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Neighborhood Watch—Who Watches Whom?
Reinterpreting the Concept of Neighborhood

EVE DARIAN-SMITH

Tz paper analyzes the Australian and Amencan experiences in Neighborhood Watch community policing schemes. Newghbor-
Pood Watch, as a method of social comral endorsed by the state, is suppored and run solely by volunteers, and so provides a
focus (o discuss the more subtle meanings and processes of symbolic conlestation among stae, community, and individual, This
paper attempts o show why the community upholds the dominance of formalized law as an ideclogy, despite the law’s proven
inadequacies to maintain social control. It also examines how the symbolic concept of "neighborhood” 15 manipulated by MNeigh-
borhood Watch programs. As these programs fail, which they inevitably seem to do. opportunities are opened for reappropriation
of the notion of “neighborhood” and its use for the specific needs of individuals, interest growps, and local communities searching
for a sense of physical and pswchological security that the traditional idea of a neighborhood environment no longer can provide,
The irenic conclusion drawn is that alicrnative forms of social justice, as defined by gangs and vigilante groups, are validated
by this state-amhorized system of community control that initially set out 1o destroy them.
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TATE POLICY 1o involve the public in the Meighbor-

hood Watch program is a relatively new concept in Aus-
tralian law and order practices. The purpose of this paper is
not, however, (o assess the effectiveness either of the Neighbor-
hood Watch scheme, or of aliernative options 1o the reduction
and prevention of crime.! Instead, the Australian experience
with Meighborhood Watch provides 3 comparison with the
American experience allowing for the analysis of the symbuolic
relationships between western law and society, and the more
subitle meanings and symbaolic processes that occur within the
community policing movement. This paper, then, will discuss
why there are perceived needs by people to maintain the dom-
inange of formalized law as an idealized cultural imperative,
despite Neighborhood Watch’s implicit message that current
law is inadequate. I will argue that the role Neighborhood
Watch plays in satisfying varions social needs can influence
how people interpret and shape the parameters of law. More-
over, [ will show that Neighborhood Watch helps crystalize pop-
ular perceptions of appropriate individual interaction in legal
PrOCESSES,
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Despite claims w the contrary, Neighborhood Watch as a
mechanism for crime prevention is not overwhelmingly suc-
cessful —if i1 is successful at all.® There is a basic contradic-
tion when people show overwhelming enthusiasm for a scheme
without questioning its effectiveness or their participation in a
program that governs their home environment and leisure time,
Why is it that people have not demanded some form of account-
ability for their efforts? People presumably believe that Neigh-
borhood Watch reduces crime, but it is more likely that people
simply avoid asking the question. Yet to the extent that support
for Meighborhood Watch is predicated on a fear of increased
crime, one would expect the public to demand some return,
both on their own actions and on those of the police.

If the scheme has not dramatically reduced owverall levels of
crime, it must satisfy other, more collateral needs necessary to
evicke continued community support. It is these public needs
that on the one hand suppon the dominance of law, but on the
other hand demand of law functions it cannot fulfill, that create
social temsion and opportunities for legal re-definiion. [f
Meighborhood Watch is going 1 be understood as a fune-
tioning process, public necds and gratifications have 1o be hoth
acknowledged and given weight.” Neighborhood Watch identi-
fies some obvious socizl needs in its focus on the protection
of property, the person, and associated values that make up the
concepts of family, home, and localized community, It requires
collective participation within a person’s neighborhood, and by
implication polarizes social conflict: property owners against
the propertyless; employed against unemployed; family, home,
and community against the individual owtsider; law abider
against lawbreaker; morally strong against the sinfully weak
{Einstadter 1983). Neighborhood Watch carries the tacil mes-
sage that law protects “us™ from “them.” And as everyone is pain-
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fully aware, law conceals contradictions and inegualities in ac-
cess to it and in its very practice. Both the visual and literal
messages of the Meighborhood Watch loge are not only that
“wi” are warching “you,” but “we” watch to defend. Whar 1 ask
is by what processes s the watching being done? More spe-
cifically, how does the individoal acting within the context of
the local community perceive hisher role in enforcement of so-
cial control?

