, do not recognise that reducing
such harms often involves a reconstruction of urban space, be that safe housing, racist policing, infrastructure provision, addressing place-based stigma, access to public services, eradicating hunger, and
so forth. The city is presented simply as the place where these things happen, rather than the place
where things can (and must) be changed. Urban places are, after all, the products of complex social
and political processes. Since 55% of the world’s population now live in urban spaces (projected to
rise to 68% by 2050) (UN, 2018), it makes sense that critical criminology must also become “for” cities and “for” the urban. In this endeavour we should not be satisfied with technical quick fixes, such
as situational crime prevention or neighbourhood watch, the kinds of property-protecting measures
that dominated the community safety paradigm of the 1990s and 2000s (see Gilling, 2001; Hughes,
2007 for critical commentaries). A committed urban criminology should be normatively aligned with
better and more just cities ‒ which includes embracing political urban visions stressing desegregation, reductions in inequality, tax justice, or programmatic initiatives like “sanctuary cities” (Bauder,
2017) or “cities of refuge” (Derrida, 2001; Sennett, 1990) and investments in public housing and welfare provisions. And yet, we also observe that urban studies has often been reluctant to engage with
“criminological” concerns such as harm and safety. In this sense, it is certainly not the case that urban
studies is here to save criminology! As we have argued elsewhere (see Atkinson & Millington, 2018;
Millington, 2020), Henri Lefebvre’s notion of the right to the city loses its punch in neoliberal times
if it is not expanded to incorporate demands by city dwellers for a right to protection (a term deliberately preferred over more totalising notions such as “security” and “safety”) or if it fails to address
inequalities in exposure to harm or risk. The risk of exposure and vulnerability caused by the lack of
adequate protection from harms are emphasised in urban settings though movements like Black Lives
Matter, in housing catastrophes (such as the 2017 Grenfell Tower fire in London), the destruction of
homes through estate clearance, the aggressive policing of protest, and the gendered, classed, and
ethnically stratified risks that emerged in the 2020 COVID pandemic. In all of this, the general lack of
what might be termed a “left realism” in urban studies is as concerning to us as the historical omission
of pro-urban accounts in criminology.
The challenge of disciplinary fragmentation and of overcoming academic “defensible spaces” may be
addressed by focusing on the city as a political, economic, social, and cultural site in which complex
forces are enmeshed within distinctive spatial configurations and concentrations (Merrifield, 2014;
Simone & Pieterse, 2018). Much crime and social harm is urban in its roots and impacts. The urban is
now understood as an explosive and extending environment that manifests so much that is so wrong
and damaging about capitalist and market-oriented societies, despite acknowledgement that cities
are, at the same time, the sites where often political resistance and mitigation against harm takes
place (Brenner, 2013). As Short (2006) explains, the modern city embodies one of the key paradoxes
of the capitalist mode of production: its bringing together of dissenters who might, one day, combine to conspire against it. Drawing on the agenda we laid out in Urban Criminology (Atkinson and
Millington, 2018), we consider the need for dialogue between critical variants of both urban studies
and criminology. We suggest that sympathetic and emphatic deliberation between these disciplines is
required to open-up the “thinking space” required to generate policy to face down and empower the
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disenfranchised, the excluded and “risky” populations who bear the brunt of the harm and violence of
contemporary “explosive” urbanisation. Indeed, critical accounts of urban life have allowed us to understand that city-located economies and polities that are generative of forms of exclusion, symbolic
violence, poverty, and multiple forms of criminal opportunity are also entwined with the “successful”
technological, social, and economic modes of life found and celebrated in dynamic urban settings.

One of our core contentions is that to truly understand crime in cities we need to work as urbanists,
to see crime as not simply occurring in, but as constituted within, urban environments, in milieux that
are dynamic, changing, and changeable. As Weizman (2012, p. 5) puts it, “[t]he mundane elements of
planning and architecture have become tactical tools [in warfare] and the means of dispossession”,
but of course, cities can also be changed in more progressive ways. Many of the key forces and influences that generate urban crime problems can be located in the geographies and differing tenurial
systems of housing allocation, urban policy programmes, wavering commitments to inclusion, and
enduring structural forms of disenfranchisement. In this sense, understanding the urban-crime nexus
requires contributions built from the purview of urban and housing studies, as well as within the remit of critical criminology itself. In a time of rapid, planetary urbanisation (an urban milieu that some
argue now includes spaces such as the Mediterranean (Brenner & Katsikis, 2013) as well as apparently “untouched” or non-urban spaces), where changing geographies of human settlement contribute to
the exploitation, neglect, and harm of citizens (and non- or “shadow” citizens), it seems timely that a
stronger dialogue between disciplines might emerge at our current conjuncture. As such, we do not
envisage that success in this venture will be judged by the emergence of a new subdiscipline called
“urban criminology” or by work that proclaims itself with such a label, but rather through interdisciplinary work. Such work already includes Graham’s (2016) study of verticality in cities, Weizman’s
(2012) critical analysis of Israel’s architectural apparatus of control in Palestine, Sassen’s (2014) account of land grabs, dispossessions, and expulsions, Ho’s (2009) ethnography of Wall Street, Davis
and Wiener’s (2020) painstaking treatise on Los Angeles in the 1960s, and Young’s (2013) critique of
the relationship between street art and law, to name but a few.
What Kind of Criminology is an Urban Criminology?
In historical terms, criminology has not been an ally of the city. Instead, it has made regular contributions to an anti-urban political and cultural current that is intolerant of disorder, and which sees diversity as a signifier of risk and danger, while at the same time imagining (and sometimes promoting)
“defensible” single-use environments, ethnic homogeneity, and low population densities as relatively
non-criminogenic. It is in the name of “security” that urban protestors are removed from the public
realm by coercive policing apparatuses, that the homeless are designed out, or that black people are
harassed, even killed, by police. To socio-legal and control systems we can add a wide range of physical and spatial systems of partition and neo-apartheid modes driven by status display and crime control ‒ gated compounds masquerading as homes or settlements have sprung up, dividing urban populations from one another (Atkinson & Blandy, 2016; Caldeira, 2000; Garrett, 2020) and preventing
organic and political forms of solidarity associated with the very best examples of urban life (Harvey,
2012; Merrifield, 2014). Simultaneously, the urban poor and minorities have received little in the way
of protection as inequalities widen (Simone, 2004), while bankers and financiers are given approval
to act with impunity and safety regulations are swept aside in market-driven bonfires of red tape
(Cooper & Whyte, 2018). Time and again criminology has sided with, or been co-opted by, the market
‒ with real estate agents and actuaries ‒ and repressive modes of urban governance compliant with
market actors (Garmany & Galdeano, 2018; Smith, 1996), both of which are designed to wrestle the
city away from poorer and more vulnerable populations.

An interest in tackling the problem of crime without reference to context or a critical sociological
framing of motives and conditions has yielded situational crime specialists and facial recognition
technologies, as well as ideas of moral communitarianism. All of these have militated against the possibility of more equal, dynamic, transformative, and transgressive potentials of urban life (Bridge,
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2005; Lees, 2004). We might suggest that criminology’s interest in the city has often appeared in the
form of neo-Haussmannisation, meaning not only the development of new techniques of confinement
and dispossession but also the development of ideas, governing principles, and specialist forms of
knowledge that can be utilised in attempts to clear sites and groups associated with disorder, or to
quickly isolate incidents and forms of insurrection (Merrifield, 2014).
Early invocations of cultural criminology apart, criminology has seemed interested in the city only to
the extent that it might be tamed, pacified, and reformed. Mainstream criminology may be seen as a
response, issued via a mix of cartographic, ethnographic, and technocratic modes, to the city’s continual search to govern and impose order. This inbuilt reflex can be traced back not only to the Chicago
school but also Charles Booth’s colour-coded maps of the streets of nineteenth-century London (Osborne & Rose, 2004), laden with assumptions about social value, spatial relegation, and control. It has
too often risked becoming complicit in apparatuses seeking to produce timid, anxious, and gentrified
cities, often without understanding or recognising how its systems of housing, welfare architectures,
urban policies, and changing economies have generated the spatial and social inequalities and divisions generative of the risks to which many criminologists have responded. This relation is most
evident in the fetish for identifying crime “hot spot” policing (Sanders & Sheptycki, 2017) that extricates geography from its social and economic determinants and leads to a redistribution of policing
resources and justifies the increased surveillance and monitoring of specific urban populations.

Urbanists have intuitively sensed the anti-urbanism of criminology, which is why they have tended
to avoid contact with the rising dominance of administrative, calculative, and quantitative modes of
criminological enterprise (Young, 2011). There is also the enormous influence upon urban studies of
Henri Lefebvre to consider, a French Marxist sociologist with disdain for the free market, the state,
and the police and an advocate of spontaneity, self-determination, and freeing the city from bureaucratic controls to flourish as a collectively produced work of art (see, for example, Purcell, 2014).
The tension between the seemingly anti-urban obsession with “social organisation” and order and a
pro-urban admiration for creativity, density, disorder, and social mixing has made it difficult to reconcile criminology with urban studies.
Humanity enters its first urban age with an increasing realisation of the systemic mash-up of harm,
inequalities, and the regressive consequences of our environmental limits, economically compelled
to seek endless capital accumulation and the widespread symbolic and interpersonal violence generated by inequality. How can we tread the spaces of apparently prosaic forms of violence and harm,
while also recognising these wider contexts and systems within which the city is nested? In this short
contribution, we return to what we identified as a potentially fruitful dialogue between urban studies
and criminology (Atkinson & Millington, 2018), pointing to where critical variants of these traditions
have offered theoretical tools, empirical advances, and socially relevant provocations that might spur
a more critical understanding of the relationship between urban environments, crime, and harm and
promote more equal, inclusive, and protected forms of urbanity.
Look up: City Economies, Harm, and Elites
One key locus of crime, harm, and social damage resides in the elite pinnacle of cities. One of the signal changes in the social sciences over the past decade has been a re-energised engagement with the
role and effects of social elites. At least one aspect of this looking “up” has been the identification of
intensely problematic criminal and harmful practices, often within ostensibly respectable sections
of the political and economic structures of urban life. Areas in which these practices are particularly
clear lie in the areas of finance and organised criminal practices focused on the disposal of criminal assets via laundering, the blurring of the so-called “upperworlds” and “underworlds” of urban
economies (Galeotti, 2014). In the area of finance, we have begun to open our eyes to the enormous
scale and human cost of finance crime. These include not only examples of “rogue” bankers and other
individuals engaged in creative or more obviously criminal practices. In addition, we know that the
systems and institutional landscape of many urban centres are derived from an engagement with
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criminal and para-criminal practices (Platt, 2015) that are often masked by disinterested regulation
by a more or less complicit state (Christensen, Shaxson, & Wigan, 2016).

In the area of laundering, the role of offshore financial centres has been more clearly identified via the
serial leaking of documents that show, among other things, that the real estate of cities like Lisbon,
London, New York, Vancouver, Mexico City, and many others is also implicated in such processes and
transactions. What do these examples show us? One answer is to offer a more critical framing of the
formal economic base and its co-location within the statecraft of many cities as the urban centres of
national economies. Another response is to refocus not only upon fundamental criminological questions regarding what is to be defined as criminal, but also upon explaining how the practices of elites
and finance proliferate forms of human harm within and beyond these cities.

What are the key implications of “looking up” for our understanding of how harm is produced by,
within, and beyond the urban arena? For now, we might point to examples such as the loss of critical
tax revenues, the diversion of interests away from poverty, and the resourcing of critical social infrastructure in ways hinted at by earlier treatments, as “the social” is evacuated or compressed by the
regularised ignorance of elites to the plight of those defunded in this way. Urban life in its more complex and advanced capitalist variants offers a denuded social support system that generates localised
harm and violence in deinstitutionalised urban settings, and this includes austerity regime defunding
of policing and support in many marginalised neighbourhoods and urban communities. This echoes
the emphasis placed by Sassen (2014) on the disconnect between global cities and their (i) residents
and (ii) national hinterlands. In this sense, the city is often dominated by the interests of its finance-focused urban economies, and these economic forms are profoundly generative of the kinds of harm
stemming from inequality.

And yet, an immediate concern would also be the need to respond to the spectacular forms of crime in
cities globally. This might be the extreme violence of South African cities, the homicides of the urban
US, the femicides of Mexican cities, or the knife crime of London and elsewhere. Yet such spectacles
bely the much deeper operation of our political and economic systems, forces that shape and perpetuate these and other forms of crime and harm, whilst simultaneously producing spaces in which
such acts flourish or even become a necessity to survive. It is all too easy to think that such problems
manifest themselves in “bad people”, and thus can be tackled through the removal or intense surveillance of individuals. But why are so many “bad people” concentrated in these most deprived urban
areas (and why are many others who do bad things ignored where they are drawn from the economic
mainstream of finance)? Why do urban middle classes form part of the bedrock of drug consumption
and yet the focus of the police and politicians is on drug supply (such as the focus in the UK on “county
lines” trading), and where do we fit the shysters, fraudsters, and enormous grand thefts of finance,
laundering, and other modes of economic and elite crime? One effective way into such observations
and problems would be to suggest the need for accounts, explanations, and responses that see cities
as formations of global, national, and local forces where harm, damage to bodies, minds, and neglect
of potentially nurturing environments such as the home or school are concentrated. This avoids the
approaches to the city that tend to fragment urban reality by isolating phenomena in the city (such as
crime or policing), but which ignore the city (and/or urbanisation) itself (see Brenner, 2019). There
is also a requirement within such an epistemology to engage the systemic roots of violence and harm
so that victims of systems as well as individual acts can be both inoculated against and healed of the
dangers that haunt, lurk, or explode in urban settings around the world.
Policing Space/New Modes of Social Control
Park, Burgess and McKenzie’s (1925) iconic concentric zone diagram proposes a connection between
the city and social disorganisation that is stubborn and has proved difficult to controvert. The further
one ventures from the central city and its immigrant working-class districts the less likely one is to encounter crime and disorder, or at least so the story goes. This diagram, enormously influential and still
widely taught today, bears close resemblance to Engel’s more radical, yet less well-known description
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of industrial Manchester in the nineteenth century (see Engels, 2009, pp. 57‒59). Yet whereas Engels
saw the cause of fighting, drinking, etc. as social relations that are themselves products of industrial
(capitalist) urbanisation, Park and Burgess preferred to explain the existence of social disorganisation
as a product of the “natural area”. Liberal and radical traditions of “urban criminology” have broadly
agreed on the ecology and the empirical patterning of urban disorder but disagreed on the cause (and
therefore on appropriate responses, with “liberals” and “realists” favouring immediate “piecemeal”
solutions and left-wing “idealists” planning more wholesale transformations of the entire social edifice). The earliest solution to “social disorganisation” in cities was the introduction of professional police. Since then, managerial solutions ‒ which followed the realisation that professional police forces
alone could not be responsible for maintaining order ‒ have relied on informal modes of social control (neighbourhood watch and antisocial behaviour legislation), designed to improve the strength of
community feeling and/or perceptions of “collective efficacy” (Sampson, 2012), in addition to situational methods of crime prevention, such as target hardening and the deployment of defensible space
strategies, especially in relation to housing and property.

The concentric Chicago School image of the city has also been vigorously challenged by recent discussions of planetary urbanisation. While it is welcome that the scale, networks, and infrastructures
of contemporary expansive urbanisation are being recognised, even across oceans, mountain ranges,
and deserts, one aspect that has been lost in this shift in focus, or rather scale, is the dialectic between
order and disorder that urbanisation inevitably brings. This is linked to how urbanisation, since it inevitably pulls together a diverse variety of peoples, practices, and objects, always provides a problem
for authorities who must decide whom or what to exclude or expel. The city is a problem, a mess, “a
permanent incitement to government” (Rose, 2000). Neil Brenner’s (2013) Theses on Urbanization is
now a seminal text for understanding planetary urbanisation, and while it acknowledges (1) how the
urban is inherently a contradictory site of regulation/contestation (ibid., p. 95) and (2) the terrain for
socio-political mobilisation in ways that are analogous to the role of the factory during the industrial
epoch (ibid., p. 88), this work does not go far enough in suggesting how economic and infrastructural
struggles are also linked to moral and legal questions, or how the flows that are pointed to as evidence
of networked urbanisation are almost always accompanied by illicit flows of people, commodities, or
information that require a political response, or that there are blockages to these flows, such as inequalities in access to justice, that damage residents and the city itself (by compromising all that the
city could or should be).
It is possible for residents of cities and other urban environments to benefit from non-racist, consensual, liberal policing; to nurture non-exclusive forms of belonging and neighbourliness and networks of mutual care and cooperation; and to utilise mobile technologies to create genuinely “smart
cities” that promote democracy, inclusion, well-being, and safety (see, for example, Lancione, 2016;
Roy, 2011; Vacchelli & Kofman, 2017). There are examples of these advances, even in cities where
neoliberal ideology has dominated. However, more is needed than a culture change. Inequalities and
the political and economic need to manage the social unruly and harmful consequences of disparities
drive the predominance of exclusionary measures that diminish the social and cultural life of cities.
Exclusions, Expulsions, and New Forms of Inequality
Our final point in searching to expand the range and remit of a more urbanised criminology is to point
towards the kinds of intersecting forms of exclusion and indeed expulsion marking many urban centres globally. As Sassen (2001, 2008, 2014) has argued, the idea of the city becoming disaffiliated from
a body politic or civic constitution does not fully capture the new kinds of complexity and range of
forces generating containment but also processes of removal and banishment. Here students of gentrification might point to the harm of displacement generated not only by forms of market expulsion,
but also by newer forms of state dismantling and eviction that can be seen in cities that are apparently
unlike each other such as London, Harare, Manila, and New York (Cooper, Hubbard and Lees, 2020).
The common thread to these processes is the strengthening of market orientations and allocation
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systems by national governments, the commodification of housing, and wider processes of financialisation that look to draw in increasing rents while denigrating and dislocating those without homes or
papers, and/or those who are seen as criminal or deviant.

