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PREFACE

This is mainly « study in policy-relevani theorizing and
analysis drawing on comparative material from ten countries.
It way conceived in the light of two topical concerns: first, the
growing interest in United Nations fora in various mani-
festations of non-formal crime control; and, second, the
emergence of the same phenemenon in academic cireles and
among criminal justice practitioners. This revival of interest
in informal crime control is, perhaps, a reflection of a
growing tendency to question the operation and achievement
of the formal state-based, professional-centred criminal
Justice system.

In this atmosphere concerning the criminal justice system,
both common sense and “rationally’’ informed thinking seem
to have impelled people to search for alternative solutions
based on informal approaches. 4s often happens, when efforts
are made to introduce and promote “new” solutions, the
proponents of informalism tend to exalt (and oversimplify )
the advantages of mformal control and to overlook its
shortcomings. On an ideological and analytical plane, formal
and informal approaches to the control business tend to be
represented as being opposed to each other. As this study
cautions, both the ideologue and the social scientist, each for
different reasons, promote a forced duality which may have
little to do with the real situation. It also cautions against not
only misleading visions of control but also against policy-
making based on untested assumptions.

The structure of this volume reflects the process of the
research itself. Part One comprises theorizing around for-
malization and crime control; there then follows presentations
of empirical material on different examples of informal erime
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control; and, finally, an integration of these endeavours
resulty in an analvtical framework which would appear to be
relevant to policy.

This study iy also the product of an cffort further to develop
principles of action-oriented research enshrined in Resolution
20 (" Research on Youth, Crime and Juvenile Justice'),
adopted by the Seventh United Nations Congress on the
Preveniion of Crime and the Treatment of Offenders ( Milan,
Italy, 1985 . This resolution, it will be recalled, emerged from
the results of a Research Workshop organized by the United
Nations  Social Defence  Research  Institute  within - the

framework of the Congress, The importance of some recoms-

mendations of the resolution are particularly highlighted by
this study, these being the following:

sound  policy-relevant  research  should be  based  on
appropriate  theoretical considerations which take inte
account the socio-cultural position and significance of the
matter under study;

comparative research, should be cognizant of the social
relativity of crime prevention strategies und crime control
interventions that are culturally specific;

- action-oriented  research  should assess the  preventive
potential of control strategies recognizing fully socio-
cultural and other diversities, and policy-making should be
informed by the results of such studies.

The empirical material on different culturally  speeific
informal mechanisms of erime control is the most informative
part of thix volume. Besides providing a wealth of infor-
mation, it will, I hope, stimulate further reflection on socio-
cultural matrices and strategies of crime control. We owe a
special gratitude to the experts who contributed to this
section,

As Director of UNSDRI I should like very much to paint
out that a number of research institutions, national and
regional, contributed significantly to this research project.
12
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While we owe thanks to all of them, I would be failing in my
duty if I Jdid not highlight in this context, the Arab Security
Studics and Training Centre and the United Nations Asia and
Far Euast Institute for the Prevention of Crime and the
Treatment of Offenders A contribution has been made
thereby to the strengtheni.g of the international research and
information network, For UNSDRI, an interregional research
institute of the United Nations, this in itself was un important
achievement.

Rome, January 1988 Uao LEONE
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INTRODUCTION

From at least one point of view, the structure and
development of this study is unusual. The reader should
appreciate that what is contained herein is neither the
report of a research exercise nor a critique of the “state of
the art™ in this backwater of criminological debate. What
we are presenting is a process rather than a retrospective
review of thought.

What do we mean by a process? It is perhaps best explained
in terms of the progressional stages towards the goal of
constructing an analytical framework. We commence with an
interest in debates ideological. The mythology of crime control
talk will be analysed in this work both in its call for change
and in its being grounded in the real world. The symbolic
language of control ideology becomes a vital indicator of the
level at which our analysis should rest. In an attempt to
remove such a debate from an exclusively ideology level, the
objects of enquiry are deconstructed and subsequently pieced
together within certain specific socio-cultural frameworks. The
search for some relationship between informality and crime
control is carried out from these culture-specific examples and
is informed (as well as somewhat biased) by the visions of
control provided by the contributors and unwillingly. but
invariably, directed by our own.

Our writing expounds beyond the results of the search.
All to often social science enquiry is presented as if in-
troduction flows logically to conclusion when, in fact, the
book or article may well have been written from the
opposite direction. In our opinion it is thus easier to ensure
that the introduction and body of the work accurately
accord with the concluding remarks.

15
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In the search for an analytical framework, the writing
phase of this work was the final stage. By making such an
admission we realize it lays it open to criticism on the
grounds of internal cohesion or, worse still, of having
subjected the reader to the sometimes anarchic throes of
theory development. Such, and other related criticisms
would not outweigh the value which we are convinced
exists in providing the reader with informative cultural-
specific material as well as with some insight into the paths
of thought along which we travelled. For the frustrations
which might confront the reader if on occasions he or she
feels that these paths are perhaps better described as dead
ends, we can only apologize. But, as anyone who has
grappled with the sometimes tortuous process of social
science analysis will realize, the attempts at theory building
are only just that. And, they are often rewarded as much
with insight as they are with further confusion.

16
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OVERVIEW

This project is above all else a collective endeavour. In fact
it would be incorrect to assume that the work is the result of a
single or individual author. What was originally intended to
be little more than a collection of essays around the topic of
informal mechanisms of crime control has developed into an
effort to build up an analytical framework relevant to policy
and research, drawing on cross-cultural materials and per-
spectives reflecting a variety of information and attitudes on
crime control, the social mechanisms which attempt to achieve
this purpose, and their formalization.

The reader will see from the structure of the book that there
appears to be a division between theorising around the
concept of informal mechanisms of crime control and the
presentation of the cross-cultural material collected from
contributors. This division is perhaps based more on or-
ganizational convenience than on any intended disjunction
between theoretical analysis and empirical description. In fact,
the analytical framework with which the study concludes has
relied heavily for its evolution on the cross-cultural revelations
about informal mechanisms of crime control.

In order to appreciate more fully the nature of both the
method and structuring of the material it would be useful at
this stage to summarize the evolution of the work and the
genesis of its theoretical concerns.

Evolution of the project

In the Summer of 1985 Mark Findlay (Criminologist and
Consulant, New South Wales Bureau of Crime Statistics
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and Research, Australia) was resident at the United Nations
Social Defence Research Institute in Rome as a Visiting
Research Fellow. It was during this time that Findlay and
UgljeSa Zveki¢c (Research Officer at UNSDRI) commenced
their collaboration on the topic of informal mechanisms of
crime control. The initial research interest in the area arose
from a desire to examine a number of ideological pro-
nouncements concerning the beneficts of informal mecha-
nisms of crime control, which had come to their attention
from a variety of different international sources and com-
mentators. These ranged from academic comment to the
views of officials belonging to different criminal justice
agencies and systems in both developing and developed
countries. Even from a cursory examination of the literature
available on the topic at that time it was apparent that there

-as little empirical information about the different structures
and operations of such informal mechanisms in various
socio-cultural settings. In addition, it was clear that what
theoretical analysis had been carried out on informal
mechanisms was primarily concentrated on the ideologies of
social control and broad “informal™ social structures (see
Santos, 1980; Cohen, 1985). Therefore, it seemed necessary
from the outset of the enquiry to engage in a search for some
form of analytical framework which would begin to remove
a number of the central concepts associated with informal
mechanisms of crime control outside the realm of un-
contested assumption or of ideology or both, The direct, and
what appeared to be at the time, non-contentious purpose of
such an analysis would be to provide a means of exploring
the crime control reality of informal mechanisms. It was only
later realized that this would be a difficult task indeed
without first demonstrating what is meant by informal
mechanisms of crime control. In addition there would be no
frame of reference against which to test the limits of the
analysis unless more information concerning the existence
and operation of informal mechanisms was drawn together.