Theorerical Perspective

The “neighborhood” as a site of power draws upon its histor-
ical associations of an intimate community. Yet at the same
time, it has assumed contemporary meanings and experienced
new impetus as a focus for community action and politics (God-
frey 1988:24). Neighborhood Watch elicits and manipulates
the traditional neighborhood ideal in its establishment of a net-
work of surveillunce, which exists as the “community eve.” (See
Foucault 1977.)* People are told to peep out from curtains and
report suspickous activity. This network of surveillance holds
the Meighborhood Watch movement together by reinforcing the
vulnerability of the individual. At the same time it introduces
the potential for collective action. Surveillance is never a one-
way process, and in the context of Neighborhood ‘Watch, police
watch people, people watch people, and people watch police
{Mathiesen 19877 If it is accepted that the “supervisors are
always supervised,” what is discovered about peoples’ reactions
to Meighborhood Watch on & local level can be scen as a reaffir-
mation or denial of values held by those who govern the stane,
The processes of surveillance established by MNeighborhood
Watch on a small scale replicates—or at lcast set out to when
initially endorsed by the government —the prevailing structures
of power relations between state and community.

It could be argucd that Neighborhood Watch, which exists
ostensibly by the stirategies of observation, represents an cxten-
sion of state control by concealed and insidious methods into
the domestic sphere (Abel 1982; see also Brady 1981; Cohen
1987, Santos 1982). This perspective has been challenged how-
ever, and recent work has indicated that informal methods of
social control may in some instances operale 1o resisl state
power (Fitzpatrick 1988; Henry 1985; O'Malley 1987).0

I have drawn upon both theoretical perspectives, and main-
tain that pluralism, or more correctly “integral pluralism” (Fitz-
patrick 1983}, is not an effective or flexible enough tool to iden-
tify dominating relationships of fusion between informal and
formal methods of social control. Symbolic codes and social
rituals present an analytical key to both identifving and under-
standing relative power relationships among individual, com-
munity, and state (Harrington and Merry 1988:714).% Fol-
lowing Abel's direction, MNeighborhood Waich does allow
police access and control over the community in a manner it
previously did not have. I argue however, that this control is
achieved largely through the processes of taking from and im-
posing upon the symbaolic associations that form popular ideas
and of the conceptual logic of what constitules a “neighbor-
hood.” Since symbols are constantly capable of redefinition,
there is a persistent threat o the state that symbols will be re-
appropriated by individuals and used in 4 manner to resist i,
The primary guestion then becomes, by what means does a gov-
ernment govern popular symbols?
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By focusing upon symbolic analysis, it is possible o move
away from secing control as the imposition of state restraint.
toward seeing control manifested via the social codes that sym-
bolism identifies and defines. Codes may be declared, but the
underlying social organizations on which they rely, as well as
meanings they do not publicly elicit, are of fundamental impor-
tance. The crucial point is that symbolism's fabric 15 woven
from numerous culiural and political sources, as well as from
a measure of individual choice — choice that ironically amounts
to constraint in its characterization as both rational and respon-
sible, and so befitting & citizen who by definition is intrinsically
subordinate o the state. ™ It is the element of choice to partic-
ipate in Neighborhood Watch that is one of its major attrac-
tions, In an advanced capitalist consumer society, the right to
choose is firmly insinuated into the public arena, even il
choices are more often than not fabricated options. The par-
adox 15 that the stale reinforces this often romanticized mght
through endorsement of Neighborhood ‘Watch, but in 5o doing
it may in fact legitimize the individuals right to exercise par-
ticular action cutside established modes of community polic-
ing and state control, In the neighborhood, the way people
view the police, the government, themselves, and other citi-
zens has the potential o shift.