Another “new” form of harm and exclusion that seems relevant to the quest to understand how cities function as spaces of harm relates to the enmeshed ways in which gender and sexuality become
shifting codes and contested fields in the urban arena. The #metoo moment and movement, women’s
strikes, and interweaving of social media within the urban arena have highlighted the prevalence of
gendered violence, aggression, and perhaps a kind of revanchist masculinity that suggest the need for
concerted action and more nimble engagement on these issues by criminologists and urbanists.
Finally, we would point to the ways in which histories of exclusion around race, ethnicity, and religion
are integral to understanding and countering social harm, especially when we consider resurgent
forms of nationalism and everyday racism that require urban space for their operation. Cities are
variably (and internally varyingly) sites of both progress and intolerance ‒ they exhibit what Les Back
(2003) refers to as a “metropolitan paradox” ‒ that are connected to important shifts in national and
urban economies, especially labour markets, alongside changing electoral political cycles in which
left-progressive parties have become apparently delinked from working-class constituencies in city
hinterlands, while ostensibly offering spaces of hope and relative enlightenment among metropolitan
and cosmopolitan constituencies. If nothing else, these patchworks and new divisions only highlight
uneven progress by the left or less than capitalist modes of social thinking and the ways in which austerity/market urban governance has ramped up the stakes of discussions about who belongs or not,
who needs to be monitored, who needs to have their movement restricted, who deserves safe housing,
and so forth. Moreover, the intensification of urbanisation globally is proclaimed as an economic engine and a success story that lifts many from poverty, yet we see persistent and new forms of violence,
poor health, poverty, and social precarity as the hallmarks of many lives within cities today.
Conclusion
What we describe as an urban criminology is, in reality, an epistemic position that privileges sites of
human and infrastructural concentration, the sites where the majority of the world’s population now
reside. These are the primary spaces in which harm is produced, encountered, and resisted or fought.
We view such a project as a necessarily critical and thus a political endeavour in which the production
of disparities, uneven geographies, and either stunted or accelerated developmental shifts (whether these relate to humans, to social groups, or to the spaces of settlements) need to be understood
in order to be counteracted. A critical social science devoted to the harm and crimes located in and
generated by a complex urban arena will generate the need to tease apart the systems and forces,
whether economic, social, or political, that create the complex motors and gears by which such harm
is produced.

All such concerns are made more fraught by the co-relation of human urban society in what Lefebvre
presciently described as the implosion-explosion character of city life (Lefebvre, 2003), whereby cities gather, ingest, and channel immense resources to their centres, whilst expelling materials, groups,
processes, practices, and industries to their hinterlands and beyond ‒ creating in the process a vast
polycentric and uneven complex of varying densities and uneven networks, but always taking a hierarchical form whereby some places and people “count” more than others. Of course, the “old” centres
can be thought of in terms of resource-hoarding elites and middle classes (the spaces and groups
more or less insulated from the current ravages of the COVID-19 virus), and as the epicentres of the
“winners” in the global urban hierarchy. The degraded peripheries and new urban centres ‒ often
the sites to which precarious city residents are displaced ‒ can, within the same process, take on the
appearance and “social problems” of the twentieth-century inner city, even if they do not possess the
symbolic political capital of these historic sites, places that have turned a “troubled” past to their advantage via various forms of heritage-led cultural regeneration/gentrification (Millington, 2011). The
relation of the city to environmental conditions, to a planetary intensification and wider distribution
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of human activity and the supply chains and relation to nature, can no longer be understood merely as
background but rather as causal pathways and recursive systems producing intensifying or mollifying
outcomes.

All of what we have said here requires analytical purchase on the attachment to markets in many
urban societies globally. The primary examples of harm in urban settings today, whether violence or
robbery, toxic masculinity, overly emphatic control regimes, grand forms of financial malpractice, or
dispossession from homes, are rooted in material and economic conditions. In turn, urban economies
are ultimately rooted in overarching political systems that create or deny resources for particular
groups, that seek to police or ignore certain forms of criminal or harmful behaviour, or which make or
abstain from interventions that generate unequal class, economic, and cultural positions for groups
and urban communities. A safer, more equitable, city will always be one in which social institutions
and investments are democratically administered and which balance out the violation of human need
done by urban and national governments. The experience of COVID-19 has viciously exposed the lack
of social capacity and fracture lines of harm and the lack of institutional and service capacity for excluded communities in urban areas around the world.
A safer city will be one in which economic operations are understood as being in the service of social need, rather than as abstract operations that cascade benefits to all (in rhetoric only). These are
lofty assertions but they reside within a commitment to a critical criminology that locates progress,
harm, equality, and democracy as urban issues. A criminology that is a better friend to the city, and
those it isolates, excludes, damages, or suppresses, will require such principles to be enshrined in
its approach. An urban criminology that moves beyond the paradoxical thinking that has dominated
criminology thus far, preventing it from taking up the cause of the city, needs to be imagined as a political and economic programme offering a critical appraisal of the complex nature of city life and its
contemporary (and historical) harm.
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The modern city and the forms of population management in its space are the most immediate and
concrete evidence of capitalist exploitation and domination since its emergence with the bourgeois
revolutions and the Industrial Revolution. A book on urban criminology therefore far surpasses the
specialist interests of urban sociology and critical criminology. Moreover, after reading the book (of
broad historical and theoretical scope), it is no exaggeration to state that it is impossible to think of
the modern city without considering the forms used for controlling offences and offenders within its
space.
Urban Criminology is an extensive book with excellent and detailed treatment of the intersection between themes, concepts, and key references to enhance the understanding of this comprehensive interdisciplinary field. The first sentence of the introduction states clearly, “[t]o understand crime has
been in many ways to understand the city” (p. 2). The converse of this statement would be no exaggeration, in that to understand the city is also to understand better the networks of political, economic,
social, and cultural relations of crime, and their association with the production of space as it is built
and lived.

This book is structured around the consequent analysis of key topics for the construction of this comcriminologicalencounters.org
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bined proposal of urban criminology. The seven chapters, plus the introduction, address: neighbourhood and local contexts; urban economies and the criminal economy of cities; urban governance; city
policing; violence; and housing; and finally reflect on all the topics to suggest some key issues in urban
criminology. There will therefore be few comparable books in terms of the association between criminology and urban studies, making it a unique reference for any attentive reader interested in processes of urbanisation and the geography of crime, disorder, and social control in cities. It provides a very
well-structured and in-depth study, containing dense analysis with historical reconstitutions, based
on classical and contemporary sources of the socio-spatial techno-politics of urban criminology.

The originality of this study lies not just in the simple fact of associating space with crime, since that
relationship has already been widely explored in studies on the role of design and the environment in
generating opportunities for crime and misconduct – generally in approaches connected to strategies
such as “crime prevention through environmental design” (CPTED), “situational crime prevention”
(SCP), or “environmental criminology” – which in particular simplify this relationship by adopting a
deterministic approach to the materiality of the built environment. Its originality, however, lies also
in the understanding of urban criminology as involving various complex elements and considering
space as a social construct rather than a simple stage (physical base) where social relationships take
place – as is commonly (and mistakenly) considered. This has direct consequences for what is defined
by law as crime, and how it is confronted, showing that behaviour that is considered criminal cannot
simply be “eliminated” from the setting through the unilateral adoption of force or modifications to
the architecture and urban design. Such measures fail to address (perhaps deliberately) the deep
social and economic roots that shape crime and its complexities – and measures such as “secured by
design” or “design out crime”, largely adopted by countries like the United Kingdom and the United
States, are therefore questioned as variants to be adapted in certain parts of cities in the Global South.
The book itself offers a critique of classic criminology studies that fail to consider the complexity of
socio-spatial relations and accept territory simply as the terrain where so-called crimes occur. The
authors also suggest conversely that there is a gap in the epistemology; that is to say, urban studies
neglect crime and criminology as important aspects for understanding urban dynamics. The book
thus opportunely explores socio-spatial control as a powerful parameter in explaining the urban geography of crime and disorder, evidently associated with the economic, political, and cultural conditions that shape it. The central themes – such as gentrification, patterns of planetary urbanisation, the
property market, and social housing, among others – running through the eight chapters are identified as having been neglected by criminology studies.

In this combined view of urban and criminal studies according to the arrangements that contribute
to the construction of crime and the city from a socio-spatial standpoint, value is placed on the important understanding of socio-technical networks – with explicit reference to the concept of “assemblage urbanism” (McFarlane, 2011), as a “complex mix of social and material forces that comprise
urban systems” (p. 7) – and is indicative of the authors’ post-structuralist approach. Their Marxist
inspiration can also be seen in an important persistence in defining urban dynamics according to the
capitalist production of space, in its various forms of the market-led manifestation of territory, with
an emphasis on regimes of urban land tenure, their nuances, and asymmetrical consequences. The
widely known works of Henri Lefebvre and David Harvey are brought in to explore this important
aspect of the construction of cities (and so-called crime), principally from the nineteenth century
onwards. Similarly, there is an effort to understand the city as the result of an intense financialisation
of land use and occupation (the virtualisation of socio-spatial relationships), which suffers the consequences of misuse of resources for managing these unbalanced disputes over space. Or, as the authors
put it, “the city is often dominated by the interests of its finance-focused urban economies” (p. 10).
This dominance of financial interests, the book suggests, has effects on social relationships and their
distribution in the urban space through controls operated by policies for combatting crime.

We single out here some topics (which the authors consider as problems) from these multifaceted
perspectives, as themes that are properly addressed in a focused and segmented manner in each of
the eight chapters.
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The need to understand space as a social construct – consisting of materialities, relations, and actions
that form specific arrangements – demonstrates the importance of understanding local idiosyncrasies
and contexts when looking for the reasons for, and characteristics of, crime, even with all the global
connections potentially present in the territory. Understanding specificities at neighbourhood level is
a fundamental element of the authors’ viewpoint, based on the argument that it is one of the smallest spatial units for analysis of the urban environment. The book’s historical review of the literature
on criminology and approaches associated with the topic demonstrates that the neighbourhood has
traditionally only been considered partially and it has been stripped of the necessary historical and
socio-political context of the city.

Attention to the local scale of the neighbourhood as a territorial unit for analysis of crime is meanwhile linked to the risk of stigmatisation of places by crime. Charles Booth’s pioneering work on mapping the social aspects of the London working class in the nineteenth century is recognised as some of
the earliest cartographic representations of social asymmetries in how they relate information such
as income, work, habits, and schooling to places of residence in the city. His surveys also form one of
the earliest records of cartographic spatial stigmatisation (“dangerous classes”) and were allegedly employed by hygienists and such like against “urban degeneration”. Atkinson and Millington are
explicit about this dual contribution of works like Charles Booth’s and the characteristic duplicity of
biopolitical government technologies and their necessarily urban incidences:
Booth’s maps of London constitute an urban form of urban “othering” that, in its nineteenth-century
context, was related to wider notions of imperial rule and colonial exploration that extended to the dark
recesses of the newly industrialised cities as much as to new nations abroad, many of which were still
part of the British Empire. (p. 30)

Booth is not the only one referred to in the chapter on “neighbourhoods and crime”. There are also
many references to the contributions of Engels and Lefebvre to a political economy of space and characterisation of the urban phenomenon (or “urban revolution”), with industrial society and the means
of capitalist production as possible sources of urban criminology. But no other line of interpretation
is discussed and analysed as much as urban ecology, starting from the 1920s in the United States.
The critique situates the Chicago School as a pioneer in the influence of a certain geographical determinism and neglect towards issues of class and racism, shifting the focus of criminology studies from
“types of people” towards “types of places”, which can be seen in later works such as Rodney Stark’s
Deviant Places (1987) and Robert Sampson’s Great American City: Chicago and the Enduring Neighbourhood Effect (2012).

It would be unfair to the authors to attempt to resume or summarise all the debates and references
about the historical importance of understanding crime based on a close look at the territorial unity
of the neighbourhood. On the other hand, our attention is drawn to the exhaustive treatment of the
historical construction of spatial stigmatisation in several chapters of the book, particularly Chapter
Two. Special attention is given here to the formation of ghettos – and how they unfold into other
territorial configurations with similar characteristics (such as the “second ghetto” or hyperghetto”).
The authors look to Wacquant (1997) to construct a critique of the trivialisation of the image of the
African American ghetto when the term is internationally used to describe any poor neighbourhood,
when it is really a historical institution for ethno-racial (and spatial) control from the United States
that would involve four elements of racial domination: categorisation, discrimination, segregation,
and exclusionary violence.

This critique places high value on ethnographic studies about the conditions of stigmatised territories
(such as ghettos) by offering an understanding of (and support for) the survival and resistance tactics
of vulnerable populations. Several studies provide examples that offer a significant understanding of
the nuances of social adaptation and transformation in dealing with the economic and cultural issues
of survival (and in some cases the formation of resistance), and to explain different conditions in
which the ghetto can be interpreted as integrated into other rationales of the city while also producing its own dynamics. The consequences of stigmatisation of territories (defamation of places) have
repercussions for the public policies (or lack of them) for these areas, police violence, and focused/
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directed surveillance, along with loss of opportunity connected to education, health, and employment.

One of the authors’ strategies in describing the various layers of urban dynamics and their relationship with the understanding of crime involves discussion of the political economy of the production
of space, with one chapter (3) being entirely concerned with the urban economy. This approach explores the relationship between criminology and the (formal and informal) economy, the imposed
conditions in terms of opportunity (for work and consumption), and the decline in economic activities in some areas of the city. Cities are historically the focal point of exchange, subverting their own
existence through the rationale of the marketplace in various different periods, with intensification
of these commercial relationships dating from the Renaissance and their complete submission since
industrialisation and the emergence of capitalist societies. These relationships are reflected on different scales of space, from global to intra-urban. There is an important attempt to recognise a wide
variety of crimes related to the rationales that comprise cities and city networks. Here the authors
again point to a critique of traditional studies of criminality, questioning the fact that corporate crime
and white-collar crime are not recognised as urban crimes. One reason for this is the redistributive
effects of this type of crime, which reduce its perception and visibility. The lack of a direct relationship
with perceptions of fear (which there is with crimes of rape, robbery, and murder, for example) is recognised as another possible reason.

The book allows the city to be understood as the quintessential place of neoliberal rationalism. It
provides a perfect spatial (and capital) concentration for the promotion of economic growth for the
consumption practices of the elite at the cost of exploitation of the labour force of the marginalised
population, which is kept under control and order and unprecedented levels of violence and institutionalised surveillance. Profound asymmetries between urban economic circuits are illustrated
through important references to the work of Jock Young in The Vertigo of Late Modernity (2007), demystifying the ideal of a dual city:
In grasping this dynamic, Young favours the notion of the “bulimic city” over the “dual city”, suggesting
a metropolitan environment that absorbs the poor but which systemically rejects them, denying them
access to the housing, education, employment, and health care that would allow them to flourish in the
city. (p. 95)

Financial crimes and predatory economic circuits do not arise in isolation from the practices of planning and urban management. Urban life is guided by symbols of authority and demonstration of power,
normally channelled through state institutions for imposition of civic order and legal compliance. The
built environment (architecture and urban design) reflects such demonstrations of authority. Chapter
Four discusses how power and social control are materialised spatially and operationalised through
the administration of this space according to neoliberal reasoning. Understanding the asymmetries of
power in the city is argued as being essential for identifying the conflict and problems connected to
territorial management. The focus on suspect territories and populations has historical roots in which
the urban elites advocate values of order against incivility. The use of (political and economic) authority to impose “quality of life” (USA) or prevent “antisocial behaviour” (UK) has become the focus of the
“sanitisation of cities” and exaggerated attention to socially excluded populations.

The authors show how a long and profound movement towards “urban entrepreneurship” has led to
a type of urban management driven excessively (or exclusively) by market interests, which has direct
consequences for how the city is governed and how social control is exercised. Added to this is the fact
that several services traditionally provided by the state have undergone a wave of privatisations, with
substantial loss of public control over elements essential to the functioning of cities and urban dynamics. There is a clear relationship here with the way in which urban space is managed by urban planning mechanisms oriented towards the construction of “clean and safe” (gentrified) spaces that can
be consumed and desired in a neoliberal rationale of the marketisation of space and its components.
Furthermore, it would be no exaggeration to state that, based on what is revealed in Chapter Four
and according to references in the Anglo-Saxon world, neoliberal reasoning fosters a reconfiguration
of the urban space based on the rationale of entrepreneurship, and the way of reinventing control
of the dangerous classes is a criminal ecology handed down from the Chicago School that promotes
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surveillance and violent control of urban enclaves inhabited by populations considered as vulnerable,
making them the target for both care and control.

Movements towards privatisation and control of space or reconfiguration of territory as a form of
control have a direct relationship with aspects of neoliberal governance that impose mechanisms of
surveillance on the (physical and legal) maintenance of urban spaces. Here there is a similarity with
Wakefield’s (2004, p. 530) analysis of the distribution of responsibilities over control of security, in
which private and state police forces work together in what she termed “surveillance as a responsibilization strategy”. Firmino and Duarte (2015) associate the same idea with the state’s tacit consent
to the operation of private companies in monitoring public spaces in Latin American cities. So urban
criminology formulated in the cradle of neoliberalism, the Chicago School, manages to operationalise
the form of authoritarianism in the twenty-first century that combines financial speculation, urban
despoliation, and strict criminal control. This allows for the imprisonment of large contingents of the
population and/or their confinement and regulation in large urban enclaves, be they ghettos in the
US, immigrant neighbourhoods in Europe, or the slums of the Global South ‒ all this without the need
for a formal authoritarian regime like the dictatorships of the twentieth century, simply because this
control occurs at the immediate local level of the city and the neighbourhood, which is why Augusto
and Wilke (2019) have called these institutional formations of twenty-first century neoliberalism “security democracies”.
One of the historical precedents for cities “functioning without disorder” is considered to be the nineteenth century modernisation of urban structures and city reforms, of which Haussmann’s Paris is
always the outstanding example. To this we might add the always forgotten reform of Barcelona (not
mentioned in the book) of the same decade, but with the important addition of the introduction of the
1861 General Theory of Urbanization by the same project designer, Ildefons Cerdà, with the principles
of transforming cities into more “dynamic and hygienic environments”. Another difference between
the two plans is obviously the fact that Paris was effectively reshaped, while Barcelona consisted of an
expansion plan (both with the same principles of modernisation of the urban form). These nineteenth
century historical examples demonstrate how the book’s analytical focus on the city and the neighbourhood is important for understanding not just city transformations but also how these reflect
profound changes and adaptations in the forms of governing populations and in capitalist production
and exploitation.