20




An early draft of a paper entitled *“*Analysing Informal
Mechanisms of Crime Control” was prepared and cir-
culated to a number of interested participants of the
Seventh United Nations Congress on the Prevention of
Crime and the Treatment of Offenders (Milan, 26 August -
6 September 1985). The resulting comments and criticisms
helped the authors to refine certain aspects of the analysis.
They were encouraged, moreover, by the interest showed in,
and enthusiasm expressed, for the very fact that such an
analysis was being attempted.

The need for an analytical framework was underlined by
the observation that many delegates to the Milan Congress,
from a number of regions, expressed strong views as to the
attractiveness of informal mechanisms in comparison with
their more formal counterparts. Consistent with the
authors’ earliest realization, if reasons were given for such
views they rarely strayed from the realm of ideology.

Despite its very formative nature, a second draft of the
paper on “Analysing Informal Mechanisms of Crime
Control™ was presented at several seminars and simposia in
Italy, the United Kingdom and Australia so as to obtain
further comments and ideas. This version was later pub-
lished in the Spanish journal “"Poder y Control” in 1987.

In summary, the paper commenced by discussing the
revival of interest in informal mechanisms of crime control.
It did not concern itselfl with definitional questions but
rather chose te appreciate informal mechanisms as relative
to the broader socio-cultural framework of their host
ambients. The paper went on to outline the critique of
formalization as a means of highlighting the artificially
dichotomous nature of the formality/informality debate. At
this stage the preference to view formalization as a dynamic
continuum was expressed. Consistent with this notion, two
levels of analysis were established: a structural level and an
“operational™ or functional level. Within the first were
identified the theoretical concerns of formalization, such as
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participation and professionalization. When dealing with
the functional level, the paper distinguished between the
control imperatives of socialization and external coercion.
There was some discussion of the relationship between
various models of control and their place within the broad
process of socio-cultural development. Although identified
as a third level of analysis, the relationship between
informal mechanisms of crime control and specific socio-
cultural development processes was little more than an
extension of the other two levels. The paper concluded
with an attempt to explore certain widely canvassed
ideological notions about the relevance of informal
mechanisms of crime control. It attempted finally to
bring the focus for analysis down to basic issues of social
practice, as they might appear in the dynamics of a
cultural setting.

On reflection this analysis was found to be rather naive
and certainly dislocated. Failure to reconstruct fully the
concept of informal mechanisms of crime control led to
initial confusion about what might be regarded as integral
to formalization. In addition there was a failure to develop
an exploration of the connection between identified mecha-
nisms and their properties and degree of formalization, on
the one hand. and their crime control potential on the
other. These problems were magnified by the fact that the
examples chosen as a broad focus for the critique were
devoid of socio-cultural specificity. Therefore, any gener-
alizations which may have been attempted from a discus-
sion of the operations of such social institutions, would
have limited relevance and specificity.

In the fall of 1985 the Ad hoc Advisory Group on
UNSDRI's Work Programme and Directions, which an-
nually reviews the work of UNSDRI, concurred in a
proposed project of the Institute on informal mechanisms
of crime control. The group agreed that the project should
accumulate information on such mechanisms from various
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regions of the world and then make an internal, cross-
cultural analysis of the mechanisms in terms of their success
as measures of crime control.

Collection of information

The task of accumulating the descriptive information
proved to be a difficult one. Not only did the dearth of
money and manpower prohibit a programme of direct
observation and data collection, but the limited apprecia-
tion of the researchers, at first instance, of what might be
conceived of as specific informal mechanisms in various
cultural settings required that even the identification of such
mechanisms be carried out by persons familiar with the
complexity of the various socio-cultural situations chosen
for study.

It was decided to utilize the special position of UNSDRI
and its already existing relationship with various individuals
and institutions throughout the international research and
criminal justice communities to solicit contributions on the
topic of informal crime control mechanisms. The selection of
potential contributors was governed by a knowledge of those
individual working in the field, as well as by a desire to
establish a rough balance between dominant socio-cultural
milleux, socio-political divisions, geographical regions and
differing levels of socio-cultural development. Contributions
were solicited originally from Africa, the Arab States, Eastern
Europe, Latin America, Western Europe and Asia and the
Far East.

The contributors were requested to provide a paper on
the topic of “Informal Mechanisms of Crime Control: A
Cross-cultural Perspective™. Without being presented at the
same time with a rigid or exclusive framework for the
paper. They were encouraged, however, to approach the
topic at the tollowing levels:

3o
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a) Descriptive level

i)

if)
iii)

iv)

Determine how informal mechanisms of crime
control are understood and appreciated in their
chosen culture.

Discuss the local literature, if any.

Select representatives of informal mechanisms of
control and describe as fully as possible their
structure and operations.

Discuss their socio-historical development.

b) Analytical level

1)

if)

iii)

iv)

v)

Examine their degrees of: —- formalization

-~ participation

- professionalization, etc.
Analyse the socialization processes which operate
within such mechanisms --- how do they translate
alues through a recognized structure of authority?
Examine the relationship between these and other
more formal mechanisms of crime control - (con-
centrating on possible structural strains in their
coexistence as well as in their relationship to the
state-centred mechanisms of control in terms of their
creation, patronage and autonomy).
Examine the relevance and appropriateness of such
informal mechanisms to the dynamics of their host
culture.
Discuss their crime control potential.

There were clear methodological risks in not imposing on
the contributors a predetermined definition of what should
be considered an informal mechanisms of control. Also by
not strictly requiring that certain analytical imperatives (such
as at least, descriptive categories) be covered, the potential
for a formal comparative analysis was jeopardized. However,
as it turned out, the range and diversity of the descriptive
and impressionistic information actually accumulated were

24




such that the comparative problem would not have been
overcome irrespective of any constraints that may have
been imposed at the outset.

To establish a balance between a recognition of the
extreme cultural specificity of most aspects of the object of
research and the need for some objectifiable analytical
constructs, the decision was taken to treat the empirical
information in such a way that whatever generalized trends
or universal impressions did emerge, they should be used to
influence the later structure of the analysis. It would have
been arrogant and ill conceived to attempt to bind the
empirical information within the constructs of analysis
which was, at the information stage, so formative.

After certain negotiations, clarifications and some disap-
pointments the following contributions were received:

Informal Mechanisms of Crime Control in Arab
Countries: Two Case Studies -- Saudi Arabia (Professor
Mohammed Al-Hamid) and Morocco (Professor Etti-
bari Bouasla).