Law as Ostensible Justification for Performance

For Meighborhood Watch to operate as officially planned,
people must participate in it and be seen to be participating.
It is clearly a public performance (Turmer 1985). Neighbor-
hood Watch “performances” rely on law to provide the rationale
for drama, since they invoke the power of the state and invest
in the ideology of democracy and bureaucratic control. As
these interrelationships become more complex, law shields
public performances from scrutiny and grants them the space
1 determine what is ofien indeterminate within the operations
of their licensed activities. Neighborhood Watch, by operating
on *the right side of the law” uses law as the pivotal focus in
definition of both its own functions and the nature of its oppo-
nent. As Moore (1978:109) poignantly wrote, the “legal wrong
. . . mikes it possible to have a show-down without necessarily
acknowledging the deeper long-term motives or objectives
which may accompany such action”

Neighborhood Watch in Action

DEFINING THE SCENE AND CHARACTERS. The very title
of Neighborhood Watch denotes its urban parameters — its rela-
tionship with the city. But Neighborhood Watch relies for its
effectiveness on the united action of a geographically defined,
localized group. It seems that Neighborhood Watch secks to su-
perimpose an artificial collectivism (through public perfor-
mance) on the diverse and anonymous nature of the city. It also
attempts to redefine urban cultural meaning by enabling the in-
dividual to identify with a proup.

Through emotive language in brochures, and on signposts
that line local streets, Neighborhood Watch clearly identifies
the spatial setting of its psychological drama. A resident
walking down the street to by some milk is reassured that s'he



is a member of the area. By accepting the geographical con-
struction s'he accepts as well the implied social demarcations
that notion carries of “us” against “them.” This identity is cru-
cial. For Neighborhood Watch to function at all, the ension
berween “criminal” and the focus of attack, be it person or prop-
erty, is absolutely necessary. There cannot be a system of law,
and Neighborhood Watch cannot claim to be its champion, if
there is nothing to protect or enforce, The new “neighborhood”
encompasses a policing power and so necessitates for its very
identity an integral element of criminal activity,!!

In the Meighborhood Watch monthly newsletters, crime has
value as a statistical result, numbered, categorized, and then
listed. The criminal is presented as an abstracted caricature—a
masked, unemployed, drug desperado who breaks down back
doors and makes off with video equipment and microwave
ovens. The criminal is depicted as anti-social and so removed
from society; as a consequence, social motivations for criminal
activity can be distanced. In a similar way, individuals partic-
ipating in Meighborhood Waich are also caricatured, and so de-
contextualized. The neighborly individual only makes sense if
s/he belongs to a neighborhood, works together with others,
and adopts identity by virtue of a geographical placing, which
forms part of and in turn defines the topographical imagery of
urban living.12

A CoMPLICATED STory. The focus of the conflict Neigh-
barhood Watch embodies is not so much concerned with me-
chanical conformity to rules, but with what conformity, or lack
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FIGURE 1. THE NEIGHBORHOOD WATCH LOGO

of it, signifies.”® Its apparent success in dealing with social
crisis represents the continuance of society's present “common
sense™— society’s public myths or ideclogies, which “not only
give substantive content to one's political world view but also
tend to define how that content is to be linked to specific polit-
ical symbols™ (Elder and Cobb 1983:54).