The physical transformation of urban spaces is therefore seen as an important mode of governance
of the population, which the authors term “Haussmannisation”, and identify as a practice that has
been kept alive into the present, even under different modes of operation (“neo-Haussmannisation”).
Almost every authoritarian mechanism has one or more rebellious responses. There can be no power
relationship without resistance, after all. The important role of protest and rebellion in the shaping of
urban space and policies in the city can be singled out. The authors use the example of the Paris Commune to explain how Haussmannian modifications were not enough to contain the uprising of those
excluded from the centre of Paris, and associate this with other more recent cases, such as the London
“riots” of 2011, to which we can add all the urban riots that have sprung up intermittently since 2008,
from Ferguson to Rio de Janeiro, from Paris to Santiago, from Quito to Athens. It is no coincidence that,
despite the specific issues of each of these “riots”, their immediate targets always end up being the
security forces, from shock troops to the integrated circuits of security cameras in the urban space.
Chapter Five inverts the critique onto neglected topics. Atkinson and Millington believe that urban
studies have paid little attention to police and policing (despite being a central area of criminology).
As Foucault noted in one of his 1978 lectures, “to police and to urbanise is the same thing”. Discussion of this is once again accompanied by historical and contextual material, mainly from London’s
Metropolitan Police, whose creation was motivated by the maintenance of “social order” in a rapidly
urbanising society, amidst the equally rapid processes of industrialisation and accumulation of capital
in the nineteenth century.

In line with other parts of the book, it is important to understand the police in the context of the institutions and structures that provide support to a capitalist society and a bourgeois city. The authors
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suggest that the myth of a fair and balanced police in pursuit of social order is a construct, offering
arguments that demonstrate how police actions and strategies are directed at specific groups opposed to bourgeois social order. The important reference to Rancière’s (1999) definition of the police
according to activities responsible for ensuring a certain notion of order of distribution in places,
names, and functions seems to have a clear relationship (not explicitly mentioned here) with Michel
Foucault’s (2008) concepts of biopolitics, biopower, and governmentality, especially the confinement
of bodies and actions to certain demarcations of space.
Here we see a construction of the development of increasingly militarised police forces (in contrast
to consent and greater personal contact with communities), in which hostility, authoritarianism, and
differentiation by class or social condition become the guiding forces for police operations. The most
recent stage of this development is marked by the increased value placed on sectors of police intelligence, with the growing use of predictive and surveillance technologies. It is interesting to note how
the actions of contemporary police are influenced by a statistical culture of risk anticipation, which increases concentration on surveillance and communications techniques and devices. This also relates
to the use of police in so-called “crime hot spots” and deeper stigmatisation of territories in the city,
which, the authors’ analysis suggests, could mean that if the city produced by “Haussmannisation”
depended on statistical knowledge (a quintessential biopolitical knowledge), the neo-Haussmannisation of the city of today depends on the customary statistical calculations of risk and algorithmic
projections of neoliberal governance.

Chapter Six, on urban violence, retains a balance between its parts, and yet is one of the most striking
chapters of the book, dealing with the origins of urban violence and their economic and social conditioning, focusing on some aspects of the relationship between the configuration of space and different
amounts and types of violence according to the arrangement of these elements. The feeling of denial
of the city, stimulated by fear of violence, and its effects on organisation of the urban space, is one of
the most striking analyses of the topic, recalling that this “demonisation” of the city as a space of danger and moral degradation is a classic theme of conservative liberalism and was strongly readopted
by the neoconservatism of neoliberal times.
In several cities of the world the extreme cases of avoiding violence go considerably further than
diverting routes from certain areas and neighbourhoods and become concrete actions for avoiding
the city itself, through enclosed fortifications and all kinds of intramural urban facilities. Important
associations are included here between fear and violence and the physical manifestations in the built
environment ‒ that is to say, architecture and urban design as a reflex and response to the fear of violence, represented above all by fear of the “other” and the “different”.

This chapter does not just stand out for its detailed analysis of urban violence and its material and
sensory affects, together with the countermeasures put into practice by the property market, the police, and the state. Here for the first time we find more explicit references to cities in the Global South.
It is interesting to note that references to conditions in the Global South become more apparent when
the book addresses the amount and types of urban violence. While not denying that these statistics
are alarming in Latin America, for example, singling out these cities almost exclusively in the light of
this subject seems to reinforce a kind of stigmatisation of these places in the world, which is something the authors clearly avoid at other levels. This seems to be the most pressing contradiction in this
book: a perspective from the Global South is absent throughout the text, and the chapter on violence
conveys an indirect sense of stigmatisation. Even in texts from critical standpoints, the Global South
seems to be the most dangerous neighbourhood to be avoided in the world city.1
This omission is not exclusive to Chapter Six. Discussions about the police and forms of policing are
1
For an interesting account on the connections between criminology studies and the Global South, please see the
review of Southern Criminology (Kerry Carrington, Russell Hogg, John Scott, and Máximo Sozzo; Routledge, 2018) by Daniela Watson, published in this very journal (Criminological Encounters, 2(1), 2019), and the book itself.
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guided by a view clearly centred on countries in the Global North. There is, for example, no mention of
the fact that there are probably no success stories of community policing in the Global South that do
not reinforce the differences between rich and poor. Affluent neighbourhoods receive community-policing programmes linked normally to the interests of major property or commercial enterprises, for
protection against the “other” or “intruder”. But this practice has never “humanised” police actions in
poor communities or slums in cities like São Paulo, Rio de Janeiro, Bogotá, Buenos Aires, or Mexico
City. Police operations in those places continue to occur through a logic of militarisation and confrontation. The only explanation that readers like us from the Global South might draw is that this absence
demonstrates how means of control have been tested in these regions since colonisation and then
return to the North in a “softened” form, which Graham (2011) termed “Foucault’s boomerang”.
The penultimate chapter contains another of the book’s important contributions to the understanding of urban criminology. This analysis would not be complete without a discussion of the housing
market, tenure regimes, and the role of social housing in the economic and socio-spatial organisation
of cities. As the authors themselves explain,

[p]rivate housing markets and public housing systems play a key role in influencing the social geography of cities as they intersect with material inequalities. As earlier analyses, such as by Baldwin et
al. (1976) and Morris (1957), have suggested, areas of public housing (estates and projects) have long
been seen as criminal areas. (p. 228)

The merit of this approach lies in a demonstration of the importance of understanding the mechanisms of the housing market, giving substance to an understanding of the surroundings as a neighbourhood spatial unit for socio-spatial analysis related to criminological studies. That is to say, the
spatial arrangement of social difference is singled out in material/territorial terms. Three processes
can be highlighted here: stigmatisation of social housing complexes and their use as strategies for
social control; gentrification of areas through pressure from the property market; and spatial segregation through fortified complexes in the form of gated communities.
Although much of the chapter focuses on social housing complexes as resulting from a variety of processes of expulsion, gated communities are considered as the resultant form of the market-driven
construction of areas for living in the contemporary city, the other side of the segregation produced
by social housing. In these enclaves, the control and sovereignty of classes with greater economic
power is demonstrated in a movement of total contempt for the traditional forms of construction of
the urban space and its management by the state (through the use of private systems and rejection of
the outside space and relationships with the “other”).

The chapters and issues approached under various aspects in which questions of urban spatial arrangement are analysed alongside elements of criminal studies comprise a reading of the political
economy of urban criminology, with a range of attention to the contexts and nuances of each aspect.
The exception is the imbalance caused by a view excessively centred on the Global North, as we have
mentioned. The gap identified in this study also tasks us with considering, researching, and theorising
about the differences and resonances of this urban criminology in the Global South, to the extent that
they are inserted in a globalised rationale of capitalism and governmental control of populations in
different urban enclaves.
The book concludes with an intriguing proposal for four areas of attention in the intersection between
urban and criminal studies: (1) new forms of urban control, with special attention to the use of sophisticated technologies and regimes for attention and surveillance for the production of preventive actions by the state and the police, and the use of containment tactics in spaces, together with the growing participation of private actors; (2) new forms of containment and socio-spatial separation, with
different types of manifestation between rich and poor, increasingly fragile conditions of vulnerable
social groups, leading to more visible and constant protests and rebellions; (3) socio-spatial arrangements linked to gender, race, and sexual identity, in which attention to the urban form, economy, and
governance of cities associated with identity aspects opens new fronts for urban criminology, driven
by the need for less patriarchal and less masculine cities; and (4) consideration of the relationships
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between urban life and the pressures imposed on the ecological base of the planet by a global urban
system, and understanding of the tensions that economic and industrial imbalance imposes on forms
of socio-spatial organisation and the consequent development of more injustice, crime, and violence.

Rowland Atkinson and Gareth Millington have successfully, and with an astonishing level of detail and
depth, developed their principal thesis of presenting an understanding of the categories of crime and
criminal studies from an urban perspective and based on consideration of their various social structures and political and economic asymmetries. This perspective positions the production of space in
cities and their territorialities as central components in the construction of different manifestations
of crime, from the global scale (inter-cities, city networks, and regions) to the local scale (intra-urban,
neighbourhoods, and districts).
Therefore, due to its thorough attention to the relevance of developing a science of the urban intertwined with a science of the crime, we believe the book also concludes by offering a “criminal urbanology”, as might be suggested by its inverted title. Which brings us back to the start of this extensive
review with an important addition: to understand crime and the forms of controlling it is a way to
understand the city; but also, to understand the contemporary forms of urban control on their most
basic level of the neighbourhood is a way to understand how capitalist exploitation and population
management occur in the neoliberal world of today.
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Jody Miller’s expertise in urban criminology was shaped through her interdisciplinary background in
Journalism (B.A.), Sociology (M.A.), and Women’s Studies (M.A.), and her PhD in Sociology whereby
she focused on Race & Ethnicity and Crime & Deviance. She has previously taught at the Department
of Criminology & Criminal Justice at the University of Missouri‒St. Louis (UMSL), and since 2010 at
the School of Criminal Justice at Rutgers University, where she has been employed as a Distinguished
Professor since 2017. In 1999 she received a Fulbright Senior Scholar Award to conduct research on
the sex trade in Sri Lanka. Miller’s intersectional work on urban criminology, gender, and race is best
known from her book Getting Played: African American Girls, Urban Inequality, and Gendered Violence
(2008), which was honoured by her selection as a finalist for the C. Wright Mills Award from the Society for the Study of Social Problems in 2008, and the 2010 Distinguished Contribution to Scholarship
Book Award from the American Sociological Association’s Race, Gender, and Class Section. Moreover,
in 2009 she received the Coramae Richey Mann Award from the Division on People of Colour and
Crime of the American Society of Criminology.
Beyond Getting Played, Miller is best known for her groundbreaking work on girls and gang violence
with One of the Guys: Girls, Gangs and Gender (2001), in which she studied girls and gang life in urban contexts (Columbus and St. Louis). She has published dozens of peer-reviewed articles and book
chapters. One of her most important and frequently republished articles is “Up It Up: Gender and the
Accomplishment of Street Robbery”, which was published in 1998 by Criminology. More recently, in
2020, she published in Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency the article “Gender, Racial Threat,
and Perceived Risk in an Urban University Setting”, co-written with Shannon Jacobsen and Ntasha
Bhardwaj.
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Miller is also a highly activist scholar. She is co-director of the Racial Democracy, Crime and Justice
Network1 hosted by Rutgers University. Moreover, after the devastating tsunami in 2004, Miller set up
a fundraising campaign, which grew out to an ongoing fund, the Rutgers Sri Lankan Educational Fund,
which has supported Sri Lankans to build and run a Montessori school, a library, and a vocational
training centre.
Originally the interview with Jody Miller was planned as a face-to-face interview in Leuven, where
Jody would have been travelling for Ellen Van Damme’s PhD jury meeting, but due to the pandemic,
the trip was cancelled and the interview was held virtually.

Thank you very much for your time, Jody. I would like to start this interview by asking what
was your first encounter with urban criminology and why did you decide to engage with urban
criminology?
You know, it is really sort of serendipity. I was in a women’s studies programme and getting my master’s degree, but I was interested in combining it with crime in some way. When I was an undergraduate, I had done some volunteer work with delinquent girls. I went to the National Women’s Studies
Association conference as a grad student and went to hear the speaker, Margaret Prescod, who was an
activist in Los Angeles, and she had formed this organisation at the time called “Black Coalition Fighting Back Serial Murders”. And she was talking about these cases in South Los Angeles, in what was
then known as South Central Los Angeles, about a number of women involved in sex work who had
been murdered, and it was pretty clear that there was a serial killer at work. Because it was mostly
black women who were being killed, she described the police as basically saying “they don’t matter”,
and also because they were involved in sex work. So she had created this organisation, this coalition,
and I heard her really passionate talk at the conference. So, my first segue in urban criminology was
that I decided to do my master’s thesis on violence against street-level sex workers. So that was sort
of my foray into I guess what you would call urban criminology, given where they were working was
in Columbus, Ohio; I was at Ohio State at the time. They were working in urban sections of Columbus.
And then I ended up doing, again sort of serendipity, gang scholarship. Mostly because I got into USC
to get my PhD in sociology, and again wanting to combine gender and crime or delinquency. Barrie
Thorne was at USC at the time and she was sort of the gender guru, and then Mac Klein was one of
only two criminologists and he was well known as a gang scholar. And so then my work on gangs really
came about mostly as a result of trying to figure out how to build a project that was relevant to him
and relevant to his work. It ended up being quite fortuitous, but that was sort of how it came about.
Not in a way of thinking of myself as an urban criminologist.
As you have already mentioned some researchers, which other urban criminologists did you
encounter while conducting urban criminology research who were of inspiration to you?

I think as a qualitative person I was actually nevertheless quite inspired by quantitative scholars who
were able to look at stratification, understand it on a more macro level, and especially in the ways
in which it can help inform my understanding of context. So, I think it started with Bob Bursik, who
sort of “reinvigorated” social disorganisation theory in the late 1980s and early 1990s. He and I were
hired at the University of Missouri‒St. Louis the same year ‒ he of course as a senior scholar, me as a
brand-new assistant. So his work, and the work of Ruth Peterson and Laurie Krivo on racial segrega1
The Racial Democracy, Crime and Justice Network (RDCJN) is a network consisting of around 140 scholars who
aim to conduct research with the goal of exploring “the implications of crime and justice processing for citizens’ participation in a democracy”. More information can be found on their website: https://cjrc.osu.edu/rdcjn.
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tion. And Janet Lauritsen’s work on victimisation. And then I guess in terms of qualitative folks, I was
certainly helped by my colleagues at UMSL at the time: Richard Wright and Scott Decker, who were
doing that ‒ now I think of the label as quite problematic ‒ “offenders on offending” work or “active
offender research”.
I am sorry to interrupt, Jody, but what does “active offender research” actually mean?

So, they had gotten grants from I think the US National Institute of Justice, to interview individuals
who were currently involved in criminal offending. And it led to a series ‒ first together and then Richard and some younger folks ‒ a series of projects. They used a fieldworker who then recruited people
who were not incarcerated, but currently involved in [crime] ‒ their first project was on burglary.
Then they studied individuals involved in robbery, and in particular armed robberies. And so they
located individuals who … I can’t remember the exact criteria, but within some window of time they
had to have committed the offence and have done so a certain number of times within a time frame.
And this was sort of based on the argument that they would learn something different by interviewing folks currently involved in criminal activities. And they were senior scholars, they were my senior
colleagues, they were willing to provide me data. One of my first publications that had a lot of notice
was a paper I published in Criminology, called “Up it Up”, and it was Richard’s and Scott’s data. When I
walked through the doors, as an assistant professor, they said: “Hey, you’re interested in gender, we’ve
got some women in this sample.”
“And we’re not doing anything with it!”

Yeah! So, you know, “why don’t you?” And so that was the inspiration and generosity of senior colleagues.
That brings us to the next question. Given that your research has taken place in the US, do you
think some of the issues you have studied can be transferred to Europe or other parts of the
world?

Yeah, I think the issues can be transferred. I think the ways in which we understand them require sort
of rigorous comparative work. For example, in Eurogang,2 which you have participated in, it started in
1998 or 1999, and I was one of the founding members early on. And I think that those conversations
in those early years were obviously frustrating for everybody at the table, but also really productive,
and sort of thinking about definitional issues and what it means to do comparative work and what are
the things that you have to think through about local context in order to be able to do work in different
places. So I think yes, but I think the key is engaging local scholarship, engaging local scholars, and not
being superficial in thinking about the ways in which local context matters.
Yeah, still trying to be open to new insights.

2
The Eurogang Network is a group of American and European gang researchers that seek to conduct comparative
multi-site and multi-method gang studies. The network organises yearly workshops and panels at conferences. More information can be found on their website: https://eurogangproject.com/.
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Yeah, in ways that concepts can take on different meanings in different places. And I think also looking
at ‒ and I think you have done this in your work too ‒ looking at the role of imperialism, local reality,
and especially cultural imperialism too. I remember when I was at one of the early Eurogang meetings
and Frank Van Gemert was talking about his work with a group, in maybe Rotterdam, who had basically read a book published by an American former gang member, and basically sort of adopted all of
the symbolism, the name, everything. They had constructed a gang identity, which was in some parts
based on what they had read. The sort of cultural diffusion also I think is interesting to look at.
Let me move on to a question that is more related to gender. How do you perceive the gendering of the field of urban criminology? As you said, it used to be mostly male dominated ‒ do you
feel that it is still largely male dominated? And how does this potentially influence the study of
urban topics?

Yes, absolutely, I think it still is. I mean, I think that it has changed somewhat, and especially as the
field has diversified, that’s how it changed somewhat. But, yeah, I definitely think it is very gendered.
I mean, again, using Eurogang as an example, it is a couple of things; it is folks not studying women or
girls is one thing, but also just not paying attention to gendered processes ‒ not thinking about gender
in a complicated way, not thinking about men as gendered beings. I think all of those things are still
very much at play in the field. But again, I do feel like it is changing, but it is a pretty slow process.

Exactly. I don’t know if it’s only limited to urban criminology, or criminology more broadly, but
perhaps urban criminology is seen like “street research” and perceived as tougher, more dangerous, and hence a field that men should study.
Yeah, I think that that piece of it is still there, and then just not paying attention to gender really. You
know, it seems like stuff I was writing 25 years ago is still... If you look at the gang field, for example,
there isn’t a whole lot that has changed, a couple of prominent people. Vanessa Panfil’s work is really
great, but you know, by and large it’s mostly the same kind of stuff. And Vanessa’s work has also, by
the way, met some scepticism. I remember at Eurogang, the question was “how do we know those are
gangs?” Even though she had applied the Eurogang definition to the groups, but it didn’t match the
perception of what a gang is. And I think the stuff with gender is still very much …
It’s still very isolated. It’s like “gender, okay that’s women, and women should study gender and
men studying men should not worry about the gendered aspect in their research”.
Yeah. So it’s still very much tokenised I think.