Informal Mechanisms of Crime Control in West Africa
(Professor Tolani Asuni, Nigeria).

- Therapeutic Communities in Italy (Dr. Mario Brunetti).
La religion como control social (Professor Emperatriz
A. Camero, Venezuela).

- Public Security Committee: An Unofficial Crganization
taking Precautions against Crimes (Professor Yang
Fang, People’s Republic of China).

Informal Mechanisms of Crime Control in Japan (Pro-
fessor Moriyama, Japan),

- Informal Mechanisms of Crime Control (Some Special
Aspects Regarding Yugoslavia) -~ (Professor Janez
Pecar).

-- Informal Mechanisms of Crime Control in Egypt and
their Impact on the Criminal Policy (Dr. Abu El-Fotouh
Salama).




Informal Mechanisms of Crime Control in the Federal
Republic of Germany (Professor Sebastian Scheerer).

On receipt of the papers some attempts were made to
request from the contributors clarifications on particular
matters of interest and, in some cases, background in-
formation which they may have treated as common knowl-
edge. The papers were extremely diverse in style, focus,
emphasis, theoretical and descriptive balance, level of
abstraction and socio-cultural direction. They presented a
rich and varied pattern of information on many aspects of
crime control, formalization and the identified mechanisms,
in terms of both structure and function. Yet, while such
diversity was anticipated and proved enlightening, it created
major logistical problems for a cohesive synthesis of the
information and for a truly comparative analysis.

It was realized that to complement an analytical structure
focusing on discrete mechanisms at various degrees of
formalization. it would not be appropriate to present the
contributors’ papers merely as an edited collection. In
addition it was felt that the influence of cultural specificity
would be best reflected by drawing together the descriptive
and impressionistic data within a categorization of the
individual identified mechanisms. This was done in spite of
the risk of doing some injustice to the integrity of the logic
advanced by each contribution. Within this exercise of
limited recontextualization every effort was made to make
an honest, accurate representation of the contributors’
views. The exercise was not utilized to create some false
unity. Part Two of this book is authored in this sense by the
esteemed contributors.

Rationales for the proposed structure of the work

One would infer from the structure of this book that the
analysis of the study has grownout of three concerns:
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i) an interest in identifying and describing the nature
and operations of certain mechanisms of crime
control which have been designated as informal,

ii) a desire to explore the relationship between these
mechanisms and the crime control purpose, and

iii) a desire to determine whether formalization has a
significant bearing on the crime control potential of
these mechanisms.

The parameters of this analysis are discussed in more
detail in the following chapter. However, at this point it
might be helpful to the reader broadly to indicate the
reasoning behind the structure.

The study appears in three parts, cach of which has a
distinct methodological autonomy and purpose. At the
same time there is an intended progression linking each of
the sections. Part One is an exploration of informal
mechanisms of crime contro! at the level of constitutive
analytical concepts. It commences with a somewhat com-
partmentalized discussion.

While such a course carried with it the danger of over
simplification, it will become readily apparent that no
attempt was made to engage in a construction of discrete
definitions. On the contrary, the need to deconstruct what is
otherwise a value-laden and populist term was fully
accepted keeping in mind the importance of the essential
relationship between its component parts. By dealing first
with mechanisms, then with the purpose of crime control
and, finally, with the oscillating process of formalization,
Part One makes an effort to introduce the future progress
of the analysis.

The following chapter on conceptual concerns speculates
on the relationship between formalization and principal
structural components of all crime control mechanisms. In
this context, an examination of the power and significance
of the ideology of informalisms is followed by a more

27
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applied discussion, which, in turn, leads to a concluding
section in which are established the theoretical boundaries
of the study. By ideology is meant a set of uncontested
assumptions offering moral account for an activity or
institution as well as instrumentally promoting (i.e.
mobilizing support for) that activity or institution. It
comprises, thus, ideas, ideals, theories, beliefs. and political
action as related to informalism in crime control.

This section serves as a springboard for Part Two, which
contains a detailed discussion of the empirical information
collected by the study. A categorization is made of the
principal examples of the informal mechanisms identified
by the contributors. The descriptive and impressionistic
information arising out of the contributicns is then
re-organized around these reference points. Implicit in this
re-organization are two further distinctions, namely:

i) between those mechanisms which emanate from
already existing social institutions covering broader
purposes and those which have been created as
informalized alternatives to other crime control
options; and

ii) between those mechanisms which may be regarded as
part o the crime control status quo and those which
are developing or will be developed to informalize or
formalize further, as the case may be, the existing
crime control structure,

While the measure of ranges of formalization is alluded
to in this part, it is Part Three that discusses this matter
more specifically.

Part Three provides an opportunity for a fuller construc-
tion of the analysis aimed at enabling an assessment of the
relevance of formalization to the control of crime. Certain
characteristics and/or continua of formalization are identified
and reflected against the information on mechanisms pre-
sented in the previous part. However, unlike that part, which

28




discussed the empirical information in a culturally specific
ranner, Part Three attempts an analysis that is both
cross-cultural and internally consistent. The key concepts of
formalization serve as pointers for assessing the extent to
which certain mechanisms could be said to be formalized.
This becomes a complex analytical exercise, given the earlier
proposition that formalization oscillates over various con-
current continua. It is also based on the understanding that
comparative analysis of formalization should emerge from
the culturally universal assessment of the pointers.

Such analyses, however, would not suffice by themselves. In
order to test whether any general statement can be made
about the correlation between formalization and crime con-
trol, it is necessary also to subject the latter to some degree of
measurement. Cognizant of the enormous difficulties of mea-
suring a relative concept such as crime control, the analysis
will, as an alternative, propose certain general indicators of
crime control potential which may then be directed towards
identified mechanisms in an effort to estimate their present
and future crime control capacity. It will also be proposed that
if such a measure is successful then it might be possible to at-
tempt a loose correlation between the formalization of certain
identified mechanisms and the assessment of this capacity of
theirs. If this correlation is significant, it will furthermore be
proposed that there should be a theoretical exploration to de-
termine whether it is conjunctural and mutually influential.
With this exploration completed. the necessity will arise for a
discussion of the policy implications of the resultant analytical
framework, and indeed, such a discussion will be utilized to
conclude the final section of this study.

There is clearly in this work an interest in presenting
culturally-specitic information on the nature and operation
of informal mechanisms of crime control. The overriding
coneern, however, is to create an analytical framework for
the furtherance of future research covering both theory and
method and for the improvement of crime control policies.
29
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CONCEPTUAL CONCERNS

From the outset of this study we are concerned with the
reality of informal mechanisms of crime control. To
establish such a reality it is necessary to have identified
certain mechanisms which have as their primary, or sup-
plementary purpose, some degree of crime control. Such
purposes may be manifest in little else than a community
expectation that the mechanism will achieve such a goal.
Therefore for any mechanism to merit scrutiny in the
proceeding analysis it must be linked to crime control.

Once again we are bound by the socio-cultural relativity
of what is crime, and what comprises its control. Control
implies to some degree the continuation of the phenomenon
being controlled. Not only is the focus of this control (i.e.
crime itself) given substance through socio-cultural inter-
pretations of behaviour, but also the degree to which such
behaviour can be tolerated (which is the parameter of
control) depends on socio-cultural structures.