The Neighborhood Watch logo (Figure [) visualizes the
specific symbols that the Meighborhood Watch newsletter puts
into writing. Perched high on straight metal poles, innoceously
interspersed at regular intervals along residential streets, the
logo becomes the equivalent to a political badge, or an adver-
tising poster (Hebdige 1979). As discussed, the primary image
is “we” (visually symbolized by the overlapping silhonettes on
the Neighborhood Watch logo) are a homogeneous group,
united in our common purpose to defeat crime. “We” impor-
tantly situated in the foreground, are morally superior, both in
relation to the criminal and the state. “We™ do not work with
the police—we become community policemen, adopting the
same stance and appearance and garze, and at the same time
drawing upon old-world values of a citizen’s dutiful responsi-
bility. In sharp contrast to the amorphous silhovettes, the
viewer's attention is first caught by the detail of the eye, which
looks toward the only other detail, the policeman’s hat, A much
smaller visual symbol in the bomom right hand corner is the
stylized, nuclear family, neatly protected within the confines
of a house, and labeled “Working Together™ This emotive
image of family is the strategic unit considered necessary for
a cohesive society, and implicitly dictates the need for its pres-
ervation. The “criminal,” while an integral component for
understanding Meighborhood Watch, is not visually repre-
sented on the logo, This absence reinforces the abstraction of
the law breaker and the sense that crime is an unidentifiable
force. By denying physical reality as a focus for attack, people
are more confused as to how to combat crime. And sustained
panic can be used to divert attention and soften any social re-
sentment toward the police as enforcers of control.

By dissecting the logo's visual and literal images it is possible
to identify the “myths” that society seeks to nurture. The my-
thologies of work, family, and community are fundamental to
a liberal-democratic society. And contemporary realities of un-
employment, divorce, a transitory society, and social dishar-
mony do not diminish the myths' importance. In fact, such chal-
lenges only reinforce the power of the pervasive and linking
ideology of freedom of choice. ™ People, especially in the cur-
rent context of worldwide economic recession, feel a loss of
individual control over family, home, and work. They can none-
theless cling to their apparent ability to choose the government
and methods by which society will be governed. The individual
can take comfort in resorting to legal processes, while law re-
mains “the bulwark of freedom.” If all else fails, by aking a
positive stand a person can satisfy immediate doubts and ap-
pear to exercise control over his/her personal situation.

Participation in Neighborhood Watch allows local residents
to make such a stand. Individuals appear to be transferring the
policing power of the state 1o themselves as part of a move to
decentralize government authority (Cotterrell 1988:21). People
feel they are making a choice, This clement of choice is the
dominant ideology Neighborhood Watch promotes. By telling
people it is up to individuals to fight crime in their own back-
yards, it indirectly promotes the potential for new concepts of
liberty to emerge. These concepts are neither intended nor an-
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ticipated by a centralized government. In short, the failures of
Meighborhood Watch to fight crime incite struggles over neigh-
borhood symbols that help define and support myths of indi-
viduality, free choice, and a democratic state. For while law
defines the concept of freedom and stakes out the level on
which tension can exist, it ipnores the human agency factor of
those participating in the neighborhood program. And human
intervention highlights the failure of the myths o protect the
“free” individual. In other words, there are points of crisis
when law proves fallible, and cultural myths demand social re-
definition (Moore 1978:49).

Redefining "Neighborhood”

The “neighborhood” has been given contemporary signifi-
cance through the operation of Neighborhood Watch. [ have ar-
gued that the initial appeal for individuals in Neighborhood
Watch represents a capitalist society's fear for the future, This
fear demands that the mechanics of social control define the un-
known and make it controllable. In Neighborhood Watch, con-
trol is implemented as the “people” appear to take law into their
own hands. And so centralized state powers of law and order,
supporied by the reigning ideclogical myths, are reimterpreted
and reasserted through new channels of justification.

The above scenario, however, overlooks the fact that people
are anxious, nod just © impose constraint on others, but also
o exert a measure of personal choice in its implementation. Yet
the individval’s role is inherently contradictory. On the one
hand, & person consents (o and promotes the sense that state
contrel is being decentralized by becoming a member of Neigh-
borhood Watch. And yet on the other, the individual 15 ulti-
mately forced to acknowledge, rely upon, and so legitimize po-
lige power and povernance which represent exactly what that
person perceives s'he requires liberation from. This tension al-
lows opportunitics to exploit new symbolic codes pertinent to
those dissatisfied with the system.