Definitely. And that will continue being a struggle. When conducting ethnographic fieldwork in
the urban spaces you studied, how were your encounters with people, the so-called research
subjects whom you were studying?
I think in my case, most of my work was with adolescents, and that makes a difference. I think they
were anyway in a transitional period where, you know, you are trying to gain sort of recognition in
more adult-like spaces. I don’t know, I just found them to be by and large ‒ I mean as with any study
[there are variations], right ‒ but by and large I found them to be really open and engaged, and interested in talking about their lives and interested in the fact that somebody who didn’t look quite
like them, who was positionally different than them, actually cared about their lives. So by and large
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I found them to be quite open and thoughtful. That’s not always the case, obviously, you know you always have folks that are a bit more circumspect, but I think being young made some kind of difference
in terms of …
…of talking more openly about it?
Yeah, yeah.

And was it also maybe because, I mean the girls you studied for your first book, but also for
your second book, some of them had been violated and some of them didn’t even report, I
think, the crimes to the police? Because they had the feeling they wouldn’t do anything about
it. So, was talking to you for them a way to voice their issues?
It could be, I mean... I don’t know. With Getting Played, I actually didn’t do the interviews for that project, I had gotten a Fulbright at the same time. I was doing the project with a colleague of mine, Norman
White, and I was in Sri Lanka at the time. So, I developed the interview guides, reviewed the interviews and did all that, but I was actually not involved in the actual data collection. With One of the Guys,
I mean I think just generally, having someone to take their perspective seriously makes a difference.
And I suppose when I was doing that first project as an M.A. student, in that case I was interviewing
adult women who were involved in sex work, and I was interviewing them about their experiences
of violence. And I was interviewing them at the county jail, where they were spending a lot of time,
because at the time in Columbus they worked in one of the areas where [the city was] gentrifying and
they were trying to push sex workers out. So they were being arrested a lot and jailed a lot and kept
for up to six months. I think it is having someone who is willing to listen and was interested. It was
probably boredom too (laughs).
Beyond the people you worked with in the field or that were interviewed, how were your encounters with other people working in these spaces? Like social workers. You also worked in
schools with teachers.

I don’t remember the first project, the details of that, the one where I was in the county jail. I look back
at it now and I can’t believe, this was like 1990 and 1991, but I still can’t believe I got permission, and
I could use a tape recorder as well. I look back and think it is sort of shocking that they [allowed that],
you know, maybe I looked pretty harmless, I guess, I don’t know. So I don’t remember, I wish I did, but
generally, especially after coming to UMSL, in St. Louis, I think that the department had such well-established ties in the community, that mostly who I met to help facilitate that work were community
folks, including teachers and social workers, who were already engaged with folks in my department.
So I think that, you know, that gave me sort of credibility. So I had very smooth transitions into those
spaces.
You didn’t encounter any prejudices against academics then?

No, and again I think that’s largely because of the ties that my colleagues had already formed.

Did you ever have any encounters with the police, and how did you experience police encounters?
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No, I didn’t, because I wasn’t doing ethnography as such. So, as you say, I was interviewing usually
either in schools or other kinds of institutional settings, and so no I didn’t.

Your research, Jody, started about 25 years ago and focused on girls of colour being involved
with gangs. One could argue that from the start you encountered an intersectional framework,
whereby you look at gender, race, and class. You’ve been more actively researching those topics
with Vanessa Panfil lately, but looking back at your early research, as you say in the early 90s,
with girls of colour living in deprived neighbourhoods, how does this relate to current issues
that have been put in the spotlight with, for example, the Black Lives Matter movement? How
were your encounters with the daily struggles and injustices people of colour had to deal with,
and how do you see these have changed over the past decades?
Right. Well, so I mean I would say, yeah, I tried to approach everything from the beginning from a more
intersectional frame, and I think that is because of my background in women’s studies and sociology,
before I did PhD work, which was One of the Guys. My specialisation was in gender, crime, and deviance. I thought of those things in sort of more intersecting kinds of ways. Thinking about the work, I
guess I would say this just feels like a story of continuity for me, rather than change. And even part of
that, thinking about the work I did as a master’s study, right. I mean, so many of the sex workers that I
interviewed had had bad experiences with the police; had experienced both overpolicing and underpolicing; had experiences with police misconduct. So I think those who are most vulnerable, they are
most prone to those experiences. And, you know, when we did Getting Played, half of the interviews
were with young men of colour, and I did some work with my colleague Rod Brunson, actually based
on just a couple of questions in the interview about their experiences with the police, but it was so
salient then. So that’s 20 years ago. There was enough data to build multiple papers in terms of analysing what they had to say based on a couple of questions in an interview primarily about other issues.
And I think the concerns and experiences with this treatment are quite similar to what we see reflected today. I think it’s continuity. And I think things are getting more frightening in the West, with white
supremacy. And there has been evidence since I think 2005 from the Federal Bureau of Investigation
that white supremacists have infiltrated law enforcement, and that hasn’t got much public attention.
But you know, this is an FBI report from 2005, with little action taken.
The same issues, but do you think now, due to Black Lives Matter, such issues are getting more
attention? And does getting more attention even change anything? Or will it in the future?

Yeah, I think those are the big questions, and we’ll see. I mean, it’s definitely getting more attention,
it’s in the spotlight as you said, and there’s a lot of political enthusiasm, I think. Maybe not enthusiasm.
There is a lot of passion, I think, now. And I think that social media and technology have helped to keep
these issues in the spotlight, but whether it comes with any kind of meaningful change, I don’t know.
I mean, if you look at the history of policing in the US, there’s lots of reasons to be cynical about it. I’m
thinking about Joe Biden’s platform, which is to give more money to the police to develop community
engagement initiatives. And it reminds me of a colleague ‒ actually he worked with Cheryl Maxson at
UC Irvine ‒ who is doing critical work looking at what community engagement actually means. Danny Gascón, he is now a faculty member at U-Mass Boston, and his new book (with Aaron Roussell) is
called The Limits of Community Policing. It’s a really critical take on what community policing looks
like on the ground, in black and brown communities. Yeah, I don’t know. And like I said, the other
concern is worldwide nationalism, but in the US it obviously is so prominent, and white nationalism
specifically, impacting these issues with regards to the police and justice system, and more broadly.
I think indeed as you say it is a worldwide issue. While in the US it’s really coming into the
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spotlight, in Belgium we’re in denial: “Oh no, we don’t have racism, we don’t have these issues.”
Obviously, we don’t have the same scale of the problems that the US has, but still, I think it’s a
matter of discussing it or not; eventually recognising it. What do you think are the challenges
of doing ethnography in these topics, or just researching urban criminology topics more generally?
I think, when I look back at my earlier work, I think some of the questions that are emerging now, like
“who should be doing this research?”, are really critical. And I think they weren’t so critically discussed
when I was a younger scholar. The idea of who should be doing this kind of work and should I be the
person doing this, you know what I mean? I think there wasn’t much attention, in criminology especially, there wasn’t much attention to that.
Like reflexivity, for example?

Yeah. And then just more generally the ethical, you know the ethics. So, it’s less about sort of challenges of doing the actual work, but more about the ethics of doing the work. And your work in your dissertation, in sort of thinking about reflexivity; thinking about what is it being that I’m the person who
decided to do this research, and speaking for a community, a place and people that I’m not a part of.
And I think they are really big important questions that are getting more attention now, which I think
is good. And I suppose Alice Goffman’s publications helped spur this, but I think they were conversations that were brought to the forefront that are really important and need to be taken on.

You mention Alice Goffman; I don’t know the whole case and the whole issue, but my sense is
that she was being put out there like the black sheep, we would say. Whereas a lot of people
are struggling with a lot of issues in those kinds of research topics, but there is a big fear about
putting it out, like upfront, because we fear being judged. Whereas, indeed, there should be a
more open debate about the ethics of doing fieldwork.
Yeah, rather than individual scapegoating. And her case in particular, I think. I do think having read the
journal article versus the book, I mean it’s really difficult, the nuances of the debate got lost by centring a personal focus on her. But she was a student, so where were her faculty advisers? Where was
the university institutional structure? And then, looking at the publisher, how the book was framed
and shaped. I mean, all those kinds of things, I think, thinking as a sociologist, thinking about this, it
has gotten lost in that. So I think that’s a big group of questions to have in conversations about it.

Instead of mentioning it as an exceptional case that should not be followed, and just ignoring it,
I think indeed it should be more incorporated into the overall debate of research ethics. That
brings us to the following question. Where do you see the field is developing currently, and
what are the critical issues, what are the edges and innovations?
Well, let’s see, I think from my perspective, what I feel like I have seen is it feels to me like ethnographic
work is really sort of back on the rise. And it’s really exciting to see really amazing young scholars,
especially black and brown scholars, who are up and coming and sort of setting new terms about
identifying and doing critical scholarship. So I think that’s exciting. I think that there is definitely a
greater push for scholarship that’s combined with activism or scholarship for social change. Which is
an important pushback to mainstream interpretations of what we should be doing as urban criminologists or as scholars generally. So I see those things definitely coming up. Because I, especially through
the Racial Democracy, Crime, and Justice Network that I’m currently co-director of, so many young
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scholars who are part of that network are really not willing to take the answer that you have to be
scholars first and only scholars, whereby activism is something that you can do in your spare time or
that you can do after you get tenure. So I think that’s sort of cutting edge and innovation, that is, new
or at least resurgent, probably new. And I think where the really cutting-edge work is being done is in
the US, especially looking closely at carceral settings, carceral control; kind of looking more critically
at criminal justice systems. And then also work on technology and technology’s place in crime, justice,
and why we should adapt some of that is innovative.
Technology, also in the sense of including social media in urban criminology studies?

Yeah. So this is informing younger scholars’ work. Two recent important examples are Forrest Stuart’s
Ballad of the Bullet and Sarah Lageson’s Digital Punishment. I think technology has definitely changed
the world and so I think most of the younger scholars, those of us who are older tend to be more tech
phobic and not as nuanced. I think some of that work is that sort of innovative edge. But also keeping
up with contemporary changes.
I would like to move on to something rather different, Jody. For some years now, you have encountered “ecotherapy”. Is this a way to counterbalance the urban issues you have been studying for all these years and to re-encounter nature? How did it start?

Actually it didn’t have to do with professional life, it was more personal. In 2017, my father passed
from cancer and four months later my best friend passed from cancer. It was more to do with that,
with personal rather than professional; just wanting to take time to find beauty in the world. So real
connections with nature were more tied to that. Also partly because one of my former students had
forced me to get an Instagram account.
(Laughs), she forced you, that’s amazing.

She did. Heidi Grundetjern, who is at Villanova University, she’s responsible for my Instagram account.
And I think having sort of an outlet to ‒ I mean, I sort of think of it as my personal place to post my
own photo diary and for my mother also, and anyone else who enjoys it, but it’s really mostly for us.
Well, it is an amazing Instagram page. You have daily feeds of all the birds passing by your bird
feeder.

Yeah, and it’s funny, because we went on this safari ‒ I know this is completely off topic ‒ but we went
on this safari last month and I had too many pictures, and I realised I don’t like posting old pictures.
For me it’s more like what can I discover today? That it’s sort of like the daily affirmation of going out
into the world and seeing and capturing beautiful things, rather than pictures for the pictures’ sake.

We have come to the final question. What would be your advice to new and future urban criminologists?
Think about gender. Take that into consideration, whatever you are doing. And I think also ‒ maybe it’s
coming from my history as a US scholar, the current events and history of the US ‒ but I think, as you
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say maybe even worldwide, I think in the US in particular criminology needs to start studying white
people, and thinking about race in ways that aren’t just about race as people of colour, in the same
way that gender equals women, right? I think that actually some of the more interesting work is rural
criminology, as opposed to urban criminology. It’s not getting much attention, but if you think about
it as a sociologist and thinking about organisational settings, it’s a quite interesting comparison. And
then I think, thinking about hate groups and hate crimes. In some ways these are all arguments that
people, critical criminologists, for years have been talking about. For example, why do we apply a gang
label in this way, but we don’t study hate groups in the same way? So I think this is definitely a fertile
moment for reconsidering what we study, who we study, and why. And of course, I don’t do this work,
but crimes of the powerful. That’s not really addressing the question of urban criminology, other than
like, maybe there are things more important than urban criminology. I don’t know, you said the sort of
gender thing of people get drawn to the urban criminology. It’s sort of like edgy work, provocative, or
a masculine sort of enterprise. The consequence is that it’s overstudied and there are so many other
important facets of issues that are understudied as a consequence. So I think that I’m happy to see all
of this really good work coming up, that is looking critically at justice system processes. And again,
I think we need more thinking about crimes of the powerful, but also thinking about whiteness and
racism and what does that mean when you think about issues related to crime and justice. And then,
like I said, hate groups and hate crime, and that sort of thing. So maybe the question is: why urban
criminology?
It definitely makes sense. I think a lot of it has to do with what you said, it’s seen as something
very attractive to study, as opposed to other topics. But then again, we’re repeating several
myths attached to the things we study, so that’s also not really helpful.

Yeah. But I think, when I look back, your work is just amazing, truly. I think the fact that you went and
you figured out “the story that I [went in] to tell is not the story that needs to be told”. Being able to
make those decisions, right, that this isn’t the story that needs to be told, but I need to tell this broader
story, that’s more systematic or more encompassing. I think that’s important.
I think for young scholars it’s difficult to detach from all the stories that have been told, because
we’re reading all the literature and obviously that’s where we start from, that’s the luggage we
take into our own research. So I guess that’s a challenge too, like really detach yourself: “Okay,
but what if we take another look at it?”

Yeah, and you’ve done that really successfully. So I mean I have to say that most of the time for me, now
being in my mid-fifties, doing a lot more administrative kind of work, it’s just like I’m really excited
by all of the young scholars, like yourself and others who I work with through the Racial Democracy
Network and my students. Who are just a really exciting new generation of folks who are thinking in
more critical ways, and hopefully pushing the field in ways that it needs to be pushed.
That’s what we hope to do I guess, (laughs). Jody, thank you very much for your time!
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Abstract

In 2018, at least 200 land and environmental defenders were murdered, the deadliest year on record.
This trend is growing but also spreading: killings were dispersed across 24 countries, compared to
16 in 2015. With many killings unreported, and often uninvestigated, it is likely that the true number
is far higher. The tide of violence is driven by intensified activity by companies that pursue profit in
unexploited areas. This paper gives an account and classification of these killings, providing an analysis of the vast literature produced by environmental NGOs. Adopting a modified form of techniques
of neutralisation and drawing on the distinction between manifest and latent justifications, the paper
examines the responses provided by official actors who are called to account for these killings.
Introduction

About 200 people were murdered in 2016 for protecting the land, water, and wildlife in their communities. The figure rose slightly in 2017 and 2018, when four campaigners a week were killed worldwide in environmental struggles; killings have seen a fourfold increase since they were first recorded
in 2002 (Global Witness, 2018). This section, after offering a general overview of the phenomenon
studied, highlights the theoretical framework adopted.
Statistics compiled by campaigning organisations are deemed to only represent the tip of the iceberg,
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as killings of environmentalists may not be reported, particularly in countries with restricted freedom
of speech. The data on which this paper is based, therefore, draws on sources that record verifiable
events, names of victims, and the causes of their death (Global Witness, 2018).
Among the deadliest drivers of violence was the extractive industry, with mining accounting for 36
killings. The demand for minerals is said to be turning the Andes into a war zone, in which indigenous
groups fight mine owners, while other communities confront agribusiness (which accounts for 46
killings), a business that occupies communal land, establishes ranches for the production of soy, palm
oil, or sugarcane, and breeds beef (Watts, 2018).

Nearly 60% of the murders took place in Latin America, and Brazil was the deadliest country overall,
with 57 killings. The Philippines saw 48 deaths, the largest number seen in an Asian country. Forty-six
killings were recorded in the Amazon region, 32 in Colombia, 15 in Mexico, and six in Peru. In Africa,
victims include park rangers in the Virunga National Park, which is home to some of the world’s last
remaining mountain gorillas. Twenty national park rangers and forest guards were killed in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) and other countries in 2016.

These rarely prosecuted murders are being documented in more countries than ever before – 24
countries in 2017 as compared to 16 in 2015 (National Geographic, 2017). In 2017, some 2,300 cases
of tension over water, territory, pollution, and extractive industries were identified.

Many of the victims of environmentally motivated violence are grass-roots leaders who stand up for
their communities when threatened by environmental calamity: “They fight for what has been taken
away from them” (Wallace, 2014, p. 2). In the US and Canada, protesters are active in Native American
reservations, which are often regarded as sacred sites, and in response, new anti-protest laws are
being devised. In other countries, for instance in the Philippines and Thailand, martial law has been
declared to quell protests (Mining Watch Canada, 2018).
The literature produced by NGOs indicates general patterns and local peculiarities, and its selective
examination, for the purpose of this paper, is focused on two related elements: who the NGOs designate as the culprits and how official agencies respond to such designations.

There are numerous theoretical perspectives in the study of the crimes of the powerful. One set of
conceptualisations, for example, arises from the analysis of the state (Chambliss, Michalowski and
Kramer, 2010; Rothe & Ross, 2009; Whyte, 2009), while others pertain to the economic sphere (Geis
& Meier, 1977; Pearce, 1976). The study of organisations and their members has produced nuanced
analyses of the relationship between power and crime (Geis, 2016; Pontell & Geis, 2007), while specific studies focused on sectors of the elite or of political and entrepreneurial activity have yielded novel
areas of inquiry (Bakan, 2004; Barak, 2015; Platt, 2015; Ruggiero, 2017). A complete review of this
literature would be redundant here, and would occupy an entire volume, starting with the obvious
homage to Ross, Sutherland, and Bonger and finishing with the summary of the latest contributions
(Benson & Simpson, 2015; Van Slyke & Benson, 2019). However, the specific perspective adopted is
inspired by two theoretical traditions. The first refers to Sykes’ and Matza’s techniques of neutralisation, although as we shall see, these will be slightly amended as befits the specific events analysed.
Such events, in fact, hint at the subtle difference between neutralisation and justification, with the
former containing a denial that a fact occurred and the latter implying the rejection of responsibility
for it. However, not all neutralisations or justifications are explicit, nor do they find verbal expression,
as official narratives of events often remain at the stage of unarticulated ideology or collective forma
mentis. For this reason, the analysis below adopts the distinction between manifest and latent justifications utilised by Merton in his exploration of political corruption and bossism. This specific aspect
of Merton’s work, focused particularly on powerful offenders, constitutes, therefore, the second theoretical background guiding this paper.
In the following pages, reference is made to “crime by proxy”, a concept originally formulated by Chicago School sociologists. In some cases, Sykes’ and Matza’s neutralisation of the harm caused takes
the form of a rearrangement of the dynamics that caused it. At times, crime is justified through the
description of victims as violent persons. Latent justifications, as we shall see, revolve around the
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identification of economic and political priorities, but also around “higher loyalties” towards the sacredness of growth.
Violence by Proxy

What follows shows how the killing of environmentalists echoes forms of violence by proxy observed
since the first decades of the last century to the current times.