Our interest may be centred on mechanisms of crime
control in a variety of forms, but it is qualified by their
formalization. It was the untested and perhaps untestable
nature of the assumptions surrounding informal mechanisms
of crime control which first prompted this anaiytical en-
deavour (Zveki¢ and Findlay, 1987). So while appreciating
that it is naive to approach the concept of formalization as
some comparison of simple opposites or some non-problem-
atic dichotomy, we are interested in exploring external and
internal influences towards and away from formalization.
Possible comparisons between measures of formalization, are
also worthy of study in the way they influence crime control
potential.

30
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We are not interested in crime control per se. Nor are we
confined by a purpose bound or organizational apprecia-
tion of crime control mechanisms. We have adopted certain
mechanisms as having been identified as advancing crime
control potential within a designated socio-cultural setting.
These will become the focus of the study in terms of their
formalization and their consequent crime control potential.

Development of the research interest

In its earliest days this project was concerned with
gathering certain empirical information from various
regions of the world, in order to analyse and test certain
ideological assumptions about the crime control potential
of “informal mechanisms™. Some such questions were
identified as follows:

i) informal mechanisms more accurately reflect and
translate traditional community values;

ii) informal mechanisms are said to generate a greater
degree of community participation and to a lessening
of reliance on state and professional intervention;

iii) informal mechanisms of control imply a greater
devolution of power and on a more pragmatic level,

iv) informal mechanisms are more cost efficient, more
humane and more effective in the task of crime
control (Zveki¢ and Findlay, 1987).

It was to deconstruct and demystify the debate sur-
rounding informal mechanisms of crime control that an
attempt was made to advance a framework for analyss
against which such rhetorical imperatives might be tested.
In Cohen’s terms (Cohen, 1985: 116) the desire was to
remove the consideration of such crime control mechanisms
from the “rhetorical quest for community”. By removing
the intellectual supports surrounding informal mechanisms
as elements of the community ideology alone, it was hoped
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that policy makers could assess their significance rather
than accept their relevance, or preeminence, as acts of faith.

However, as the project developed its aspirations grew. It
is the present intention to create a framework of analysis
for the testing of certain correlative statements regarding
crime control, identified mechanisms and their formaliza-
tion. Additionally an applied perspective was developed to
permit a shift from assumptions to a culturally relevant and
mechanism-specific analysis of the actual crime control
potential of certain identified mechanisms. This, it was
expected, would serve as a contribution to improve policy
formulation in the crime control field.

Methodological preconditions

It was the intention to invite the contributors to identify
certain mechanisms as having some control potential within
their relevant socio-cultural setting. The decision was not to
confine the initial empirical exercise through a prescribed
categorization of what might be objectively viewed as a
crime control mechanism,

The imposition of such an artificial framework may have
allowed a less problematic cross-cultural analysis at a later
stage, at least at the level of crime control models. However,
the seriousness of the purpose of understanding a variety of
crime control mechanisms in a variety of socio-cultural
settings, carried with it a necessary respect for the inherent
diversity and cultural specificity.

While avoiding the temptation to impose our own
concepts of what mechanisms of crime control might be, we
have not neglected the necessity to confront certain
definitional questions regarding the conglomerate concept
of informal mechanisms of crime control. In fact, the bulk
of what remains in this chapter will be an attempt to clarify
the central features of the phrase “informal mechanisms of
crime control”.
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However, from this discussion, it may be useful to declare
to what extent the analysis is deemed to rest on the cultural
specificity of the examples chosen for us. In general we
aceept the cultural specificity of.

i) attitudes about crime and its control, including the
allocation of priorities, and the measurement of their
significance;

ii) the selection of what is perceived to be a crime
control mechanism; and

iii) the interpretation and application of the meanings,

degree of relevance and ranges of formalization.

The application of this approach has obviated the need to
neutralize variations in the different appreciations of what
are informal mechanisms of control and what are perceived
of as crime control priorities. However, by accepting the
cultural relativity of these concepts, one is required also to
realize certain restrictions on the cross-cultural applicability
of analysis. Even so, if we propose that certain influences
on formalization may be constant throughout various
cultures, then once they have been specifically applied to
each individual cultural setting, the resultant assessment of
formalization might be compared, as they relate (if at all) to
crime control potential. It will be their application to
various mechanisms, in terms of range and significance,
which may be culturally specific.

In summary then:

a) definitions of crime were accepted not only as culturally
specific, but as social constructions (this without
prejudging the level of arbitrariness of construction);

b) the context and direction of crime control will be
culturally and politically specific;

¢) the selection and cultural relevance of crime control
mechanisms will emanate from particular socio-cultural
framework;
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d) the definitive characteristics of these mechanisms will
only gain their significance from within certain
socio-cultural environments and in particular from the
political arrangements regarding the scope and coverage
of control;

¢) the range (if measurable) of formalization will be cul-
turally specific as it is derived through attempts to assess a
mechanism’s formalization within specific socio-cultural
settings. Therefore, not only are the characteristics of the
mechanisms culturally specific, but so will be the inter-
pretation of the significance of a particular influence on
formalization;

) measures of crime control potential, however constructed,
will be culturally specific;

g) the initial level of analysis will be restricted to that which
is internally specific to a particular socio-cultural setting;
and finally

h) there may be a possibility of cross-cultural analysis
spanning internal estimates of formalization and assess-
ments of crime control potential.

To some extent this analysis of informal mechanisms of
crime control may be viewed as artificial. If we are to
concentrate on discrete mechanisms as our objective of
analysis then it may be argued that we risk ignoring the
interrelationship with other mechanisms, or broader social
institutions, at various levels of formalization. In addition
both formalization and the mechanisms themselves may be
dynamic concepts. and any analysis of these may be limited
in its ongoing applicability. We would accept and work
within such criticisms.

It may appear that by concentrating on the purpose of
crime control alone due regard may not be given to the
wider reasons for the existence and operation of certain
broad social institutions. As well, the attractiveness and
applicability of certain informal mechanisms may not rest
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in their crime control potential alone. This is accepted and
it is our intention to locate certain mechanisms within their
framework of broader social arrangements, as well as to
touch on their additional purposes and consequences.
However, from the outset the intention is not to be
deflected from their connection with crime control as the
obvious focus for the analysis.

Our ultimate purpose is to enable some estimate to be
made of the crime control potential of various mechanisms
at cumulative indices of formalization, In addition it is
hoped that, through some level of comparative analysis, an
indication of the correlation between formalization and
crime control potential might be established (or refuted).
Therefore it will be necessary to do more than simply
propose the discrete analysis of various mechanisms., An
examination of the interrelationship between mechanisms at
rarious levels of formalization as well as some comparison
between the crime control potential of such various
mechanisms will be attempted.

Yet when one approaches any comparative analysis
between mechanisms, either on the level of formalization or
crime control, one should be careful to avoid the trap of
simply reaffirming a simplistic dichotomous appreach, i.e.
formal vs. informal mechanisms of crime control.