In many large American cities, whene today the rifi between
popular dreams and social and economic realities is widest,
Meighborhood Watch does not employ the ntuals of meetings,
agendas, fund-raising, and community education initially pre-
scribed when the scheme was first introduced in the 1970s. Nor
in America is Neighborhood Watch recognized on every sub-
urban street by neatly spaced signposts, Social groups still re-
volve around the forum of the nsighborhood, and may still rely
on a link with police, but they promote the leading concepts
of family, home, and secunty in different ways to justify ac-
tion not initially endorsed by the Neighborhood Watch pro-
gram. In Australia, by contrast, Neighborhood Watch rituals,
as formalized in evening meetings and manifested publicly
through street signposts, continues to be of social importance.
These rituals serve both participants” understanding of Neigh-
borhood Watch as performing an essential role, and the wider
local community through which Meighborheod Watch consti-
tutes its meaningful presence.

Conclusion

I have argued that in new methods of local policing, neigh-
borhood as & symbol has been fractured and put to different
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uses. These uses reflect to various degrees a popular recogni-
tion that the present legal system has failed and that “neigh-
borly” community cohesion is a fallacy. As Appadurai has ar-
gued, we have entered into a “new condition of neighborliness”
that penetrates to the very heart of a person’s individual and col-
lective identity {Appadurai 1990:2).'F In the light of these fail-
ures, the acknowledgement of an individual's right to choose
some alternative form of social control has gained attractive-
ness and strength.'® Neighborhood Waich, in promoting the
right to choose, has allowed the city context 1o breed 2 new
form of social surveillance. While visions of Arabian vigilante
groups in Chicago and other American cities may be hard to
reconcile with Australian law enforcement, there is increasing
evidence of community disillusionment in Australia.” Al-
though on a different scale, Australia is beginning to experi-
ence its own forms of informal social control, #

In America, it s not necessarily bad that the concept of
“neighborhood” has been extended and mamipulated in meaning
beyond that ever envisaged by the original founders of Neigh-
borhood Waich. In a sense the local community should have
some power to act, especially if the police are inadequate and
the situation has become urgent. Yet just as symbaolism hos
changed to meet changing circumstances, 50 too has the indi-
vidual performer had to adopt a new role in ritwalizing the
means of control. “Liminality” resulting from crisis has
granted the space to redefine the Neighborhood Watch perfor-
mance, In the past Neighborhood Watch has allowed individ-
vals, through participation, to play out public cultural myths
by labeling themselves members of a wide social jury, enfore-
ing and maintaining the letter of “just” law. Mow. as people
begin to play a greater part in the actwal direction of perfor-
mance and in desperation take law info their own hands in 2
real sense, roles have become confused and power relations
realigned.,

The message is clear when Lisa Sliwa, a leader of the fa-
mous New York Guardian Angels who for a decade have pa-
trolled subways and are for hire to clean up neighborhood
“human garbage,” stated in an interview with a Melbourne jour-
nalist, “1 don't want to hear sbout them [criminals] coming
from broken homes or their mothers didn’t love them. These
streets belong to us. And I dor't want to be told by a puy in
& cop car with & gun that 1 cant fight back.”

American povernment policies have supported these radical
community responses and have given such action—albeit
indirectly—viahility and credence, In New York, Mayor Din-
kins prides himself on 2 newly implemented force of street
walking “beat cops.” In Chicago, a recent proposal put forth by
the Alliance for Meighborhood Safety argues for proactive strat-
egies. The Alliance recognizes that each community has its
own needs and problems, that local residents are the mosi
likely o know what their neighborhood’s worst problems are,
and that the most effective way of fighting crime is 10 prevent
it. Yet actual methods of deterrence remain vagoe, and ambi-
guities abound over issues such as who is in control, who is
accountable, what action warrants interference, how much force
can be used, and, most importantly, who determines what is
the law.