Among those listed by NGOs as perpetrators of the killings are poachers, militia groups, professional
assassins, police officers, private and security forces, and undercover mercenaries (Brown, 2018).
Normally, victims receive death threats, which are ignored by the authorities when reported: the officials who ought to be defending the rights of activists are regarded as actually complicit in the attacks.
For this reason, “perpetrators are feeling more emboldened by the widespread culture of impunity
that is allowing violence” (Global Witness, 2018 p. 23). This was confirmed by the UN special rapporteur on human rights, John Knox, who stated that governments are encouraging such a culture:
There is an epidemic now, a culture of impunity, a sense that anyone can kill environmental
defenders without repercussions, eliminate anyone who stands in the way. It comes from mining, agribusiness, illegal logging, and dam building (Watts & Vidal, 2017, p. 2).

The process of monopolisation of resources and land by corporations is supported by law and policing, echoing the approach of infamous colonisers of the past, their methods of plundering and appropriating land and natural products (Lynch, Stretesky, & Long, 2018). This form of monopolisation, exploitation, and privatization has been termed “biopiracy”, consisting of “appropriation of knowledge,
redefinition of rights, and displacement of traditional owners and indigenous people” facilitated by
police, armed forces, and private violence specialists (Goyes & South, 2017, p. 188).

Impunity connotes many cases highlighted by Global Witness (2015), suggesting, for example, that
logging companies that operate in the Central African Republic continue to employ local militia as
security forces. The rebel group known as Seleka, after seizing power in 2013, dispatched a number
of squads to the country’s rainforests under lucrative contracts with CAR logging companies. Europe
is described as being complicit for its continued trading with such companies and for illegally importing timber from the country. European states, in their turn, claim that their involvement in the region
is based on the principle that the logging industry will contribute to local development. The logic of
“development” as a justification will be discussed later.
Prosecutions, as already noted, are rare, being estimated at 2% of the cases: only 34 people worldwide
are currently facing charges for violence against environmentalists (Global Witness, 2018). The following three examples may be revealing in terms of the networks of actors involved.

In May 2011, José Ribeiro da Silva and Maria do Espírito Santo were assassinated in the eastern Amazon Basin of Brazil. The victims had been fighting against illegal loggers, ranchers, and the operators of clandestine charcoal pits. Entrepreneurs employed enforcers to implement their own frontier
justice and two of them were arrested and charged with the murders. There was no blatant cover
up on the part of the authorities, although investigators ignored the role of middlemen employed
by entrepreneurs and how these prudently distanced themselves from the executioners. Detectives
exclusively focused on the “kill team”, refusing to consider the wider conspiracy behind the killing.
In a recorded wiretap, one of the defendants threatened to report all his accomplices if he were not
granted a top attorney, but the recording was not accepted as evidence. Only the hit men were found
guilty (Potter, 2014).

Honduran indigenous activist Berta Cáceres was murdered in March 2016 after fighting the construction of a dam in the west of her country. The dam, to be built on the Gualcarque river, would threaten
the subsistence of the local Lenca community, which was not consulted and, as a consequence, started
engaging in peaceful protest. Cáceres had received numerous threats and was killed by a gunman at
her home. Nine people were arrested, including a former soldier, an ex-security chief, an army major,
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and a manager of the Honduran company Desarrollos Energéticos DA (DESA). In 2018 the trial was
thrown into disarray when the victim’s lawyers were expelled from the proceedings. The lawyers had
accused the judges of incompetence in carrying out pre-trial hearings and guaranteeing due process,
and the victim, the judge claimed, would be adequately represented by the public prosecutor. The
manager of the company was also charged but faced a separate trial. His name was David Castillo, and
he was a US-trained former military intelligence officer. He was found guilty, while the entire leadership of DESA remained untouched, as if the murder had been the outcome of Castillo’s individual
initiative. Moreover, the licence to DESA was never revoked (Earth First Journal, 2018).

Aysin and Ali, Turkish beekeepers, were killed in 2017. They fought against marble companies (including Turkey Marble and Natural Stone) operating in the area where they resided and worked. The
open-cast mines diverted rivers and the relentless blasts stifled the surrounding vegetation. The two
discovered that some excavations had been carried out in protected sites in contravention of licensing
regulations. With the support of fellow campaigners, their action led to two marble companies being
shut down, and two months later they were dead. A suspect was quickly found and arrested, and confessed that the killing would have been rewarded with the equivalent of $12,000. In a letter smuggled
out of the prison where he was detained, the owner of a marble company was urged to pay his debt:
“Pay the money as you promised me. If you don’t I will tell the truth on judgement day. In ten days,
if you don’t pay, your life will be in my pocket.” The letter failed to guide investigators and later the
defendant was found dead in a high-security institution where he had been moved for his own safety
(Earth First, 2017).

Crime by proxy has a long tradition, bringing us back to the work of some distinguished Chicago
School sociologists. The classic study conducted by Landesco (1929), for example, showed how official political groups became promoters of criminal activity by manipulating elections with underworld assistance. Violent operations against rival candidates and parties were “contracted out” to
organised criminal groups for the benefit of institutional actors. The extant literature on the crimes of
the powerful offers numerous examples of the legal-illegal nexus, describing the exchange of services
and the mutual promotional activities conducted jointly by official and illicit actors (Antonopoulos
& Papanicolau, 2018; Hobbs, 2013; Ruggiero, 1996; Scalia, 2016; von Lampe, 2016). Contemporary
examples of such partnerships also include cases in which organised criminals act as service providers for official politicians and entrepreneurs ‒ for instance, in activities such as arms trafficking, the
disposal of toxic waste and, in general, the dissuasion or annihilation of competitors. On the other
hand, the services provided by official actors to organised crime include money laundering and the
opportunity to invest in legitimate arenas (Ruggiero, 2015). However, crime by proxy, the specific type
of “power crime” alluded to here, requires partnerships between respectable actors endowed with
large material and symbolic resources and agents providing a clandestine deadly arm.
Manifest Neutralisations
It is now time to situate the killing of environmentalists in the theoretical framework adopted.

The well-known denial strategies identified by Sykes and Matza (1957) may be helpful when examining the ways in which perpetrators deal with the imputations of guilt addressed to them. Sykes and
Matza highlighted how offenders perceive the inconsistencies of the moral and legal order, finding
continuity between acceptable and unacceptable conducts (Ferrell, 2018). They also pinpointed the
specific neutralisations mobilised: the denial of responsibility, the denial of injury, the denial of the
victim, condemnation of the condemners, and the appeal to higher loyalties. In the examples presented below, however, perpetrators appear to find it necessary to mobilise additional, or more nuanced,
exculpatory arguments.
The initial move of companies accused of masterminding the killing of environmental campaigners often consists of filing a Strategic Lawsuit Against Public Participation (SLAPP). In other words, they initiate proceedings against individuals and/or groups who undermine their activities, accusing them of
defamation or nuisance. SLAPP is a lawsuit that aims to silence protesters and force them to abandon
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their criticism of corporate conduct. Initially, companies make very large claims for the alleged damages suffered, knowing that the other parties will be unable to pay. A SLAPP, therefore, is an attempt to
immobilise campaigners through time-wasting legal quarrels. Campaigners, in such cases, may have
to defend themselves from imputations of hate speech, so that their right of expression may be suspended (Baumann & Mazzeo, 2016). Judges often dismiss SLAPPs on the grounds that defendants
have a right to criticism. However, when dismissal is not immediate, defendants are charged with the
litigation costs, which amount to a form of punishment as well as a tool to dissuade them from speaking up in the future. When a SLAPP is not used or proves ineffective, the denials take other routes.
Misdirection. As we shall see in the following cases, it is impossible to “deny” the existence of the
victim or of the injury, as the body of those killed could not be hidden. Rather, the technique utilised
by the authorities opted for the designation of an alternative actor involved in the killing.

In July 2016, Lesbia Yaneth Urquia, an activist in the rural town of Marcala in Honduras, never returned from her daily bike ride. Her body was found in a municipal landfill and her head showed
gruesome signs of trauma caused by a blunt object. Construction firm DESA is among the companies
building a dam in the area, and its executives, along with the police, claimed that the perpetrator must
have been a bike robber (BBC, 2016; ILC, 2016). There was no “denial of crime” in this case, rather a
rearrangement of its meaning and an upset of its dynamic. Nor was there any “denial of victim or injury”, as an alternative injurious actor was clearly designated. There was indeed a denial of responsibility, while the identification of the purported criminal provided evidence of the willingness on the part
of the companies involved to help investigators. “Misdirection” was the technique utilised, whereby
those seen as suspects by the NGOs displayed knowledge of the community in which they worked and
their desire to promote lawful conduct there.
In the Philippines, when Juvy Capion and his two young sons were assassinated, the military force misdirected investigators by describing the killings as accidents: the victims, they intimated, had found
themselves in the crossfire between troops and armed criminals. Executives of Sagittarius Mines Inc.
noted that they had repeatedly denounced to the authorities the presence of armed gangs in the area
and warned against the lethal threats they posed (Bizuela, 2015). The following miscellaneous list
enumerates similar cases.
When Chai Bunthonglek was gunned down in Thailand, the authorities suggested that the killing was
the result of a private dispute turned violent in the community in which the activist resided (Grain,
2015). When Berta Cáceres was assassinated in Honduras (see case above), the investigation took off
from the assumption that the killing was the unfortunate outcome of a bungled robbery (Alexander,
2016). Robbery was also the official motive for the killing of Ilya Borodaenko in the anti-nuclear camp
of Angarsk in Siberia: the group of skinheads that attacked the camp was said to have targeted the personal property of the activists (Dr Prem, 2007). Finally, when three environmentalists campaigning
against the “El Dorado” gold mine were killed in El Salvador, blame was placed on the inimical faction
campaigning in favour of gold mining (Upside Down World, 2010).

Misdirection may also entail the suggestion by authorities that the killings were in fact suicides (Earth
First, 2017). Incidentally, suicide by environmentalists was lauded in the pages of the New York Times
when David Buckel killed himself after years of indefatigable campaigning. The obituary published in
the paper raised disgust among activists for indicating (between the lines) that radical environmentalism fosters mental illness, self-loathing, and misanthropy. Campaigners were not sure whether the
obituary condemned or praised self-immolation as a form of political communication (Smith, 2019).
In other cases, as discussed in the next section, the killing of campaigners appears to be a form of punishment that can be described as “just deserts”.

Violent victims. The technique of neutralisation referred to as “condemning the condemners”, which
depicts victims as “more criminal” than perpetrators, takes the form, in the events examined here, of
narratives of self-defence. In other words, the victims are not only deserving of being victimised, they
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also have to be obliterated before they engage in violent crime. Let us examine some cases that fall
into this category.

Environmentalist and military veteran Jim Marker was shot by the police in February 2017 in Florida
after damaging a section of the pipeline operated by Sabal Trail Transmission. The Florida Highway
Patrol officer accused of the shooting was acquitted: the authorities claimed that he had fired between
54 and 58 times against Marker in self-defence because he thought the victim was holding a 45-calibre
pistol (Sabal Trail Resistance, 2017). No verbal warning by officers was launched before the shooting
and no actual evidence of the pistol was provided. The claim was later retracted, although self-defence
continued to be cited during the trial.
Californian campaigners Judi Bari and Darryl Cherney were horribly injured by a bomb placed in their
car in 2010. The FBI claimed that the bomb was being transported by the activists, who intended to
perform an act of sabotage or to kill officials. In a public statement, the FBI announced that they knew
the victims as terrorist suspects under constant scrutiny and investigation. Their arrest made the
front pages of the New York Times, while fellow campaigners accused the police of aiming to discredit
activists through a counter-intelligence operation similar to those launched in the past against the
Black Panthers and the Anti-war movement (Thomson, 2012).

In 2012, documents showed how companies urged prosecutors to regard campaigners as terrorists.
TransCanada, the corporation behind the Keystone XL oil pipeline, released a PowerPoint presentation in which police were briefed about protesters. Photographs, names, and background information
relating to activists were transmitted to officers.
TransCanada offers police a playbook on how to go after activists. The company suggests prosecuting
using criminal trespass, criminal conspiracy, criminal instruments or devices, and anti-terrorism statutes (Potter, 2014, p. 2).

In April 2018, environmental activist Saw O Moo was killed by soldiers in the Karen State of Myanmar.
He was returning home after a meeting in support of displaced people following renewed hostilities
between the military and the Karen National Liberation Army (Mongabay, 2018). The Myanmar military denied any wrongdoing and claimed that soldiers had been attacked by saboteurs caught in the
act of planting mines. The victim, in brief, was described as a rebel fighter who carried weapons on
his person.

Finally, 117 activists have been killed in the Philippines since 2001, 50% of whom were farmers opposing destructive projects such as mining or the construction of dams. The authorities described
most of the killings as surgical operations against violent opponents to the regime (CHRP, 2017).
Latent Justifications

We can formulate hypotheses around the implicit or latent motivations pushing environmental campaigners into action. These include a “significance quest” that leads to activism as meaningful collective practice; this is an intense “desire to count” that may lead to commitment. In its turn, commitment
is often the consequence of latent feelings of frustration or humiliation, due to loss of place or disorientation in environmental conditions over which individuals sense they have no control (Bonaiuto,
Alves, Dominicis & Petruccelli, 2016; De Groot & Steg, 2008; Gousse-Lessard, Vallerand, Carbonneau &
Lafrenière, 2013; Jasko, Szastok, Grzymala-Moszczynska & Maj, 2019). On the other hand, latent justifications for those killing campaigners may be less clear. Certainly, they vary substantially depending
on the analytical field we choose: studies focused on the psychology of the murderers would yield
different results from studies addressing their professional group or specific local contexts; research
into the subculture of killers would lead to different findings from those produced by enquiries into
the legal aspects of killing. The choice, here, is to attempt an understanding of killings against the
background of the values and principles that these reinforce and that refer to a general, all-encompassing narrative, a world view belonging to the perpetrators. Those making decisions about killing
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environmental campaigners, along with those benefitting from the killings, need not reach an explicit
agreement on the actions to be taken, but simply recognise one another as holders of a common interest and philosophy. In this respect, Merton’s work can bring clarity. In his view, the manifest function
of corruption and bossism is the allocation of resources irrespective of merit, while their latent function is
to organise, centralise, and maintain in good working conditions the scattered fragments of power[…]
and to satisfy the needs of diverse subgroups in the larger community that are not adequately satisfied
by legally devised and culturally approved social structures. (Merton, 1968, p. 126).

Also, remember Durkheim’s (1960) analysis of religious faith: believers go to church with the manifest intention of establishing and reinforcing their relationship with a divinity, but their latent motive
is the establishment and cultivation of relationships with people who adhere to the same principles
and share the same beliefs.

Priorities. The latent motivations that emerge from the cases discussed below do not pertain to the
religious but to the economic sphere, although the latter too may at times be bathed in a religious aura
(Ruggiero, 2013).
In Ecuador, which once enjoyed an exemplary environmental reputation, government complicity with
corporations and their exploitation of oil, gas, and minerals is justified though financial arguments.
Debts owed to China are singled out as the major motivator of devastation and violent hostility towards those opposing it (Watts & Collyns, 2014).

In Costa Rica, often reputed to be a green and ethical travel destination, environmentalists, conservationists, and park rangers are victimised by poachers, police officers, and private security agents.
National parks have become as dangerous for rangers as they are for animals. Its Pacific coast is a
major nesting location for turtles, and campaigners are committed to saving eggs and defend them
from thieves. After Jairo Moira, one such committed conservationist, was killed in 2013, a government
representative stated that turtles (and, for that matter, those protecting them) are not a priority and
their existence cannot stop the inevitable process of economic development. The country, it was contended, cannot solely rely on tourism for its income (Burrell, 2013; Fendt, 2014).

As these two cases indicate, appeals to general principles and grand narratives fall into mainstream
economic reasoning, which emphasises job creation and growth. All sorts of conduct seem to be admissible once such emphasis is successfully conveyed. Economic development provides the justificatory backdrop for schemes that prove devastating for the environment as well as the state financial
resources. In Nigeria, for instance, Global Witness (2018) investigated a large deal involving oil giants
Shell and Eni, tracking down documents that showed how the large amount of money paid for the right
to exploit the country’s national resources was actually spent. A vast bribery scheme was revealed, involving pay-offs to, among others, the then Nigerian president. The furtive movement of funds was enabled by a convicted money launderer and former oil minister through his purpose-founded company.
The amount paid [by Shell and Eni] was more than Nigeria’s entire 2017 health budget and one and a
half times what the UN said was needed to respond to the current famine. (Ibid., p. 12)

Every year, hundreds of billions of dollars are paid to governments by oil and mining companies to access natural resources. These vast public revenues are officially earmarked for development projects
and/or relief policies for people in need of employment or care. However, private appropriation of
funds is often officially sanctioned by practices. For instance, lobbyists in the US achieved a resounding victory when they managed to overturn rules requiring extractive companies to disclose their
payments to foreign official representatives and private actors alike (ibid.).
Arguments prioritising economic growth are mobilised in China, which is one of the largest timber
markets and manufacturers of wood products. Its main supplier is Papua New Guinea, where abuse
has led to 12% of the country being given away to mostly foreign-owned logging and agribusiness
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interests for up to 99 years.

China imports from many countries where weak governance is leading to illegal logging, land rights
violations, and rainforest destruction. It is also currently the only main timber consumer without a law
to prohibit illegal timber importation. (Ibid., p. 20)

Higher loyalties. A driver of violence is the assumption, as we have seen, that environmental protection will hurt economic growth. However, the technique of neutralisation known as the appeal to higher loyalties, in our case, revolves around the celebration of economics as the repository of universal
truth or as a set of religious precepts. Let us see some examples.