Recognition of the cultural relevance and the influence of
socio-cultural specificities, on a number of key concepts
(and corresponding behavioural structures) should not be
taken readily as an indicator of our comfortable settlement
with a position of extreme relativism. Allowing that cultural
relevance and some degree of relativeness should not
preclude the *‘distinction between concrete structures -
actual membership groups - and analytical structures
aspects of patterned activity of individuals or social entities
related to particular functions™ (Moore and Sterling,
1985:84). Although one should be cautioned against the
claim that analytical concepts are fully-fledged cultural
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universals, one should not treat culturally-specitic informa-
tion provided by the national or foreign observer (in-
formant) in the form it is provided and solely from the
given cultural perspective. Otherwise, there is no place for
objective science and, of course, no way for meaningful
comparison. However, culturally-specific meanings are ex-
tremely important for the identification and attempted
classification within the observed socio-cultural setting.

Returning to our study, and bearing in mind these
autionary remarks, it is suggested that due recognition of
cultural relevance and some degree of relativeness is
imperative for a meaningful discussion of crime control,
identified mechanisms and some criteria and measures of
the formalization of these mechanisms. This is much less so
with respect to other analytical tools, such as, the proposed
system analysis itself, influences on formalization and
indicators of crime control potential.

Connecting the concepts
Y

[t might be said that one of the most salient (and perhaps
challenging) ingredients of our analysis is the consideration
of how crime control is affected by the differences in
formalization of certain social institutions and organiza-
tions. A principal ideological assumptions promoting the
development of informal mechanisms of crime control is
that with a reduction of formalization there is an increase in
crime control potential. Therefore, it is incumbent on any
functional analysis of informal mechanisms of crime control
at least to address the following three hypotheses:

i) different crime contrel mechanisms will have dif-
fering crime control potentials;

ii) the crime control potential of a mechanism will be
influenced by whether crime control is a primary,
secondary. or peripheral purpose of the mechanism;




iii) as the formalization of a crime control mechanism
varies, so does its crime control potential.

The determination of such hypotheses, while important
in unravelling the significance of informal mechanisms of
crime control, presents certain serious problems at the
level of measurement. Firstly, we are using a very
subjective and prospective unit of measurement, this
being crime control potential. The critiques concerning
the adequacy of measures of success in crime control are
voluminous. The debate about the adequacy of official
crime statistics (and what they actually represent) is well
known. Further, more recent measures of crime rates
through victimization present problems when translated
into attempts to measure the success of crime control
initiatives. As the later discussion of crime control will
indicate, one is not even dealing with an object for
measurement which can be clearly and unambiguously
defined. To complicate further this task of measurement,
it is not simply one of assessing the success of crime
control measures, but rather that of attempting some
prospective estimate of crime control potential. This is
necessary because as yet certain informal mechanisms
may not be appreciated in terms of their actual influence
in controlling crime. Other mechanisms may be newly
constructed for tiis purpose. Also, as the crime problem
develops and diversifies, it becomnies necessary to analyse
the potential effect which certain mechanisms may have if
directed towards a newly identified or signified category
of crime.

It is also important to realize that the analysis may be
applied in different developing socio-cultural settings.
Therefore, it would be wrong to assume any degree of
uniformity in terms of the already existing data sources on
crime control mechanisms, as well as the propensity to
measure, and accumulate new information.
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To overcome to an extent these problems of measurement
it is proposed to present later a variety of indicators around
which a general estimate of crime control potential may be
advanced. These could then be tested in the process of
developing the methodology and technology for measuring
the actual success of crime control measures.

Once certain mechanisms have been analyzed in terms of
their crime control potential and formalization, some com-
parative analysis becomes necessary in order to establish
whether there is any correlation between formalization and
crime control,

Those who advance the ideology of informal mechanisms
of crime control rarely express doubt about there being a
favourable correlation between the two (or at least not an
unfavourable one). Therefore it would be foolhardy to
ignore the significance of the ideological wisdom that with a
reduction in formalization there may be an increase in crime
control potential. But the aim is more than to rely on
ideological wisdom. The analysis will propose a theoretical
consideration of whether the central influences towards or
away from formalization would appear to have any bearing
on crime control.

Prior to examining the empirical information on informal
mechanisms and the central influences on formalization, it
is necessary to explore in some detail the integral features of
the concept of informal mechanisms of crime control. In so
doing it will be necessary to construct some broad defini-
tions permitting internal analysis as well as reflecting the
existing cross-cultural variations.

We will highlight the structural imperatives and the recur-
rent patterns which emerge through informal mechanisms of
crime control. While most aspects of this generic concept are
culturally relative and to some extent reciprocal, they display
recurrent structures, particularly through the patterned be-
haviours in their application. Such recurrent patterns and in-
tegral structures must be identified prior to a wider analysis.
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The explanation of the concept will start with a discus-
sion of mechanisms. It would be logical to address first the
structural focus of the analysis. Next will follow an
examination of the mechanisms’ identified purpose. this
being crime control. The concluding part will then examine
formalization, which may influence both structure and
purpose.

Mechanisms

One of the principal subjects of inquiry in this study is that
of informal mechanisms. Therefore, one needs firstly to
address the concept of the mechanisms and then to proceed
with its further conceptual clarification with regard to the
other two principal subjects of inquiry: that of crime control
and that of formalization. Any definition of mechanisms
may be based on a variety of standards, and furthermore
may relate purely to concept-building activities with no
specific references (highly abstract concepts). It may also
relate to selected areas of inquiry (specifically related abstract
concepts). Of course, mechanisms as abstract concepts may
mean a variety of things and may relate to a variety of areas
of inquiry. As specifically related concepts they may have or
imply a variety of meanings. Thus, in the most abstract sense
the concept of a mechanism implies dynamic operation, a
transfer and a procedure. Mechanisms are procedures and/or
instruments by which, or through which, some tangible or
intangible matters are produced, created, constructed and,/or
transferred. further processed and applied. Mechanisms
clearly have something to do with mechanics, machinery,
ete., and they clearly imply instrumentality. But instrumen-
tality does not necessarily mean that mechanisms may not
stand on their own, that is, that they do not possess some
form of autonomy. They are not and should not be
conceived of only in terms of their belonging to, or
participating iu, something larger and more complex, Nor
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should this instrumentally imply a lesser degree of
complexity or the absence of a goal or orientation. Even if
only instruments, mechanisms may be more complex than
the tangible and intangible matters that they process.

In this study the concept of mechanism applies to a
specific area of human action: the crime control area.
Therefore, the concept of mechanism implies a variety of
procedures, instruments and channels by which or through
which crime control is exercised. Moreover, it also refers to
all those social processes and methods by which a degree of
social control (conformity) is attempted. Here, however, it
should be stressed that we are not interested in all social
processes or institutions of control. Rather, our focus is
primarily on mechanisms (methods and procedures) that
are more relevant or more oriented towards crime control,

No one would argue that crime control is something that
is entirely separate from or independent of more broad-
based social control. Crime control is just a part of social
control and thus general mechanisms of social control are
clearly of interest. It is useful, however, to draw a distinc-
tion between crime control mechanisms that are com-
ponents of wider social control institutions or are, in fact,
institutions themselves (such as religion, family, etc.) and
those that are specifically and deliberately set up for the
crime control  purpose (such as police, corrections,
community service, etc.). Despite the fact that this distinc-
tion is not clear, it delimits the subject of enquiry. As
opposed to Cohen (1985) who is interested in organized
responses to crime, the interest of the study is in a variety of
responses. Some of these may be purposefully and crime
control oriented while others may pursue crime control as
part of a multi-purpose effort at achieving social control.