In Awstralia, Neighborhood Watch will no doubt continue 1o
enjoy support for some time while the police and media main-
tain a campaign of crisis control. Public perceptions of high
crime rates have not diminished. But there is a new element



that helps explain the Australian peoples’ failure to demand ac-
countability both of their own participatory action and of the
10,000 hours of voluntcered police time in Neighborhood
Watch programs. There is a new and, I would claim, increasing
fear encouraged by the dramatic example presented by
America. The fear is not of erime itself, but of peoples’ choice
in how they will deal with the crisis when the state system of
law and order is proven fallible,

It is no longer possible to ignore America’s community re-
sponse o increased levels of crime and pang activity, A recent
study has shown that Australia ranked third behind America
and Canada among western nations as having the highest crime
rates and the most overcrowded jails. In an effort o evade
American models of voluntary policing, Australias chief com-
missioner of police, Mr. Kel Gare, denounced the use of pri-
vate security firms offering their services to municipal councils
and directly to householders. Senior police inspector Gary Ja-
mieson, in charge of auxiliary forces, wamned Australian people
that they may end up with vigilante groups such as the Guar-
dian Angels in Mew York,

Whether Australia will follow Americas lead towards in-
creased community policing is difficult to speculate. It is cer-
tainly not a remote possibility, despite America’s levels of vi-
olence being exacerbated by greater ethnic tensions, denser
population distributions, and higher unemployment and infla-
tion. If the Australian government decides 1o revoke its current
policies in favor of community policing, then it has cause for
alarm. As time progresses, it will be increasingly difficult
for the government to hold back demands for individual rights o
action, especially when such rights are complexly imtertwined
with the sense of an individual’s identity and personal value.
Australia is not the only country that gazes in trepidation at the
American examples of social control gone wild, Australia's
present dilemmas will, in different degrees and different forms,
have to be faced by most other nations that participate in late
capitalist social organization; they are subject to parallel cco-
nomic Auctuations, mass media influences, technological pres-
sures, cthnic tensions, family dislocations and widespread dis-
illusionment especially among young adults.

Government policies in the future will be challenged o meet
the volatile problems of socal order and conteol. The situation
in America is dramatically real as the difficulties presented by
local violence moves out of the authority of centralized govern-
ment, and into a sphere of community self-regulation. There
is the obvicus potential for individuals who make up a “neigh-
borhood” to adopt the role of both jury and judge—to both
ereate and enforce arbitrary law. The paradox 15 that the inad-
equacies of the present police force has and will gramt people
like Lisa Sliwa the legitimacy 1o act. Neighborhood Watch as
the wol of both government and police has, by not being able
to maintain order, aflowed disorder breed a new form of con-
trol, Power balances have shifted, perhaps marginally, but
nonetheless significantly. In the light of the American example,
the official Australian Neighborfood Waich Prevention Hand-
book message that, “the greatest element in the fight against
crime is a refusal to accept that which we should not have to
endure” (Daley 198T:8) carrics new meanings and disturbing
connotations —disturbing because we cannot be sure just who
is walching whom, and by implication, whose law 13 ultimately
TTHIRE JUSE.

NOTES

I It would be impossible to do so in Australia because there has
been little attempt made (o gather independent empirical data bearing
on assessments of the success of Neighborhood Watch,

? The wse of an ideological perspective as an approach 10 s0Ck-
legal phenomena is discussed in Harrington and Merry (1988:711).

* The Australian Instiiute of Criminology analyzed the long-term
efiects of community crime prevention and found no clear correlation
between crime reduction and the operation of the program (Bennett
1987, see also Rosenbaum, Lewis, and Crant 19865, This finding is
supported by Christopher Corn’s more recent study (1988).

4 Susan Smith {1989:284) supgests that accoumability is a pivotal
issue, because its absence at the level of the state has forced the de-
velopment of policy in conflict with autenomoes actions.

* Spirzer (I1987:57) argues that modern sociological theorists tend
to igners the links between “social organization and social control —a
link that is mediated as much by the consciousness, desires and goals
of those who are o be comrolled as the inierests and agendas of the
controllers”

& Wickham (I983:493) states that any discussion of resistance to
power must be understond in specific “intersections of pactices around
specific operational policies” While 1 agree with Wickham that the
specifics of power are crucial, 1 also maintain tha Foucault’s analysis
is important as an aid to initially identify the wider social ssues.