In its quest for development, Nicaragua is becoming an extremely dangerous country for campaigners, particularly after a Chinese company promised to invest $50 billion to build a canal three times
the size of the Panama Canal. The project will cross the country from the Atlantic to the Pacific Ocean,
forcing around 120,000 indigenous people to move. “The ambitious canal project may never be put in
practice. However, the Chinese company still holds a 50-year concession and can sell the rights for the
building of ports, airports, and tourism complexes’ (National Geographic, 2017, p. 5).

It should be noted that similar latent justifications inspired companies supporting invasions of countries such as Libya and Iraq. In Iraq, BP acted as a co-promoter of the war and, in the name of economic
development, continues to practise environmental injustice through the pollution of water. Campaigners argue that its presence in Iraq does not benefit local people. This is the reason why a British Museum exhibition on Iraq, sponsored by BP in 2018, was energetically disrupted by environmental and
anti-war activists (Mortimer, 2018).

Economic reasoning also supports self-serving forecasts by companies regarding their future role in
economic development. BP and Glencoe, for instance, have been accused of making “bullish” predictions about the future demand for fossil fuels across the world (Clark, 2017). While attracting investors, such predictions may have a bearing on the degree of hostility with which environmentalists will
be treated in the near future. Exxon joined in to reassure hesitant investors, announcing that it had
found huge new deep-water oil deposits off the coast of Guyana, while OPEC released a report predicting higher oil demand due to increases in jet travel (McKibben, 2019). After warnings to consumers
to think twice before buying an oil-powered car, since its resale price may fall dramatically in the
next few years, renewable energy developers followed in the footpath of colleagues who defend their
activity through the growth rhetoric. Environmentalists, however, argue that even alternative power
plants harm nature (Roth, 2017).
The appeal to higher loyalties theorised by Sykes and Matza is here transformed into a confession
of faith towards the precepts of “neo” as well as “proto” liberalism. Opposition to entrepreneurship,
even when enterprise is harmful, is judged to be detrimental to the creation of wealth, therefore to the
trickle-down principle that purportedly ensures its distribution. An example of how this principle is
also held by criminal organisations is provided by the assassination of a local environmental politician
in the Campania region of Italy, Angelo Vassallo, who fought for renewable energy and against illegal
building construction. Regarded as a green mayor for his efforts in preserving a park and ordering the
demolition of illegal houses built close to beaches, Vassallo was found in his car, shot dead (Environmentalist on a Mission, 2010). The criminal organisation that executed him was subliminally appealing to higher loyalties, namely the licit or illicit developers operating across Italy and elsewhere.
Transforming the original formulation, in brief, this latent justification does not refer to a specific social group or subculture, to precise peers, or a class. The perpetrators, rather, display their attachment
to an idea, advocating abstract concepts and theories around society and the role of economics. The
murderers of environmentalists cannot claim affiliation to a homogeneous human or social enclave
but only to other non-homogeneous enclaves within which faith in certain economic principles is professed. Theirs is, in this sense, a “piecemeal” identity that binds them to a range of similar individuals
and groups. Together, these dissimilar identities, these “lies that bind”, promote divisions and hatred,
becoming sources of war (Appiah, 2018).
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Conclusion
Some of the poorest countries in the world provide the resources that drive the global economy, and
while competition to appropriate such resources grows, environmental activists find themselves in
the firing line. This is at times described as the “resource curse”, whereby oil-rich countries, for instance, “suffer more conflict, greater corruption, higher inequality, less political freedom, and often
more absolute poverty than their resource-free peers” (Shaxson & Christensen, 2015, p. 1).
In the previous pages, together with the presentation of a number of killings, the justifications adduced by suspects have been discussed, noting that the celebrated techniques of neutralisation proposed by Sykes and Matza must be slightly amended vis-à-vis these crimes. Justifications, moreover,
have been divided into manifest and latent, following some perceptive elaborations by Robert Merton.
Manifest justifications have been gleaned from official accounts, interpretations, and reactions. Latent
justifications have been related to a set of principles and beliefs shared by those who see in unfettered
economic development the only way of ensuring the accumulation of wealth and general well-being.

While impunity prevails, the criminalisation of protest is on the rise. Most notably in Africa, governments and powerful business interests are using their influence to marginalise land and environmental activists and turn public opinion against them, branding their actions as “anti-development”. Some
concluding remarks may complete the analysis of the factors that contribute to the killing of environmental campaigners.
Powerful actors pursuing their interests do not always resort to coercion, nor do they need to justify
their violations, whose perception as criminal acts depends on the strength of the legitimacy they enjoy. Successful power crime, therefore, needs to present itself as a philanthropic deed, in the sense that
its effects must appear to benefit others more than the perpetrator (Ruggiero, 2015). Philanthropic
criminals, in brief, manage to repel the criminal label from their activity and to persuade others that
their goals correspond to those of the collectivity ‒ hence the mobilisation, by those killing environmental campaigners, of prevailing economic doctrines whose rejection triggers extreme forms of violence. When opposition to the sanctity of economic interests shapes hostile identities, the latter feel
legitimised to wage a contrived war, and at war, killing need not be justified. Those who refuse to kill,
on the contrary, have to exculpate their refusal.
The killing of environmental campaigners is a form of proactive annihilation; it is premeditated, it
is not reactive or impulsive, it is not a response to some immediate threat. Rather, it is meant to be
dissuasive for those who are not killed, so that those who are inclined to follow in the footsteps of
activists are shown the price of their potential decision. Proactive and dissuasive aggression requires
coalitions, irrespective of the social condition and role of those who constitute them. As suggested
by behavioural economists, those involved in coalitions identify one another as reference points and
make choices that they believe to be the average choices of the group (Baddeley, 2017).

Poachers, militia groups, professional assassins, police officers, private and security forces, and undercover mercenaries, indicated by environmental groups as perpetrators of killings, “herd” together
ideologically while conforming to the economic philosophy of corporations. Herding, in this case, is
both normative and informational, in the sense that it results from rules guiding economic development, on the one hand, and imitation of widespread practices, on the other. Ganging up, therefore,
allows all the actors involved in economic initiative to side with friends against enemies, and killing
becomes one of the choices available. The dead enemies, moreover, become emblems of the death to
come, which will be brought about by the future environmental devastation and the annihilation of
those resisting it.
Ultimately, both “neo” and “proto” liberalism posit that resources belong to those who exploit them
and that it is sacrilegious to leave them unused (Ruggiero, 2013). Consequently, those who appropriate them are not bound by any moral or social relationships to others, but only to what belongs to
them.
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Abstract

Since Gresham Sykes completed his influential work documenting what he termed the “pains of imprisonment”, criminologists and sociologists have sought to study the prison as an institution and the
effects it has on the people who are confined in it. Researchers have also studied prisons in different
geopolitical contexts in order to understand the varied effects that diverse types of prison governance
may have. Especially important has been understanding the impact on the “pains of imprisonment”
of an emerging trend in prison governance, called prisoner self-governance, which is essentially the
encouraged or mandated participation of prisoners in decision-making, or else a greater degree of
prisoner autonomy within the prison. Research has generally shown that the relationship between
prisoner self-governance and the “pains of imprisonment” is complicated, suggesting that self-governance may alleviate “pains of imprisonment” while at the same time creating new pains. To better
understand this relationship, and especially to understand it from the point of view of prisoners who
criminologicalencounters.org
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undergo such governance regimes first-hand, we conducted ethnographic research in an “open wing”
of a Belgian prison over a period of eight months. Our research showed that the freedoms that the
“open wing” offers do partially mitigate the “pains of imprisonment” identified by Sykes over 50 years
ago. Additionally, our findings highlight the deprivation of community as a potential “pain of imprisonment” not listed by Sykes and subsequent prison literature. Finally, our research supports more recent
research that has suggested that the freedoms enabled in open prison regimes may cause additional
pains – also known as “pains of freedom”.
Introduction
In 1958, Gresham Sykes detailed what he described as the costs or “pains of imprisonment” in his
famous study of the New Jersey State Prison. These consequences of incarceration – loss of liberty,
goods and services, heterosexual relationships, autonomy, and security – have often been cited by researchers and prison reform advocates who argue that prisons are both oppressive and criminogenic,
and fall far short of an imagined rehabilitative ideal. Much of the relevant literature indicates that the
“pains of imprisonment” are an inherent part of any prison structure and experience. They seem to be,
if not the direct purpose, an inevitable consequence of imprisonment.

Despite the undisputed fact that the “pains of imprisonment” exist in some form across prisons, research also shows that the type of prison regime and the governance model it uses make a significant difference. While many countries use imprisonment more retributively, others show a better
“moral performance” (Liebling, 2011) and have shifted towards more open prison regimes, in which
incarcerated people can participate in the daily decision-making of the facility’s operations ‒ in other
words, creating a type of self-governance. This form of self-governance can also be viewed as “legal
self-governance” ‒ self-governance that is overtly allowed and even encouraged by the prison administration ‒ and is not to be confused with what has been called “extralegal” prisoner self-governance,
such as prison gangs in California, or prisoner self-governance at the San Pedro prison in Bolivia,
which operates in the absence of enforced government authority (see Skarbek, 2010, 2012).

Governance of prisoners by prison staff and prisoner self-governance coexist, in both harshly punitive prisons and in prisons that seek to be rehabilitative. Nevertheless, self-governance is more commonly found in open prison regimes, where prisoners have more opportunities to make decisions
about their daily routine. There are, in fact, stark differences between “open prisons” and “closed
prisons” and the definitions of these concepts vary across countries and in different penal contexts.
Some prisons operate using open regimes, in which some freedoms are “permitted” to prisoners by
prison authorities, such as the ability to cook for themselves or the ability to move around the prison freely. Conversely, autonomy may manifest in closed regimes as the ways in which incarcerated
people exercise individual or collective resistance against prison policies or directives (see Ugelvik,
2014). In line with a Foucauldian governmentality critique (see Garland, 1997; Hudson, 1998), some
scholars have taken a more critical approach to prison self-governance, arguing that models of prisoner self-governance implemented by prison administrations may serve as additional mechanisms of
control, making prisoners more easily governed, as opposed to self-governing (see Bosworth, 2007;
Crewe, 2011a, 2011b; Hannah-Moffat, 2000).
Positioning itself among these critiques, our research examines the ways in which elements of prisoner self-governance and decision-making impact the experience of incarceration, but from the point
of view of the incarcerated person. Confinement has become a universal method of state-sanctioned
punishment, but it is precisely this element of universality that might serve to obscure the importance
of prison ethnography. It could be argued that examining the dynamics of governance in a prison
might merely be called seeking to understand “the obvious” (Sparks & McNeill, 2009, p. 2), and that
“because prisons remain permanently out of focus, invisible at worst and pixelated at best, they are
resistant to both academic investigation and emotional investment” (Reiter, 2014, p. 417). But it is
precisely the ubiquity of incarceration, as well as the societal tendency to take it for granted, that
makes the prison all the more valuable as an object of study – both in terms of the effect on the peocriminologicalencounters.org
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ple who live inside it and as an institution that is deeply societally embedded. As conversations and
research around prison reform and rehabilitation continue, it is vitally important that the experience
of incarceration is understood from the point of view of the prisoner. Our contention is that a passive
acceptance of prisons either as a necessary good or a necessary evil may serve to render invisible the
experience of the incarcerated person.
Following in the footsteps of researchers who have conducted research on open prisons (Neumann,
2012; Reiter, Sexton & Sumner, 2018; Shammas, 2014, 2018), and using eight months of empirical
research gathered at an “open wing” in a Belgian prison, our research aimed to “do theory on a micro
scale” (Valverde, 2012, p. 250) by linking the topics of prison self-governance and “pains of imprisonment” to first-hand interviews and observations conducted with the men incarcerated at the prison,
as well as with prison staff.
Prison (Self-)Governance and Pains of Imprisonment
Over 50 years ago, Gresham Sykes famously outlined the “pains of imprisonment” in his study of the
New Jersey State Prison (Sykes, 1958). While the institution he researched was a maximum-security prison and influenced by the specific culture and policies of the United States, his research has
become foundational in criminology and penology. The “pains” inflicted upon the imprisoned by the
institution are in some ways shared across prisons and have become “a conceptual toolbox to critique
penal institutions and show ways in which incarceration produces harm” (Shammas, 2014, p. 108).
Sykes outlined five costs that modern incarceration inflicts upon the imprisoned person: the deprivation of liberty, the deprivation of goods and services, the deprivation of heterosexual relationships, the
deprivation of autonomy, and the deprivation of security.

As Shammas has noted, however influential Sykes’s work has been in prison ethnography, his “five
imprisonment deprivations do not capture the full scope of prison pain” (2014, p. 108). Building upon
Sykes’s work, extensive research has been conducted on the “pains of imprisonment”. For example,
researchers have examined the relationship between incarcerated persons and the prison staff and
the harmful “mind games” inflicted on incarcerated persons (McDermott & King, 1988). Some have
examined the ways in which emerging prison architecture contributes to the “pains of imprisonment”
(Hancock & Jewkes, 2011). Others have pointed to additional pains. Crewe, for example, has identified the pains of uncertainty and indeterminacy, the pains of psychological assessment, and what is
especially interesting for our research, the pains of self-government, as additional costs (2011a, pp.
513‒519). Drawing on ethnographic research in an open Norwegian prison, Shammas (2014, p. 108)
has also argued that such regimes can cause “pains of freedom”, which he has studied in terms of phenomena such as confusion, anxiety and boundlessness, ambiguity, relative deprivation, and individual
responsibility.

In relation to the concept of self-government in prisons, Crewe has argued that the “burden of control”
has fallen increasingly onto the prisoners’ shoulders, ensuring that incarcerated people are self-policing as well as policed, and the individual becomes “the agent of one’s own incarceration” (2011a,
p. 519). Using the concept of “soft power” to discuss recent shifts in penal power, Crewe argues that
rather than through strict control and rigid hierarchies, “soft power” manifests itself through neo-paternalistic attitudes and an emphasis on responsibility, to “encourage the prisoners to regulate their
own behaviour” (Crewe, 2011b, p. 456). Crewe and others have argued that the changes that many
countries are making toward more “open” justice frameworks constitute not a true cultural shift, but
rather an expression of neoliberal law-and-order penal governing. Bosworth (2007, p. 68) argues that
through such regimes of responsibilization, “administrators seek to co-opt prisoners themselves into
maintaining order and discipline”. According to Hannah-Moffat (2000, p. 523), the increased focus on
the empowerment of incarcerated individuals is not a way to increase prisoner autonomy, but rather
a masked attempt to exert further control over the prisoner through responsibilization and a “model
of self-change”. The discourse of empowerment has appeal, especially for “its ability to informally and
subtly govern marginalized populations in a way that encourages them to participate in their own refcriminologicalencounters.org
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ormation, while simultaneously appearing to be a critical alternative” (Hannah-Moffat, 2000, p. 520).
But as Hannah-Moffat (2000, p. 529) argues, the main reason that a strategy such as empowerment
“can be incorporated by the state is because it does not represent challenge to existing relations of
power, in fact it reinforces them”. Neumann (2012, p. 148), who has conducted research in an open
prison, has argued that such regimes might perhaps be the “ultimate version of Foucauldian governmentality”.

In their work on prisons, Sparks, Bottoms and Hay (1996), while finding prisons inherently undemocratic with an enforced and strict power dynamic – one set of people policed and confined by another
set of people – argue for a more nuanced understanding of prison governance. The authors draw on
Sykes’s analysis, stating that the fact of power and control over prisoners is complicated by the daily life of the prison, in which prisoners and staff must work together to keep the prison running. In
other words, Sykes argues that though hierarchies exist in the framework of prison governance, the
day-to-day realities of power in prison are less clear, and he goes on to say that order is in some ways
negotiated through the relationships between staff and prisoners (Sparks et al., 1996, pp. 41‒42). The
routine of prison life “is inherently fragile, because prisoners are agents who may refuse or resist as
well as comply or cooperate” (Sparks et al., 1996, p. 83).

What most of this research seems to point out is the importance of both contextualizing and historicizing the “pains of imprisonment” (Crewe, 2011a, 2011b; Shammas, 2014). It also becomes important in light of these debates to understand what self-governance within prisons means for people
inside them. What does the negotiation of order look like when the prison itself offers prisoners opportunities for self-governance or even small measures of freedom and decision-making, and how do
measures of self-governance reduce, exacerbate, or transform the “pains of imprisonment”? Sykes
himself had cautioned that discussing the “pains of imprisonment” should not imply that each experience of incarceration is felt in the same way, or that each pain is shared equally. At the same time, it is
becoming increasingly clear, from both empirical research and from existing literature, that additional
costs are emerging as imprisonment that diverges from traditionally “closed regimes”, such as “open
prisons”, open programmes within prisons, or even electronic monitoring, becomes more pervasive;
and it is equally clear that these additional costs need to be more fully explored, particularly from the
point of view of the incarcerated.

Intrigued by these debates, we welcomed the opportunity to conduct research in a newly established
“open wing” in a men’s prison in Belgium. The director of the prison saw it as an opportunity to receive the views of independent researchers, since the wing had never been researched before. Nevertheless, our research was not constructed as an “evaluation” and we had the freedom to frame it as we
saw best, both in terms of methodology and in terms of research interests.
Encountering the C Wing
One of us was given complete “freedom” over the course of eight months to access the prison, its
staff, and the men imprisoned there, without providing prior notice. Crucially, she was able to move
throughout the prison without the accompaniment of a guard, and was given permission to interview
and record anyone who agreed to speak with her. During her visits, the researcher had the opportunity to spend significant time with the men who lived there, eating dinner with them on a regular
basis, playing games with them, and spending time with them in their cells to talk privately or watch
television. She was able to visit the prison chapel for mass, attend poetry and “talking group” sessions
in the library, and go to Sunday evening film screenings in the prison theatre.