In addition, some of the mechanisms presented for our
consideration may not be clearly organized as mechanisms
for crime control. Issues of organization and specific crime
control orientation are not therefore discriminative and
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delimitating variables in our study, although, as we shall
see later, the issue of organization comes into discussion as
related to another key concept, namely formalization. The
somewhat blurred distinction, previously mentioned, be-
tween purpose-designed crime control mechanisms and
those which are part of a broader web of social control or
which are, themselves, social institutions with wider pur-
poses. brings us to another possible and perhaps useful
distinction: crime control mechanisms may also differ in
terms of their autonomy or incorporatedness (an example
of such differentiation is presented by Schreerer in Part
Three of this study). This distinction overlaps with the
previous one, but only partially. Although on the level of
elementary logic it might seem that specifically designed
crime control mechanisms are more likely to be autono-
mous, such mechanisms may, in fact, be as much incor-
porated into a larger system (e.g. public security councils
in China), as some incorporated mechanisms (e.g. police in
the criminal justice system) may enjoy autonomy within
the larger system. The question of autonomy does not end
here, for apart from the issue of location, autonomy may
also be a matter of internal structure and a matter
concerning the basis of legitimacy of the mechanisms in
question.

Following Weber, it would be appropriate to recall at this
point that the corollary of autonomy is heteronomy in which
legitimacy, structure and jurisdiction of mechanisms and the
means used by them, are extremely well defined and well
established. Here again, it is worth noting that there is some
overlap, albeit partial, between the autonomy-heteronomy
and autonomy-incorporatedness criteria.

Crime control mechanisms may also be looked at from
the perspective of their ex ante or ex post activation, as
noted by Scheerer, drawing from Hess, where he makes a
distinction between active and reactive mechanisms. The
former are those that seek preventively to exclude undesired
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activities and that form part of the “active production of
conformity™, while the latter take action, for example, only
when a norm violation has occurred.

Another way to look at crime control mechanisms is in
terms of their principal or key characteristics in crime
control aimed at the execution of their functions. Abel
(1973), in his seminal study of dispute institutions in
society, recognized the centrality of the intervener’s role, on
which basis, in turn, the theory of dispute institutions was
pursued. Similarly, one may attempt to discuss mechanisms
of crime control with regard to the collective or individual
character of the principal agent. While the vast majority of
crime control mechanisms operate collectively (e.g. family,
religion and police). others rely on the individual role of a
principal executive (such as the voluntary probation officer
in Japan). This empirical characteristic does not, of course,
preclude the need to examine the issue of role dif-
ferentiation nor does it support naively the seeing of the
collectivity as 4 homogeneous whole, It only suggests that
some mechanisms, for their functioning, rely more on key
executive agents and this  characteristic may largely
influence their performance as instrument« of crime control.
It also scems to condition the formalization of the
mechanisms,

Crime control mechanisms are parts of their respective
socio-cultural settings, In addition to their specific charac-
teristics. all the mechanisms identified in this study have
specific cultural meanings and are furthermore of different
degrees of cultural relevance. In some socio-cultural setting
certain mechanisms have a higher cultural relevance (and
perhaps effectiveness) than others. Or, the same mecha-
nisms or similar ones can have different cultural relevance
(“weight™) in ditferent cultural settings  and this could be
so not only from a crime control perspective. Moreover, it
should be recognized that a number of alleged charac-
teristics of mechanisms are so culture-determined that what
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may appear in one culture an indicator, par excellence, of
informality may be, to the same degree, in another culture a
characteristic of formality. Indeed, this cultural dependence
penetrates the whole discussion of erime control mecha-
nisms. and shapes it more than any other analytical factor.

Crime control

Perhaps more than any other integral aspect of informal
mechanisms of crime control, the concept of crime control
has been appreciated in this analysis as culturally relative
and as encompassing a dynamic interactive process. The
specific concernt with erime control in this analysis is not
simply a concern with a particular process of socialization
or specitic type of social control. Such control is the object
towards which the identified mechanisms aspire, and it
relates directly to the regulation of crime by type of crime.

The control potential will depend on the nature of the
criminal activity against which it iy directed. Indeed the
measurability of success in crime control will be directly
influenced by the problematic nature of the crime type, and
its overt (or covert) public presence. Thus, with murder for
example, the success of certain crime control mechanisms
may be less conjectural than might be the case with
domestic violence or corporate fraud. In this respect the
offender and his or her behaviour is central to an
understanding of crime control. In addition, the perceived
degree of social menace posed by the criminal behaviour
will have a direct bearing on the priority accorded to a
particular crime control initiative,

When examining the nature of erime control as translated
through various control mechanisms, an inquiry into the
relationship between the controllers and the controlled is
useful at several levels. First, it permits retlection on the
organizational structures and their attributes responsible for
the operation of a crime control mechanism. Second, it is
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through an understanding of this relationship that the
significance of certain characteristics of the crime control
mechanism, as actually in operation, can be better ap-
preciated.

For example, if we consider a relatively informal crime
control mechanism such as the intervention of an individual
volunteer, this has its central operational imperative in the
regular ““face-to-face™ interaction between the controller
and the controlled. From this will develop a significant op-
portunity for an individual understanding of the offender
and the offensive behaviour, together with a continuing ap-
preciation of relevant developments following the offence.
Another reasonable expectation would be the setting-up of
a specific apparatus for observing and measuring the effect
of such *‘one-to-one” intervention. However, along with
such an informal approach, goes certain compromises with
broader crime control implications. For instance, the
offender (or other potential or actual offenders) may view
such a mechanism as *“‘soft” and without authority. They
may see the crime control process as little more than an
exercise in subterfuge (i.e.: in being able to convince the
volunteer that they have mended their ways irrespective of
their actual future intentions). Also, such a crime control
relationship may be seen by other more formalized crime
control agencies as being too heavily based on com-
promise, and they may therefore choose to dismiss it, not
to support it, or even actively to undermine it. Outside the
mechanism, the view mzy be that any attempt to relate to
the offender as part of the control process will, in fact
place under challenge the efforts of detection, investiga-
tion, conviction and punishment agencies within the
criminal justice process.

It may be said that crime control aspirations are universa
no matter what mechanisms are utilized. Yet, the very
process of crime control is greatly influenced by the nature
and functioning of the mechanisms.
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This issue of relationship between the control process and
the controlled may also be examined in a wider perspective.
Much of what can be said about crime control will be
determined by when it is seen as comimencing, how far it is
viewed as venturing into various aspects of the offender’s
social existence, and when it is seen as concluding. Again, to
a large extent these questions will be affected by the nature
of the crime control mechanism in question. Certain crime
control mechanisms such as law-making institutions and
religious organizations have, in fact, vital roles to play in
defining at the outset the behaviours to be deemed criminal
(or at least deviant), this being an essential pre-condition
for the activation of the crime control process. Then
through all the stages of detection, investigation, trial,
punishment and aftercare, various mechanisms will drift in
and out of the crime control picture, intervening in the
offender’s social existence to varying degrees. Also, if crime
and deviance are socio-culturally perceived as being more
than a violation of legal principles, they may call for a
range of controls at the political, religious, educational and
cconomic levels, to be directed against the offender. This
will have a direct influence on the nature of crime control
and the mechanisms chosen for its promotion.