* Reichman (1987) discusses how surveillance in private spheres
hias deamatically increased with the sophistication of wchnology.

E Henry, O'Malley, Fitzpatrick, Harrington and Merry (and
others) reject the mare traditional analysis of informalism &s & means
solely to maintain social comtrol. These critics implicitly doubl what
has been called Abel's “mechanistic™ approach (O'Malley 1987) and
argue that interactional processes between a government and the
public are complicated, and by no means a simple Aow of power from
the center putwards. The state is not a monolithic entity. While gov-
ernmental power through the lient threat of legal coercion is strong,
it is not systematic. For a helpful review of the emergence of various
theoretical approaches see Henry (1985) und Merry (1988}

@ Merry (198E-879) picks up many of the theoretical concems dis-
cussed above, and ties wgether the threads of curremt debate on how
to analyze sociolegal phenomena when she writes *1 think it 15 essen-
tigl to see state law as fundamentally dilferent [from all other forms
of ordering] in that it exercises the coercive power of the state and
monapolizes the symbaolic power associated with stae authority. B,
0 ity warys, it ideologically shapes other normative orders as well
as provides an inescapable framework for their practice”

0 Spitzer (1987:57) writes, “Control and constraint are ofien used
synomymously: vet it is clear that in capitalist societies choice may be
far more basic o the ordering of socal life”

1 The impact of crime fills a woid, for gone ane te means by which
the “neighborhood” was defined in the past. Going, if not gone, are
the legal distincrions between private and public law (Moore 1978:
106}, Gone are the conventional distinctions between a person’s private
life andd public work, and, as a corollary, gone too are the clear spatial
differentiations between residential and business arcas. Crime as a
focus provides the means for a new definition of “neighberhood™ a3
tinee when most neighborhoods in an historical sense no lofger exist,

12 This analysis is analogous to Warners discussion of the “slum.”
He discussed how this geographically-based word was a means of
talking about the poor in an absiract way. The term helped create dis-
tance between the ower and middle classes of the new industrial city
(1985:383-3094).

13 Moore (1978:4) wrote that the function of law does far more
then define the perameters of legal sctivity, for “conformity o the rules
scldom in itself is the central objective”

W Conerrell [1988:10) called this the “ideology of liberty” and
wiode “while liberty is treated as frecdom from legal imtervention, this
liberty is merely what it is defined o be by law. The concepiion of
libery thus becomes empty of substantive content.”
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15 *The task of cultural reproduction, even in its mwst intimate
arenas, such as husband-wife and parent-child relations, becomes both
politicized and exposed to the traumas of deterritorialization as family
members pool and negotiate their mutual wnderstandings and aspira-
tions in sometimes fractured spatial arrengements. At larger levels,
such as community, neighborhood, and territory, this politicization is
often the emotional fuel for maore explicitly violent politics of identty,
Just as these larger politics sometimes penctrate and ignite domestic
palitics” {Appadurai 1990:18).

1 Brigham (1987} argues the failings of legal control and the right
of an individual 10 some measure of social secunity are Pwo emerging
wecdogies which have entered the public discourse, and have become
crucial o the sirategies and tactics of special interest groups now
claiming a place within the nejghborhood.

1" Arabian vigilante groups in Chicago circle their city block,
dressed 1n long Aowing powns, speaking into walkie-talkies 1o both
police and Eellow patrollers, and epitomize the new type of control
some people feel is necessitated by present inadequacies in crime pre-
vention. This trend is most common among sociceconomic minority
groups who have the least hope of ever fulfilling the American myths
of popular culture, but arguably have the greatest necd 1o be seen o
be pan of it.

'8 For example. a Perth-based vigilante group recently came to
Melhourne to promode and establish a beanch af their mght patrod team.
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