At the end of the research, we were able to rely for our analysis on 13 full interviews (8 with incarcerated men and 5 with prison staff) and eight months of participatory observations, characterized
by multiple and continuous talks and shared activities with the men incarcerated and the staff in the
C wing. It is important to mention here that in total 10 men can live inside the C wing, and all of them
were part of the research. The interviews were semi-structured and followed a core topic list, which
criminologicalencounters.org
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included, but was not limited to, topics such as self-governance, freedom, social relationships, relationships with prison staff, treatment of prisoners, prisoner decision-making, attitudes towards rules
and regulations or the prison and the goals of a prison. We were primarily interested in understanding
how an increase in prisoner autonomy can affect the experience of people inside prison, whether they
are staff or incarcerated. We attempted to avoid major influences by the literature when collecting
data or developing predetermined hypotheses, and therefore by utilizing principles of grounded theory (see Bryant & Charmaz, 2007; Charmaz, 2006) when creating our interview questions and conducting the research, our topic list and interview questions were continually updated. Grounded theory
guidelines allowed us to conduct our research in an inductive way that was driven by the experiences
of the people observed and interviewed.
While it is not easy to convey the sensorial experience of the C wing, we think it is crucial to describe it
in as much detail as possible in order to mediate that experience for the readers. The Mechelen Prison
is comprised of three separate wings: the A, the B, and the C wings. The C wing is located away from
the A and the B wings, and is comprised of 10 individual cells, five on each side of a relatively small
hallway. Moving into one of the C wing cells is achieved by applying to the prison director, who then
puts the applicant on a waiting list if he fits the following criteria: a) he must be employed within the
prison; b) he must not have had any problems with drugs inside the prison; and c) he must generally
exhibit good behaviour and a personality suited to interacting with others. The severity of the crime
for which he was accused is not part of these criteria. The hallway in the C wing contains a small table,
around which people often sit, talk and eat; an administrative table where attendance is taken and
forms are filled in; an old foosball table, whose miniature players are regularly taped back together
through innovative means; and a pool table. Inexplicably, there is a large black-and-white photograph
of a ketchup bottle on the far wall. Upon entering the wing, there is a small kitchen to the left, and a
shower room to the right. Men in the C wing have their own keys to their rooms, and they are allowed
freedom of movement from 6:00 AM until 9:00 PM, when they are locked into their rooms by the
guards for the night. They are allowed to cook together, eat together, play games, shower when they
choose, and they can move within the prison unaccompanied by a guard. They are responsible for
getting themselves to work on time, and following a daily schedule without prompting by the guards.
The C wing has operated in this way only since May 2017.1
Mitigating “Pains of Imprisonment”
In our research we found that the pains of imprisonment identified by Sykes (1958), while still relevant to those imprisoned within the open C wing, are mitigated to an extent by the freedoms given
to those held within it. The deprivation of liberty, which Sykes described as a “double deprivation”
– deprivation of freedom of movement both outside the prison and inside – is not eliminated by the
freedoms of the C wing, as those incarcerated there are still not allowed freedom of movement outside
the prison, and they are still separated from loved ones; but the deprivation is undeniably lessened
through the freedom of movement within the prison that the men of the C wing enjoy. As one of the
quotations suggests, and as became apparent from all the interviews, this “little bit of freedom” is
often defined by increased autonomy attained through the absence of a guard and the perceived acceleration of time.
We are free to do everything. It’s a little bit different here, because you can feel free, a little bit free. It’s not

1
The director of Mechelen Prison’s aim for the C wing was to “give more responsibility to the inmates”; he wanted to
experiment with a type of open regime after seeing its potential to work in other Belgian prisons. Other prisons in Belgium
were experimenting with open regimes and restorative justice, and the director wanted to bring some of that to Mechelen
Prison. In an interview with one of the authors, the prison director said that his desire to create this new wing was influenced
both by economic reasons – to run the prison with 10% fewer guards, due to federal mandates – and also by his background
and interest in education and psychiatry.
criminologicalencounters.org
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just sitting 24 hours behind a door and waiting until someone comes to open it.

To illustrate this “little bit of freedom” with an example, when there is a religious service in the chapel,
men in the A and B wings who want to attend must put their names on a pre-existing list, and then, at
the time of the service, wait until the guard comes to unlock their cells and escort them. Men in the C
wing, however, simply need to wait until the announcement of the service is made on the loudspeaker,
and then walk there themselves, unescorted. The findings demonstrate that the ability to walk from
their cell without the supervision of a guard to work and to appointments or activities within the prison allows men in the C wing a degree of freedom that others in the A and B wings do not have. The importance of this autonomy to move about the prison unguarded is illustrated in the quotations below.
You do have more power [in the C wing], because you can decide yourself when to go in the shower. You
don’t have to wait for the chef [literally translated as boss or chief but in this context referring to the
guards] to open the door and say that you have five minutes to shower right now.
In the C wing, the guards come less often, they don’t come much. They leave us alone here… here you
make your own programme, and the day is full.

Besides “being left alone” by the guards, as the quotation hints at, the importance of the acceleration
of time was often highlighted, especially in interviews with prisoners who could compare between
their experiences in different wings. Waiting seemed to be perceived as less burdensome in the C
wing, and this was defined as a sort of freedom from prison, where waiting as “doing time” is a prominent feature of the punishment.

The waiting is not so long in C wing, because your days are flying. The normal punishment – you get your
years done, and you’re waiting for the day they open the door. We’re waiting here too, but it’s a waiting
with – with freedom.

The second loss identified by Sykes, that of material goods and services, is, according to both guards
and C wing men, alleviated somewhat by the privileges of the C wing. Several men in the C wing emphasized this point when discussing the relative freedom from dependence on the guards. If they
needed tobacco, or wanted extra food, they pointed out, they didn’t need to wait until they could buy
it, or wait until they saw a friend in the prison yard who might lend it. They could simply walk outside
their cell into the C wing and ask their neighbour.
The open door can do a lot, the open door does a lot. Imagine I don’t have tobacco, and I’m in the A wing.
I have to ask the guard, or I have to go to the wandeling [designed walking time in the prison schedule]
and ask other men and they might give it to me. But now I can just stand up and go to my neighbor and say
“can you give me some?” If you need something, you don’t have to call a chef [guard], or hit the intercom,
or ring for the alarm. I never touch this button [pointing to the alarm intercom system]. My plan is not to
touch the button.

Additionally, men in the C wing often articulated that the “best” freedom in the wing was the presence
of warm water in the washroom, and the ability to shower whenever they wanted. While the men in
the C wing were still dependent on the guards and prison administration for a good deal of goods and
services, the freedoms given to them made a significant difference regarding this deprivation.

For Sykes, the loss of autonomy means that imprisoned individuals are governed totally by the prison
as an institution, that every part of the imprisoned individual’s daily life is determined by prison rules,
regulations, and schedules. Describing this as a form of infantilization, he writes that “the frustration
of the prisoner’s ability to make choices and the frequent refusals to provide an explanation for the
regulations and commands descending from the bureaucratic staff involve a profound threat to the
prisoner’s self-image because they reduce the prisoner to the weak, helpless, dependent status of
childhood” (1958, p. 75). This is certainly not the case for men in the C wing: both guards and C wing
men noted that in the wing, men are largely responsible for following their own schedules and getting
to appointments on time. Indeed, the infantilization of men in the A and B wings was noted several
times in the research; every time an individual in the closed wings needed something, they had to ask
criminologicalencounters.org
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a guard for permission. This difference does not, of course, mean that individuals in the C wing were
free from bureaucratic prison rules, but rather that these rules governed fewer aspects of their daily
lives.
While Sykes’s depiction of the loss of heterosexual relationships is outdated (and heteronormative),
it is still true that the loss of intimate relationships, intended here both as sexual relationships with
anyone outside prison and as non-sexual relationships with other genders, remains a significant
deprivation of prison, including in the C wing. Conceivably, this loss might impact on constructions of
masculinity (see Ugelvik, 2014). In the C wing, this may be mitigated by the ability to develop strong,
non-sexual social bonds with other men in the wing; the stronger the relationships in the wing are, the
less dependent the men may be on the guards for services, and the less the men may feel they have to
prove traditional masculinity. As one of the men pointed out, for example, crying in front of others in
the C wing is more socially acceptable than in the other wings.
When it comes to the loss of security within a prison, and the anxiety that comes from constant fear of
harm, our findings demonstrate that rather than increasing the risk of harm from others, the C wing
encourages and fosters social bonds, strengthening relationships and reliance on others. One of the
most significant advantages of the C wing, as depicted by those incarcerated within it, was the ability
to protect oneself mentally from the monotony, loneliness, and emotional hardship of prison. Many
men said that the biggest thing to fear in prison is that it could “break you”. The C wing, they said, gave
them the opportunity to keep busy through social interactions, to distract from the painful reality
of separation from loved ones, and from the general hardships of prison life, to “get through” as the
quote below illustrates:
Here you can talk. I can say “I have this problem, what do you think about it?” It helps you. It does help,
it really does help. And if you stay here together longer than one year or two years, then you have a bond
with each other. It helps you get through [prison time].

The C wing clearly offered relief from mental anguish; “staying busy” refers not only to staying occupied physically, always moving, but also mentally and emotionally. Instead of formalized support or
mental health services, which many respondents highlighted as severely lacking in the prison, the C
wing afforded them the opportunity to avoid mental anguish through the ability to stay busy. In other
words, the value of the C wing for those held there was the ability to support each other and themselves by busying themselves with socializing, activities, and work.
Overall, the research suggests that the C wing offers greater liberty and freedom of movement; greater
access to goods and services; and, by way of a social community, greater autonomy, security, and depth
of relationships. The wing does not, by any means, eliminate the costs of incarceration completely,
but rather restructures the daily routine and interactions of the men who live there to such an extent
that these costs are not as central to their overall experience as they would be in a closed wing. What
seems more important to highlight from our research is that the mitigation of each of the “pains of
imprisonment” in the C wing is inextricably intertwined with the increased opportunities for socialization that the C wing offers.

The implications of this argument are significant, since one may posit that for incarcerated people,
emphasizing the loss of individual freedom might be less important in decreasing the harms of imprisonment than socialization with others. Or perhaps we may need to argue that individual freedoms
may even be meaningless unless they are given in a context in which collective freedoms are also present, such as freedom to engage in a community. Prisons that promote responsibilization and empowerment of prisoners do so individually; relationship-building and institutionalized support, however,
are collective. This does not mean, of course, that the importance of “freedom” as a concept can be reduced or distilled to the concept of “socialization”; for example, the freedom of movement afforded to
C wing men within the prison also allows them individual freedoms, such as freedom to take a shower
at any time they desire. However, it is reasonable to assert that the relationship between mitigation of
harms caused by imprisonment and social interactions is noteworthy. Moreover, the relationships and
community developed in the C wing gave real protection from the psychological and other hardships
criminologicalencounters.org
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of more closed-regime imprisonment.
Deprivation of Community as an Additional “Pain of Imprisonment”
The importance of community was also visible in the discrepancy between how imprisoned men and
prison staff related to freedom within the C wing. The incarcerated men linked freedom more often to
social ties, freedom from reliance on the guards, the ability to live within a social community that they
created, and to the emotional support and mental escape from negative thoughts that this community
often provided. Meanwhile, the prison staff linked freedom more often to responsibility and individual decision-making. This suggests that for the prison administration, responsibility was a more
important aspect of the C wing, while for the men incarcerated in the C wing, the social ties, community, and freedom from reliance on the guards were more important. Our research therefore suggests
that an important additional “pain of imprisonment” is the deprivation of community ‒ that social
interactions and relationships within the prison itself are not only discouraged by traditional closed
regimes, but that these social ties and the formation of a strong social community can mitigate many
other deprivations of incarceration. As suggested by Crewe (2009), the power of social ties seems to
make a significant difference in the experience of incarceration. A few quotations from our interviews
strongly convey the sense of the importance of the community in the C wing (“in the C wing, we’re a
family”), both in its own terms but also in terms of mitigation of other deprivations.
What people don’t realize about the C is that it doesn’t matter if the door is closed or open if there’s not a
good group. If you don’t like the people, what does it matter if you can go outside your room? Why would
you want to? If there’re no good relations in the group, it won’t work. If I don’t have some men to sit
around the table and eat with and talk with, I have no reason to leave [the room].

Here [in the C wing], when you’re sad about something, and you go to court, or your family and you are
sad, you can talk with people. We are a group; you can talk every day when you are sad, when you are
happy, you can be happy with other people. In the A or B wing, you are alone. You are standing alone in
prison. And that’s the difference here. You don’t feel alone.

The ability to leave one’s cell door open and socialize with others in the wing was linked again and
again to the freedom of emotional release and mental escape. This was the biggest liberty that the
men of the C wing pointed to when discussing the different structure of their regime. Communicating
with others, a key feature of the C wing, was emphasized as an important tool for keeping a connection
to the outside world; preserving the ability to be social was characterized as crucial for surviving the
“real” world once someone was released. In other words, the cell becomes someone’s reality when he
is there alone; this new enclosed reality eclipses the outside world. On the other hand, when someone
is with other people, and they can talk about their daily lives or their personal histories, the connection with the outside world remains strong.

The C wing allowed for stronger social ties between the men in the wing, but also between the men
and the guards of the prison. The guards had better, friendlier, and more intimate relationships with
the men in the C wing than the men in the other wings. In different wings, guards seem to have a different job description. In the A wing, for example, one guard said the biggest part of the job was “security:
we open the doors, we close the doors”. By removing the burden of this expected type of security over
men in the C wing, thereby giving these men an increased sense of freedom, guards were themselves
also free to develop stronger social ties with the C wing men. This difference in job description allowed the guards to talk more freely with the men when they came to the wing, chatting and joking
and often smoking a cigarette, as the following quote from a guard illustrates.
It’s more relaxed on both sides, you get to know people. If somebody goes away from the C wing, goes free,
then it’s like “hey, good luck!” You don’t say that much to the people [in the A wing], but up there [in the
C wing] you have a more special relationship, a closer relationship than with the people [in the A wing]
because you have more chance to talk to the people or get to know them.
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But instead of a lack of interest in security, as Liebling (2004) has argued, the mixing of guards with
prisoners is mandated and encouraged as part of a trend in so-called “dynamic security”. Such relations can be genuine but are simultaneously instrumental, as Crewe (2011b) has argued, in gaining favours and better treatment, and enhancing one’s standing inside the prison. One man who was transferred from the C wing to the A wing as a punishment for breaches in conduct described the difference
in treatment, linking it to the higher status in the prison that the C wing men hold. This status, he said,
enabled men in the C wing to have stronger social ties with the guards than men in the A or B wings.
He characterized the treatment he received in the A wing as infantilization, while in the C wing he felt
more equal to the guards:
[In the A wing] we are prisoners, and sometimes I have the feeling that people think we are kids. On
Monday, it was very hot outside, inside too, and we asked three or four times – we have glass in our door,
so the guards can see us ‒ to open it, because it was hot in the rooms. The first few times, the response
was “I don’t know, it’s not very hot”. When we say it’s hot, it’s hot. You must ask four times for something
so stupid. And after all, it’s OK, yes, it’s hot. I’m not a child. When we ask something, we need it. I’m not
pushing the button for fun, to say “hi, how are you doing today?” In the C wing it’s another system. To the
people in the C wing, the guards answer the first time yes. Because it’s the people in the C wing.

In an earlier interview, when he was still in the C wing, the same man said that in the C wing,

the guards talk with us. They mostly know when we have problems outside with family or friends or inside, they talk with us and they know the problem, and that’s important for guards and for us, we can talk
with them. We can talk with them as normal people and not as “I’m the boss inside”. In the other wings
they open the door, say, five times a day for one minute, and that’s it. Here, when a guard comes, they talk
with us. They come into our room, they drink a coffee, they smoke a cigarette and they talk with us.

Our findings also suggest that the experience of punishment itself and the harms of labelling might
also be mitigated in open (and more relational) prison regimes.

Sometimes justice [referring to the system] makes people criminals… [In the other wings] they put a
stamp on you, they treat you inhumanely. [But in the C wing] …you feel yourself here, you feel you’re a
person and not a prisoner, and not a number or something. We are a person here, we have a name that the
guards use to call us, and not a number, like “that’s number one and he’s here and tomorrow he’s gone”.
Now they know us, they privately do. They know everything and we know things about them.

When asked if the C wing could theoretically be open to prisoners of any background, a guard said
that he thought anyone could succeed there with the appropriate support. The same guard also said,
however, that not everyone would be able to “handle” the C wing. In doing so, the guard drew a clear
connection between success in the C wing and increased institutional support for prisoners; however,
most staff (as well as prisoners) emphasized the lack of institutional support for incarcerated people
inside the prison. The prison director himself said that in the C wing, “you have to do a good selection
of the inmates… so that means they have to respect a few rules”. If they don’t respect these rules, “they
have to leave”. Thus the research made clear that the C wing could only be useful to those who were
already in an emotional and psychological position to govern themselves and regulate their conduct;
it could not be used as a general mechanism for rehabilitation.
The obstacles to success for C wing men without support were particularly obvious in an outlier case.
In the spring, a man accused of child sexual abuse was transferred to the C wing from the A wing. As
soon as he entered the C wing for the first time, it was clear that his presence angered and upset the
other men in the wing. In the following weeks and months, he continued to be rejected and ignored by
his peers. Although there was no outright cruel behaviour toward him, the men in the C wing never accepted him and indeed rarely spoke to him. After approximately four months, he was transferred back
to the A wing. This example painfully illustrates the fragility of the wing’s benefits for its inhabitants.
While the community built within the C wing offered support and solidarity not available in more punitive wings, it was limited by its lack of institutional support and investment from guards and other
prison staff. Any community or support that existed came from what its incarcerated inhabitants were
able to create for themselves and with each other. The C wing was defined by fear of ostracism and recriminologicalencounters.org

Encountering the C Wing

jection, so among the men, normative and often oppressive rules of behaviour would be self-enforced.
The C wing had no safety net; someone accused of crimes that are often considered taboo inside and
outside prison walls could not benefit from the community, which was designed for a “good selection”
of incarcerated men in the Mechelen Prison. In the C wing, the prison administration’s aim was to increase the sense of personal responsibility that each man felt; it did not accept accountability for any
development of relationships or community within the wing. It can be argued that the C wing created
a neoliberal view of both responsibility and community; because relationships and group communication were not fostered by prison staff, men in the C wing were ultimately responsible for their own
individual good behaviour under threat of removal from the wing, and also for their own sense of
belonging in a communal space.
Beyond “Pains of Imprisonment”: New “Pains of Freedom”
As referenced earlier, Crewe (2011a, 2011b) suggests that the “softening” of penal power associated
with open prisons and less overtly harsh punishment has led to additional, subtler “pains of imprisonment”, such as the pains of uncertainty and the pains of self-government. Likewise, in his ethnographic study of a prison in Norway, Shammas (2014) documents the “pains of freedom” associated with
open prison governance. Both researchers point to freedom within prison as a double-edged sword:
freedom in the context of confinement, in other words, can have unforeseen consequences for those
experiencing it. Shammas, for example, connects the concept of freedom in prison governance to five
related “pains of freedom”: “(1) confusion; (2) anxiety and boundlessness; (3) ambiguity; (4) relative
deprivation; and (5) individual responsibility” (2014, p. 110). This governance, Shammas warns, stems
from what Foucault called an ambition to “punish better” – placing the burden of governance onto the
prisoner himself, a “punishment whose locus is the affirmation of personal sovereignty” (Shammas,
2018, pp. 111‒112). Within this type of governance, the “pursuit of freedom-within-penal-constraint
comes to be experienced as frustrating, deceptive, and even dangerous”, because freedom is always
juxtaposed by the more restrictive options; there is always a looming threat of less freedom, more
confinement (Shammas, 2018, p. 112). In the words of an incarcerated man, “here [in C wing] is free,
but it’s also a very controlled environment, they’re always watching, seeing if something happens”. In
the C wing, the constant threat of removal to the more restrictive wings acted as a method of control
separate from guard supervision.