In dealing with the relationship between the controlled
and the controller, this study, taking into account its
purpose, does not seek to direct attention to the offenders’
appreciation of the reality of crime control.

In dealing with the concept of control, contributors to
this study have presented their views in a very general way.
They have discussed mechanisms focussing on:

~- Prevention,

- Policing,

»»»»» Regulation,

- Punishment and correction,

-~ Aftercare, and

-- Social and political re-education.
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In so conceiving control they have also invited a con-
sideration of its directions in two ways:

1. as control directed towards an individual through
concepts such as individual responsibility, indi-
vidualized punishment, specific deterrence, etc.;

as control directed towards certain social groups or
the whole community.

o

It is usually those broader social institutions such as the
law, religion, education, etc., which here have the re-
sponsibility of establishing the crime/non crime division,

; encouraging obedience to rules and associated general
: deterrence against rule breaking, and engender a sense of
community victimization through criminal behaviour.

As previously stated, the interest of this study does not
stop at crime control as such. The concept of control
implies some assessable degree of regulation. No matter
how general, a measurement of such regulation will be
necessary in both potential and actual senses, to establish a
scale of effectiveness and to associate it with the issue of
formulation.

Formalization

Despite the falsity of the formal/informal dichotomy and
the reality of oscillation between conflicting principles and
policies (Moore and Sterling, 1985), there is a strongly held
presumption that “‘informal mechanisms”, “informalism™
and “informality” are significantly different from their
correlates (“‘formal mechanisms”, “formalism” and “for-
mality™). This is so not only in colloquial usage but also in
scientific discourse.

In one statement informal control has been defined as the
most basic relationship between:

*“(any) Ego and (any) Alter in primary groups like the
family, neighbourhoods, peer-groups, etc. as well as in
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secondary groups like schools, at work, in political
parties, religious affiliations, etc. The means of informal
social control range from psychic interventions (status
loss, ridicule, loss of honour) over economic sanctions
(loss of work and income) to physical ones (beating,
mock trials)” (see Scheerer).

The self-help of crime victims may be cited as an example
of informal control standing at the far end of the
formalization range. Such action, however, is not always
conceptualized as an example of informal social control
since it is individualized. In its operation it lacks the
elements of the consensually conceived attributes of
sociality. In contrast to *‘social” mechanisms (even if
“informal™), it is less orderly, less predictable and, at least
within many so-called modern societies, less acceptable.

Despite the fact that informal control may be in-
dividualized and that in some socio-cultural settings, the
abovecited example may be a recurrent practice, the
literature on informal social control tends to focus not on
such control but rather on more orderly group-based forms
of control. This focus should not be necessarily seen as
revealing a deformation professionel on the part of the vast
majority of analysts dealing with the issue of social control.
Rather, it is reflective of a legitimate concern with order-
lines, predictability, and pattern, as minimum requirement
of any activity of social control. Any analysis of such
control must also be concerned with these features.

Even while recognizing the dangerousness of summary
treatment and the risks attending generalization, an in-
spection of the relevant literature (see bibliographies in
Cohen, 1985 and Abel, 1982) seems to validate the idea of
analysing the process of formalization with respect to
various mechanisms of crime (social) control. Rather than
focussing on clear cut distinctions or dichotomies between
informal and formal, the debate in science (though not in
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ideology) in fact resolves in one way or another around
“the formal” and its various degrees and characteristics.
The key referential concept is that of “the formal™ since it is
primarily in relation to “‘formal mechanisms™ that we talk
about “informal mechanisms”.

It is possible that this may merely be the result of the
historical development and geographical location of the
prevailing social science paradigms. Consistent with this
line of reasoning, one may think of the principal referential
sitius of the formal as being the result of modern social
science’s analytical imperative: namely, analytical concepts
should, at least to some degree, correspond to or reflect
concrete structures. The more orderly patterned, tangible
and static they are the easier it is to grasp these structures
and expose them to analytical, intellectual manipulation
(i.e. to analysis). And, in addition, it is easier also to take
them as points of reference for analysing and comparing
even those other structures, which are not ameanable to the
application of the agreed-upon analytical procedure. Most
theories of social change and development while using the
progression reference, work retrospectively in fact, from the
complex to the simple, and from formalized, rationalized,
bureaucraticized reference points to the corresponding
correlates. Formalization thus may appear as just another
process that fits into an overt or covert evolutionary
perspective: i.e. in other words, a process that merely
progresses from less to more formalization. This naive
evolutionary view with underlying assumptions regarding
rectilinear change may of course be criticized on grounds
similar to those other universal evolutionary explanatory
concepts. But, such a critique should not be exaggerated.
There seems to be evidence that quite strongly underscores
the logic of some types of human action and modes of
interaction increasing in their formalization. If formaliza-
tion is perceived as the part of what Moore (1979) calls
“structural rationalization”, it would then also fit into this
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latter process and direction of change, with the limits of its
magnitude and consequences being recognized.

Formalization seen in this sense, is commonly not con-
ceived of as encompassing medium- and small-scale changes.
Nor is it seen as influencing greatly structures resistant to this
process. These types of human interaction and structures,
which are persistently static and are not notably susceptible
to the influence of this “sweeping™ trend, as well as some
others which are purposefully removed from the trend, are
not only evidence of oscillating patterns of change, but
expose the intrinsic limits of formalization.

Recognition of the trend towards formalization, and of
its intrinsic limits, as well as of the different propensities of
structures to be subjected to or influenced by this trend,
merits some comment on the sources of such developments.
In concrete historical terms, and even more in terms of
universal constants, it is almost impossible, however, to
identify on a higher level of abstraction all those factors
that may influence both the general trend and its variations.

It is therefore more useful perhaps to attempt to identify
on the analytical level some important sources of influences
working toward formalization and influencing it. One
should, where possible, locate these sources in broader
processes of social change the scope of which is wider than
that of the control mechanisms. Also, the internal dynamics
of the control themselves should provide a further location
for analysis. Some influences are the function of the degree
to which a particular control mechanism is dependent on its
immediate social and/or regulatory context; others are
connected to the dominant mode of political power and
legitimacy in the society to which the mechanism belongs.
Certain general processes of social change as (to cite some
common and less debatable ones) commodity production,
industrialization, etc., tend to influence and change patterns
of human interaction leading frequently to the distruction
or at least marginalization of social entities previously of

49




central importance, whether in terms of the production and
distribution of goods and services, the accumulation,
organization and transmittal of knowledge, or the pro-
duction and maintenance of order.

It is claimed. and it seems to be true, that patterns of
social organization become more formal when based on
regular procedures and standards and when carried out
through differentiated specialized roles. In the crime control
sector examples might be policing or prisons, the formaliza-
tion of which might perhaps be more clearly followed
(although in Schwartz and Miller's legal complexity scale -
1964 revised 1974 - both are themselves indicators of legal
formality).

General influences towards or on formalization have
consequences, but some control mechanisms are less af-
fected or more resistant to formalization and its subsequent
effects. Such may be the case with the family as a control
mechanism. Despite changes in the structure of the family,
some of which are due also to general processes of change,
which may include tormalization, socialization through the
regulatory and control functions of the family remain
important and may not be deeply dependent on the process
of formalization. Perhaps in some societies the effectiveness
of family-based controlling functions decreases as they are
influenced by other aspects of social change, but they do
not become more formalized as compared with some other
social institutions that execute control functions, This of
course does not mean, as we shall see later, that the family
is indisputably only an informal structure.

It seems that structures or mechanisms which are not
primarily concerned with the translation or application of
universal principles and in particular of formal rules, and
which are themselves less based on such rules, tend to be
more resistant to drifts towards formalization, and vice-
versa. These mechanisms also tend to posess, to a lesser
degree, internal sources generating formalization.
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Perhaps the complexity of the mechanisms also has
something to do with their internal formalization potentials.
The more complex the mechanism, the more there is the
need for regulating and prescribing interactions between its
elements, i.e. status-interactions. The complexity of the
structure assumes some degree of role and procedural
differentiation, which may be considered an indicator of
formalization. But, while complexity or even a mere
increase in the size of the entity makes differentiation
possible and tends to influence the drift towards for-
malization from inside and outside the social entity, the
increasing differentiation and correlatively increased for-
malization both have some limits. There is ample evidence
to show that corresponding variations in increased dif-
ferentiation and increased formalization are not symbiotic.
Indeed, repeated attempts to introduce some unity and
homogeneity within complex systems subject to further
differentiation, show that neither of these two processes are
mindless and that both may pursue independent paths.
Because of its stress on centralization and co-ordination,
formalization may be looked upon as an appropriate
strategy for achieving unity within the system. Thus,
differentiation and formalization may reside within the
mechanism’s internal structure and stand together in a
reciprocal and even symbiotic relationship. To some extent
and under some conditions, differentiation figures pro-
minently in the limits to formalization with the reverse also
being true. This dialectical relationship connects the two
processes whether influenced from outside the given social
unit (mechanism) or from within the unit (Zvekic, 1979)..

Although there is a tendency to equate or use the two
concepts interchangeably, institutionalization may also be
considered as a “‘requisite” of formalization, The concept of
institution seems to be useful if linked with regulatory or, as
Moore calls them, ‘“normative” complexes. The more a
mechanism is oriented to regulation the more likely for it to
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have a higher propensity to favour formalization and/or
actually to become more formalized. This leads to a number
of other useful analytical characteristics, such as rule-
orientation or constitutionality, precision, lack of ambiguity
and predictability. These characteristics may make the
mechanisms somewhat resistant to change, even while being,
as institutions, predisposed to accomodate external influences
or ambient systems. Such accomodation may therefore be
influenced and perhaps even slowed down by the extent of
formalization. The well known self-maintaining logic of
burcaucracies is an exemplary case in point.

At the same time, human intentionality figures pro-
minently in the limits both of formalization and differen-
tiation. If we look at formalization as a means for the
achievement of a goal, that is, if we deal with deliberately
set up institutions which are ipso facto purposeful, then the
extent of formalization may even expand their capacity for
self-manipulation, leading towards greater accommodative-
ness. It is irrelevant here that for the suke of their pre-
servation they might in fact increase the social importance
or menace of such a perceived social problem. Recurring
attempts to reform institutions, set up to focus on specific
soeial problems, are examples of formalization processes
facilitating accommodation.

The relevance of the preceding discussion to the subject
of our inquiry lies precisely in the different directions of,
and contradictions between, the influences affecting for-
malization. While these may be looked at primarily from
the structuralist perspective, whether from outside or inside
the mechanism, other types of influence should also be
taken into account.

As previously noted, human intentionality figures pro-
minently in the setting of limits to ever-increasing influences
on formalization. We have seen, for example, that in the
case of purposefully created institutions based on condi-
tions favouring formalization, the degree of formalization
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may increase the institution’s accomodative capacities. But,
from a different angle it is also possible to discuss influences
inhibiting formalization arising also from human inten-
tionality or from normative complexes (beliefs, values,
ideologies, etc.) or from both. These may be even more
decisively responsible for variations or oscillations in
patterns of chenge. This particularly applies to regulatory-
controlling mechanisms.

Drifts towards formalization are counterbalunced by
drifts in the opposite direction: this indeed is a basic point
of ours, although it should not be taken to imply that a
balance is ever achieved between the two. These drifts are
not so opposed to each other that a true dichotomy can be
assured. Black’s (1976) postulates on the inverse com-
plementarity between the law (state control) and “*anarchic”
(informal) control are useful for some purposes: it is felt
however, that it is reflective of an “extremist”™ position and,
therefore, has certain limitations.

The ideology of informalism is a good example of this
kind of counterbalancing. Cohen (1985) rightly points to
the recent rise in the informalism ideology in the crime
control field as a destructuring movement, reversing long-
established trends in the criminal justice system: ‘“‘away
from the state™, *“away from the expert”, “away from the
institution”, “‘away from the mind”. The first three ‘aways’
are of partirular significance for our discussion. They point
out that the attacks on formalism are centred around the
issue of power. Without questioning the centrality of
authority per se, the proponents of informalism call for
control mechanisms which are non-state centered, in which
professional expertise is not of overriding importance and
which are less institutionalized, that is to say, bureau-
craticized. In this sense the ideology of informalism has
consequences on the formalization of control. It exposes
again the importance of less-formal control structures like
the family and reflects nostalgia for folk-pastoral notions of
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community involvement. What is more important for so-
salled modern societies, it strongly favours *‘alternatives” to
the formal criminal justice system.

As a consequence of this ideology and of the crisis of the
welfare state in recent years, a number of such alternative
programmes have been set up, e.g. juvenile diversion
programmes, neighbourhood justice system and voluntary
probation officers.

Some of these are of less recent origin and may have
emerged from the ideology of democratization and public
participation rather than of informalism as such. Whatever
the case, the movement or ideology of informalism should
not be seen merely as the counterbalancing of drifts towards
formalization; indeed, they are not too removed from the
formalization trend. Most of these alternatives were, as a
matter of fact, mechanisms deliberately set up by groups or,
more frequently by the state itself and, in that sense, they
were not disimilar to formal mechanisms which too were
deliberately designed at the outset of their creation. The
degree of their formalization appears even greater when it is
recognized that they often participate in state-sponsored
systems of control. Organized informalized alternatives
have been as expansions of state control (Abel, 1982).

The ideology of informalism does not solely explain the
drift “away™ from formalization for there have been other
ideological influences such as populist ideas and revolu-
tionary visions, as well as anti-system ideologies exemplified
by such slogans as “small is beautiful”, “people are not
machines”, “experts don’t know everything”, “‘bureaucracies
are anti-human”, ete. (Cohen, 1985). Also noteworthy is the
fact that the ideology of informalism was shared by groups
belonging to the left and the right of the political spectrum; it
was not necessarily promoted by individuals and instituti