As referenced earlier, Hannah-Moffat’s (2000) research connects neoliberal prison governance and
seemingly benign concepts of prisoner “empowerment” with responsibilization and forced prisoner
self-governance. Hannah-Moffat states that “empowerment, in penal settings, can be used to justify
and legitimate a variety of disciplinary techniques through the language of responsibility” (2000, p.
524). Bosworth later echoes this point, comparing official prison language of individual responsibility
and self-governance to a “trope of citizenship” aimed at control, rather than actual empowerment
(2007, p. 73). Our research supported these points to an extent. The theme of responsibilization was
especially present in both the director’s and the guards’ characterization of success in the C wing.
Several times, staff argued that the men in the C wing themselves needed to be responsible for the
success of the wing. Individual responsibility was a central theme in one guard’s characterization of
the C wing’s functioning. Furthermore, when asked about the success of the C wing, the staff often
said that the functioning of the C wing depends on the make-up of the group, and whether or not
the people there are “suited” to the regime. In other words, the men in the C wing were themselves
responsible for the success of the wing; through the framework of responsibilization, any negative
issues in the functioning of the wing became the responsibility of the prisoners, rather than the administration. This again demonstrates the subversion of accountability and measurement of success
from the administration to the prisoners themselves, and also relates directly to Bosworth’s (2007)
point of prisoner co-optation as governance.
As noted earlier, the men of the C wing are made responsible for their own individual success; remaining in the C wing is dependent on the condition of good behaviour. There is, it seems, an element of
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what Marc Schuilenburg and Rik Peeters (2017) have called “gift politics”. The authors argued that
“the underlying mechanisms to control and influence behaviour can be best understood as examples
of a ‘gift relationship’’’ and that the gift – in this case, greater freedoms of the C wing – functions “as a
generator of surveillance and behavioural control”’ (Schuilenburg & Peeters, 2017, pp. 564‒566). By
granting this gift to individuals, and by taking it away individually, the C wing is defined by individual,
rather than collective, success. Prisons that encourage responsibilization, individual decision-making,
and “empowerment”, as opposed to collective relationship building, may do so because it is easier
to control and govern people who think of themselves as individuals competing with each other for
freedom and rehabilitation, versus people who think of themselves as a collective whose fate and humanity are bound up in each other (see Bosworth, 2007; Hannah-Moffat, 2000; Rose, 2000).
The prison staff spoke often about the idea of individual decision-making, connecting this idea to transitioning from the prison back to the outside world as a way of “learning responsibility”, which can be
illustrated by the following quotations:

I think the C wing, it’s more like outside life than inside. [In the A and B wings] we do everything – we
tell you when to go to work, we tell you when to eat, we tell you when to sleep, we tell you when to take a
shower. [In the C wing] They can themselves decide that… they have to plan their entire day.
Here [in the C wing] they have to do everything by themselves, they are responsible for waking up in the
morning, making their own dinner, being on time for work, and so on. But there are rules here, and they
have to follow them. If they don’t follow them, they have to move out.

I think things are better [in the C wing] because they make their own rules. The rest of the prison, it’s
always the same: us against you … Giving responsibility to someone also gives him more pride, because
then you can take a decision. It always works, it has two sides. You are responsible for the things you do,
you cannot say it’s the fault of the system, and it helps also to work at your faults.

The C wing can be seen as a mechanism for control, using the threat of the other wings as both carrot
and stick to discipline and control prisoners, while framing the wing’s function as individual empowerment. Being kicked off the C wing was a persistent and prominent threat. Regarding the process of
applying to the C wing, one incarcerated man said:
When you behave, and you’re good for the guards and follow the rules, and you work, then you can maybe
go to the C wing. It’s a little bit of a game from the administration too, because you have to get here, so it’s
a little bit a way to get people to behave.

One man who was interviewed was removed from the C wing after getting into an argument with
another incarcerated man. He expressed frustration with what he felt was an unfair decision, saying
that he had been in the prison a long time and had never faced disciplinary action. The consequences
of even one behavioural infraction felt disproportionate, and he wanted to be able to defend himself
to the administration, and be treated as an adult with reasonable decision-making skills, as the C wing
purports to treat people: “We are adults, I think we must talk with the [director], say what the problem
is.”
The controlling effect of the C wing was also shown by the feeling of competitiveness between those
in the A and B wings who were on a waiting list to join the C wing. Many felt that individuals were put
there unfairly “ahead” of others. By inciting competition among the general population, the C wing
plausibly creates an incentive for men in the A or B wings to speak negatively about their fellow prisoners, rather than support or assist them. This is an additional manifestation of how responsibilizing
tactics can not only serve to control behaviour but also divert unhappiness among prisoners away
from the administration or staff and toward other prisoners. Understandably, this also created some
tension between the men of different wings. One respondent in the C wing noted this with some anguish and guilt, saying that he never told friends in the A or B wings about how beneficial the C wing
was for him: “If I tell them, they might feel bad… I don’t emphasize the difference. I don’t think it’s fair.”
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Conclusion
This research was limited in scope and is not meant to provide an exhaustive understanding of the C
wing, the Mechelen Prison, or open prison regimes in Belgium more generally. Rather, it is an exploratory study of the effects of limited freedom in a specific carceral setting. The conclusions that have
been drawn here should be seen only as a starting point for more research.

We argued that the C wing does have a mitigating effect on the “pains of imprisonment” and that it
makes a strong positive difference in the lives of the men who live there. Overall, the men felt that
the C wing had a large impact on their daily experience of incarceration: they felt less alone, freer,
and more autonomous. It was also eminently clear that social relationships and community within
the prison can be crucial to alleviating some of the harms that prison may inflict, and that this deprivation has been overlooked in prison governance. We also argued, therefore, that the deprivation of
community may be a vital cost of incarceration that has yet to be recognized, although the importance
of social ties within prison has been researched by many, including Sykes himself. From the point of
view of those incarcerated in our research, this was overall the biggest advantage the C wing offered;
conversely, isolation and dependence seemed to be the biggest danger that the A and B wings posed.
Nevertheless, while social ties in the C wing were comparatively strong and highlighted by all our respondents, they seem to be more of a side effect rather than intentional community building encouraged by prison staff and administrators, who focused instead on individual responsibility.

Finally, our research showed that the C wing may also cause additional pains that are related to the
emerging literature surrounding the “pains of freedom”. While the open wing allowed its prisoners
greater freedoms, which were genuinely felt and which unequivocally improved the experience of
imprisonment, there were drawbacks surrounding the openness. Along with freedom came greater
uncertainty, anxiety over the looming threat of being ejected from the wing, and a transfer of accountability from the administration to the prisoner. “Pains of freedom” do not necessarily always come
with open regimes, but in this case, the administration gave very little support to people inside or
outside the C wing. Only someone deemed suitable for the wing could be considered, and if he became
unsuitable in some way according to the prison criteria, or if he did not fit into the community of the
wing, the administration did little to support him or build relationships between the men. Indeed,
even the architecture of a prison should be examined for its effects on the experience of incarceration;
in this case, it may be that the proximity of the more restrictive wings – in the same building – and the
ease of a transfer there caused some psychological fear. Overall, the study demonstrates that additional research on the costs of incarceration within open prison settings should be conducted.

Prisons with open regimes should be challenged to support their population and increase the benefits of such regimes, instead of encouraging the right type of “well-behaved prisoner”. A culture of
prisoner support must be deeply rooted within the whole prison, and not just particular wings. This
more nuanced understanding of open regimes in prison complicates the idea that fewer immediate
restrictions results in an overall increase in humane treatment of incarcerated people. As trends in
incarceration are evolving toward more open forms of governance, it becomes clear that most are not
instituted as mechanisms for creating substantial institutional change. If penal institutions truly wish
to “empower” the people incarcerated within them and encourage them to make their own decisions,
they must do so by providing a support structure that discourages isolation, stimulates emotional and
behavioural growth, and embeds a culture of autonomy throughout the prison, and, perhaps most
crucially, allows prisoners to make mistakes rather than using a reward and punishment system that
serves to control behaviour and to elicit pseudo-rational consumeristic identities. Finally, a prison
ethnography that considers the viewpoint of the incarcerated person and the ways in which he or she
negotiates the prison experience is crucial to understanding the institution of a prison.
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This is a pivotal period in the modern struggle for Indigenous sovereignty in North America. In 2016,
activists based on the Standing Rock Indian Reservation in North Dakota began to protest against the
Dakota Access Pipeline. The oil pipeline’s original route posed a threat to water sources and the environment surrounding non-Indigenous Indigenous communities, and so a permit was granted for a new
plan that placed the pipeline under tribal water supplies instead. Indigenous activists and non-Native
allies from across North America set up protest camps in an attempt to halt construction. They were
initially attacked by private security guards using pepper spray and guard dogs in September, and
over the course of the following months the activists were assaulted again ‒ this time by members of
numerous government law enforcement agencies, who committed human rights violations against
both protestors and journalists during the raids on the camps. Leaked documents have since shown
that activists were targeted by a private security firm, using “military-style counterterrorism measures”, working in collaboration with administrative and law enforcement agencies (Brown, Parrish,
& Speri, 2017). Such tactics have not been limited to the United States.
Andrew Crosby and Jeffrey Monaghan’s book Policing Indigenous Movements: Dissent and the Security
State seeks to demonstrate how the Canadian government has also used the rhetoric, surveillance
tools, and increased militarisation of supposedly civilian policing bodies that arose from the so-called
“War on Terror” following 9/11 to further corporate interests against those of its Indigenous populations. The authors are well suited to the task they set themselves. Crosby, currently a PhD candidate,
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has published articles concerning settler colonialism and Indigenous legal issues (see Crosby, 2016,
2019). He has also worked as a coordinator for Carleton University’s Ontario Public interest Research
Group, which helps to organise student activism. Monaghan is an assistant professor at Carleton’s Institute of Criminology and Criminal Justice, and has examined both the policing of protest movements
and the intersections of corporate interests and state surveillance practices (see Monaghan & Walby,
2012, 2017). Their detailed investigation of four specific conflicts relies upon interviews with First
Nation activists as well as thousands of documents obtained via Access to Information and Freedom
of Information requests. The case studies concern the Algonquins of Barrier Lake, Wet’suwet’en First
Nation, the pan-Indigenous Idle No More Movement, which provided some of the impetus for the protests in North Dakota ‒ among other places ‒ and the Elsipogtog First Nation.
The conflicts surrounding treaties, land rights, and Canada’s long-standing habit of meddling in Indigenous governments for the sake of profits are epitomised by the chapter on the Algonquins of
Barrier Lake and their decades-long struggle against logging companies. Crosby and Monaghan’s extensive contextualisation and analysis of this case more than amply “highlight how an expanded security state actively delegitimizes Indigenous groups while also explicitly privileging the corporations
and economic interests that profit from extractive capitalism” (p. 18). The Barrier Lake community,
for example, was subjected to a set of policies designed to extinguish aboriginal title to its lands. The
initial ploys ‒ creating internal division, attempting to impose an illegitimate tribal government, and
the suspension of a 1991 treaty on land usage (pp. 33‒34) ‒ are all familiar to any scholar of twentieth-century Indian and settler colonial conflicts. However, the events of September 2001 gave the
Canadian government a new set of strategies. Native protests at Barrier Lake were now discussed
using the rhetoric of “Aboriginal extremism”, and activists became subject to the security state infrastructure purportedly put in place to defend the country against terrorists.

This is far from an isolated case. As outlined by Crosby and Monaghan, the systematic criminalisation of Indigenous activists seeking to defend territorial sovereignty against corporate-government
alliances is now standard practice. This was demonstrated in the conflict in British Columbia where
the Wet’suwet’en First Nation fended off incursions by the energy giant Enbridge in the guise of its
Northern Gateway Pipelines project. The multinational, headquartered in Calgary, had the complete
support of the Canadian Department of Indian Affairs, despite unanimous First Nations’ opposition
(pp. 68‒69). In another instance of private-public profit ventures at the expense of Indigenous populations, in 2013 the Royal Canadian Mounted Police launched an unsuccessful raid against Elsipogtog First Nation in New Brunswick, where protestors were trying to prevent another multinational
‒ Southwestern Energy Company ‒ from illegally invading Indigenous territory (pp. 136‒140). Here
too, activists were under surveillance by state agencies that characterised their efforts as threats to
national security and economic interests.
However, this narrative has also been applied to an activist movement not associated with a specific
land base or a single cause. Idle No More began in 2012, and via social media rapidly spread throughout the Americas and overseas. Teach-ins, flash mob round dances, pop-up protests, and marches
galvanised Indigenous communities, uniting urban and reservation populations. Alongside demonstrations centred on environmental issues and land rights, cultural revitalization, and language preservation, a large segment of protestors sought to bring attention to the epidemic of missing and murdered Indigenous women in Canada and the United States. In response to the growing movement,
Canadian law enforcement agencies began to monitor social media traffic, and enacted surveillance of
around a thousand specific events associated with it over the course of 2012‒2013 (p. 104).
Yet as Crosby and Monaghan point out, settler governments developed bureaucracies to deal with
well-defined and localised Indigenous populations. When confronted by “non-conventional Indigenous actors” operating outside the boundaries of colonial administrations and borders, settler authorities are left scrambling to respond. In a move highly reminiscent of the FBI’s use of the Counter
Intelligence Program (“COINTELPRO”) to disrupt the decentralised American Indian Movement of
the 1960s and 70s, the Royal Canadian Mounted Police looked for ways to exploit potential divisions
among activists and delegitimise them. Repurposing the old tropes of “good Indians” and “bad Indicriminologicalencounters.org
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ans”, cooperative Indigenous representatives were approached to discuss treaty reform based on the
extinguishment of aboriginal title. Idle No More protestors, meanwhile, were cast as violent extremists who posed a threat to essential infrastructure ‒ and as co-opters of their own movement (pp.
108‒117).
The four case studies presented by Crosby and Monaghan span the range of contemporary settler-Indigenous conflicts from resistance to more traditional extractive capitalist endeavours such as logging, to transnational opposition to energy company juggernauts, to protests against widespread and
endemic violence and poverty resulting from exploitative and racist colonial societal structures. In
fact, the greatest strength of this volume lies in its evidentiary nature. It is hard to argue that “post-colonialism” exists in anything but a conceptual sense when so many decidedly colonial policies and
land grabs continue to be enacted, and with so little secrecy. Moreover, the authors’ introduction, in
which they discuss the reproduction of colonial order (pp. 1‒25), can easily serve as a stand-alone
essay for students of settler-Indigenous relationships, past and present. I certainly intend to use it
as such in future courses. Indeed, Crosby and Monaghan’s volume is set to become a standard in the
field of contemporary Native Studies, and will no doubt be cited alongside other recent eye-witness
and scholarly accounts of Native resistance movements and government-corporate oppression such
as Nick Estes’s Our History is the Future (2019) and Dina Gilio-Whitaker’s As Long as the Grass Grows
(2019).

Crosby and Monaghan’s work has also helped broaden our understanding of (post-)colonial policing
in general by demonstrating how law enforcement agencies can function to serve economic interests
in a wealthy, industrialised nation with a long-established regime, and the plethora of resources at
their disposal. This is an important addition to a subject area that has tended to focus its contemporary lens on developing countries where policing often serves a more immediate political purpose
(see Cole, 1999).1 And yet, I think that the book’s wider significance within the field of surveillance
studies remains to be seen. The surge in research relating to the “War on Terror” and its impact on
civil liberties may soon be overtaken by a wave of literature relating to new, coercive government
measures ostensibly enacted to stem the tide of COVID-19, but which can also function as a convenient
means by which to stifle dissent.2 However, should that prove to be the case, Crosby and Monaghan’s
work will remain a cornerstone for research into an earlier era in human history.
One minor critique of the work concerns how the data is presented. The acronym list spans two pages, and at times obscures more than it clarifies. The RCMP (“Royal Canadian Mounted Police”) will be
known to many readers. However, as someone intimately familiar with the activist movements under
discussion, even I tripped over the use of INM to refer to Idle No More. Moreover, the sheer number of
agencies under discussion in the volume makes the text incredibly dense, and what is really required
to navigate the analysis is a flow chart. That being said, the mass of acronyms employed does help to
convey the complicated nature of the web of forces arrayed against Indigenous resistance movements
in Canada. A more problematic issue with the volume relates to the source materials employed. While
Kevin Walby and Mike Larsen (2011) have convincingly argued that Access to Information and Freedom of Information requests can prove a fruitful means by which to gather data, they also highlighted
the problematic nature of this type of research. The documents concerned are not held in a public
archive of the sort that historians such as myself are typically more familiar with. The right to request
information from the Canadian government does not mean that scholars will actually receive all of
the records available, or any at all for that matter. This can be a particular problem if a request or
requester is identified as “politically contentious”. Considering the subject matter at hand, this raises
questions about what information may have been withheld from Crosby and Monaghan. Nevertheless,

1
It is worth noting as well that Canada, and the United States, are handled in an entirely different chapter in the
same volume in which Cole’s chapter appears.
2
The United Nations, for example, has already warned the government of Zimbabwe against doing this. See UN
News, (2020, July 24).
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the authors must be commended for making their source materials available to the general public via
an official website.3

I sincerely hope that the authors are correct in their contention that “the machinations of the security
state illustrate the fragility of the settler society” when confronted by imaginative and inspirational
Indigenous resistance (p. 194). However, Crosby and Monaghan’s work is far from definitive and the
struggle for sovereignty continues. As of the writing of this review in February of 2020, RCMP officers
have begun arresting Wet’suwet’en protestors trying to physically block yet another pipeline. According to one witness, the Canadian government is supporting the energy companies behind the project
in full force: “It’s a whole damn army up there [...] They’ve got guns on, they’ve got tactical gear on.
They look like they’re ready for war” (Cecco, 2020).
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